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LOWER MILL CREEK PARTIAL REMEDY 

Communications Plan 

OVERVIEW SITUATION 

During heavy rains, the combined sewer system managed by the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater 

Cincinnati (MSD) can overflow, making Cincinnati among the top five utilities nationally dealing with 

combined sewer overflows (CSOs).  MSD is under a federal Consent Decree to reduce combined sewer 

overflows (CSOs) by 85% and eliminate sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs) by 100%. To achieve these goals, 

MSD has implemented a major public works initiative called Project Groundwork to achieve compliance 

and bring value to the community through this significant investment. Project Groundwork is a multi-

billion dollar, multi-year, and multi-phased initiative is comprised of hundreds of sewer improvement 

and stormwater control projects. 

LOWER MILL CREEK SITUATION 

Since more than half of the CSOs occur in the Lower Mill Creek watershed, which covers 40,000 acres in 

the heart of Hamilton County, MSD must implement a Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy (LMCPR) that 

aims to achieve significant volume reduction by 2018 (Phase 1).  MSD has evaluated potential 

approaches to eliminate a substantial volume of the overflows, including:  

 A traditional "gray" approach that includes an underground storage tunnel and enhanced high-
rate treatment facility to capture and treat CSOs before they reach Mill Creek, a tributary of the 
Ohio River; this is referred to as the default solution.   

 A sustainable/hybrid approach that primarily seeks to control CSOs by reducing the amount of 

stormwater entering combined sewers; examples include new storm sewers, stormwater 

detention basins, and restoration of existing or defunct streams. 

The potential approaches are detailed and compared in the LMCPR Alternatives Evaluation Preliminary 

Findings Report.  Additional solutions will be proposed for Phase 2 after 2018. 

On September 26, 2012, MSD recommended the sustainable/hybrid approach to the Hamilton County 

Board of County Commissioners and the City of Cincinnati.  This recommendation is outlined in the 

LMCPR MSD’s Recommendation to the Co-Defendants of LMCPR Alternative.   

The sustainable/hybrid approach includes a mix of green and gray projects in the Lick Run, West Fork, 

Bloody Run, and West Fork sub-watersheds.  The Lick Run Alternative is one of the concepts being 

evaluated under this approach.  It would eliminate about 750 million gallons of overflows each year, or 

roughly 50% of the annual overflows from the Lick Run watershed into the Mill Creek.  The central 

element of this project is a proposed urban waterway through the Cincinnati neighborhood of South 

Fairmount, as well as a series of in-line green infrastructure installations such as bio-infiltration basins 

and bio-swales within the watershed.  

 

PLANNING   
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This Communications Plan was developed in accordance with Public Relations Society of America (PRSA) 

guidelines, including goals, objectives, strategies, and tactics.  

The following overall goal of the community engagement efforts was identified for the LMCPR 

communications program:   

Engage Greater Cincinnati citizens in the process of selecting a preferred solution for the LMCPR. 

To achieve this goal, the following objectives have been identified: 

 To increase awareness of the LMCPR among Lower Mill Creek watershed residents, businesses, 

property owners and interested citizens, as well as city and county agencies and non-profit 

organizations.   

 To increase awareness among ratepayers across MSD’s service area. 

 To increase opportunities for the community to provide input into the decision-making process 

for selecting a preferred solution. 

To meet these Objectives, the following Strategy will be employed: 

Multiple communication channels will be used to ensure that all community members, including 

traditionally hard-to-reach populations, have the opportunity to participate. 

The primary target audiences for these communication strategies are: 

 MSD customers 

 Hamilton County residents 

 Stakeholders, including: 

o Municipalities 

o Townships 

o Cincinnati Community Councils 

o Environmental groups 

o Other interested parties 

 Media 

IMPLEMENTATION 

This Communications Plan will be implemented through the use of the public relations activities or 

tactics listed below.  Since this is a dynamic document, the tactics in this Plan may be updated or revised 

as necessary to incorporate new information, new ideas or changes to the program.  

 

Tactic 1:  Develop key messages.  
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MSD will develop key messages to help increase awareness of the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy. 

These messages will be reviewed and revised as necessary. They will be included in materials used to 

promote Project Groundwork and will be aligned with recommendations made by the U.S. EPA in their 

July 2011 Lick Run Watershed Strategic Integration Plan. 

Key messages for the communication effort include: 

1. MSD is required to significantly reduce the amount of sewer overflows into the Mill Creek by 2018.  

 The overflows are known as combined sewer overflows (CSOs) because they overflow from 

combined sewers which carry both sewage and stormwater in the same pipe.   

 Most combined sewers are located in the older areas of Cincinnati and Hamilton County.  The 

newer communities have separate sewers that carry sewage or stormwater only. 

2. MSD is looking at potential solutions including a “gray” approach and a “sustainable/hybrid” 

approach.   

 The gray approach is an underground storage tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility 

that would capture and treat sewer overflows before they could reach the Mill Creek.  

 The sustainable/hybrid approach seeks to control CSOs by reducing the amount of stormwater 

entering combined sewers.  Examples include new dedicated storm sewers, stormwater 

detention basins and restoration of existing or defunct streams.  The added benefit is improved 

water quality and potential community amenities (e.g., restored streams).    

3. MSD must submit its preferred solution to the Regulators by December 2012.  MSD is seeking 

feedback and input from the community in the decision-making process. 

Tactic 2:  Establish the Communities of the Future Advisory Committee (CFAC) 

As part of Project Groundwork, MSD developed a concept called “Communities of the Future,” 

which integrates sustainable sewer infrastructure improvements with urban renewal in areas that 

experience high volume or frequent CSOs.  To assist and guide MSD with this vision, MSD will form the 

Communities of the Future Advisory Committee (CFAC) that consists of citizens and representatives 

from public and private agencies, including government, non-profits, academia and Regulators.  

Tactic 3:  Develop written and visual materials that deliver key messages and provide information 

about the LMCPR as a whole or activities within sub-watersheds of the Lower Mill Creek.   

The written and visual materials will be diverse in medium, will be disseminated in a variety of ways, and 

will be written to a sixth-grade reading level to ensure that traditionally hard-to-reach populations are 

provided the opportunity to engage.  Materials will include a phone number, email address, and website 

URL, allowing for multiple avenues to ask questions, voice concerns, and provide feedback.  Written and 

visual materials may include (but are not limited to): 

 Videos  

 Interactive Kiosk 
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 Fact sheets on Project Groundwork; the Lower Mill Creek Watershed; key sub-watersheds of the 

Lower Mill Creek, including Lick Run, Kings Run, West Fork, and Bloody Run; Enabled Impact 

Program 

 Letters to citizens 

 Brochures 

 Meeting invitations to open houses, community design workshops, community “town halls” 

 FAQs:  Lower Mill Creek, Lick Run 

 Newsletter articles:  open houses, community design workshops, community “town halls” 

 Posters for public meetings 

 Media advisories/press releases for public meetings 

 Signage for Enabled Impact Projects  

Tactic 4: Create watershed-specific pages to be a part of Project Groundwork’s website. 

MSD developed a dedicated website for Project Groundwork (www.projectgroundwork.org) in 2009 to 

provide an overview of the challenges in addressing sewer overflows and the solutions being considered 

to achieve compliance.  MSD will develop watershed-specific pages for Lower Mill Creek, Lick Run, Kings 

Run, West Fork, and Bloody Run. The pages will help keep the community up to date on the LMCPR and 

will serve as an archive of information and data for use by the community. The website will encourage 

community members to contact MSD with questions or concerns via email at 

MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov or by phone at (513) 557-3594. 

Tactic 5: Hold open houses/community design workshops. 

MSD will host watershed open houses in the Lick Run, Kings Run, West Fork and Bloody Run sub-

watersheds and Lick Run-specific community design workshops to help inform and educate the public 

and gain critical feedback.   

Tactic 6: Attend meetings with various community groups. 

MSD will initiate contact and regularly interact with numerous community groups, including local 

community councils, business associations, neighborhood groups, historic preservation groups, special 

interest groups, and the Sierra Club, among others. MSD will also offer to conduct presentations to 

these groups regarding the LMCPR.  

Tactic 7: Directly communicate with community members. 

MSD will interact directly with average citizens through letters, phone calls, emails, and face-to-face 

meetings.  MSD will participate in local fairs and festivals or MSD-sponsored events to increase face time 

with citizens.  MSD will hold tours of the Lick Run watershed to highlight projects and key sites.  

Tactic 8: Create partnerships with the community. 

MSD will partner with a range of public and private agencies to ensure the concepts put forward for U.S. 

EPA consideration are vetted thoroughly on multiple fronts such as transportation, public safety, urban 

planning, relocation, environmental issues, and more. Additionally, MSD will initiate a partners program 

that recognizes vital partners on the Project Groundwork website in developing solutions to the 

infrastructure challenges.   
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Tactic 9: Continue implementing Low Impact Development (LID) projects through the Enabled Impact 
Program. 

To demonstrate how sustainable solutions can address both stormwater issues and contribute to overall 

quality of life for the community, MSD will continue to partner with entities in Lower Mill Creek 

watersheds to demonstrate the effectiveness of various stormwater controls through its Enabled Impact 

Program.  These controls are primarily LID projects that capture less than 10 million gallons of 

stormwater annually.  

 

Tactic 10: Keep media informed about the LMCPR and Project Groundwork. 

MSD will continue to provide interviews to local, regional and national media outlets (e.g., newspapers, 

magazines, on-line news and television) and may consider participating in local radio shows to help 

broaden public awareness.  
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Communities of the Future Advisory Committee  

Purpose: 
The purpose of the Advisory Committee is to advise MSD on its Community of the Future vision 

- a vision that links wet weather improvements to community revitalization goals.  The purpose 

is also to assist MSD to align with initiatives such as Hamilton County’s Community Compass 

and Agenda 360: A Regional Action Plan and the upcoming City of Cincinnati’s Comprehensive 

Plan Update. The Advisory will also play an important role in guiding the Community of the 

Future projects and strategically linking MSD efforts to broader community revitalization and 

sustainable infrastructure goals.  

 

An integrated water management program is an evolving approach that combines stormwater 

planning, watershed planning, land use planning, and more generally, environmental 

sustainability plans. This type of planning will also ensure that we leverage every tool in working 

towards sustainable watershed solutions; solutions that include floodplain management, land use 

planning, land conservation, Brownfield revitalization, leveraged funding, economic 

development, watershed stewardship programs and triple bottom line benchmarks. Incorporating 

the triple bottom line approach will also ensure that we are addressing more than just watershed 

planning. The triple bottom line refers to the three basic goals of sustainability, which are social 

equity, environmental conservation, and economic development.  

Scope and Services of the Committee: 
Members’ main roles will be to review information from MSD, and in return to provide counsel 

from their organizations’ unique perspectives, in order to guide the integrated watershed 

management approach. The Lick Run watershed will be a primary focus for the Advisory 

Committee but other Community of the Future opportunities will be brought to the Advisory 

Committee for review and guidance. The committee will provide professional guidance to MSD, 

communities and stakeholders in those watersheds. The Advisory Committee will be a resource 

for Community of the Future work groups within the individual watersheds.  

 

MSD will need the help of various organizations to engage the community at all levels in order 

to identify opportunities to maximize the benefits from Project Groundwork and build 

Communities of the Future. Where regional and local policy and processes exist, Project 

Groundwork will integrate and engage with them; the Communities of the Future Advisory 

Committee will be instrumental in ensuring the most important projects are achieved. The 

Advisory Committee will meet minimally, mostly for organizational and occasional decision 

points.  

Background: 
The Communities of the Future Advisory Committee will be an essential resource for the 

Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD) in its implementation of Project 

Groundwork—the multi-year sewer infrastructure improvement initiative designed to minimize 

overflows from MSD’s combined sewer system (CSS). The guiding philosophy for Project 
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Groundwork Initiatives is that they will be truly sustainable, evaluated with ―triple bottom line‖ 

metrics, maximizing the social, economic and environmental benefits to our communities.  

 

MSD is seeking the expertise and counsel of stakeholders in our community whose missions 

incorporate social equity, economic development and environmental conservation. These 

stakeholders will comprise the Communities of the Future Advisory Committee, which will 

review and advise on the planning process and recommended solutions for Project Groundwork. 

 

The Advisory Committee will help facilitate the realization of the policy recommendations from 

local and regional governmental bodies’ long-range community plans. Prime examples are the 

Cincinnati Comprehensive Plan (in-progress) at the local level and Hamilton County’s 

Community Compass (2004) at a more regional level. The City is rewriting the Comprehensive 

Plan for the first time in a generation, with a goal of completion in early 2011. Community 

Compass developed a vision for Hamilton County’s future that identified four major goals: 1. 

Assure Economic Prosperity, 2. Build Collaborative Decision Making, 3. Embrace Diversity and 

Equity and 4. Balance Development and the Environment.  

 

From an even wider regional view, the recent Agenda 360: A Regional Action Plan is ―a 

framework for tackling the tough issues facing the four counties (Butler, Clermont, Hamilton and 

Warren)‖ in southwest Ohio.  Agenda 360 has identified five imperatives for transforming the 

community: 1. Quality of Place, 2. Business Growth, 3. Qualified Workforce, 4. Inclusion and 5. 

Governmental Collaboration. On pages 4 through 7 an explanation of how these planning efforts 

will seamlessly mesh with Project Groundwork/Communities of the Future is presented.   

 

It appears Project Groundwork/Communities of the Future will have the benefit of excellent 

timing. The long process of developing new storm water regulations has been completed and the 

Hamilton County Storm Water District (HCSWD) and its members are now starting to 

implement the new regulations. These new regulations support and enable the green 

infrastructure recommendations (e.g. reforestation, Low Impact Development, riparian corridors) 

proposed in the most recent MSD planning efforts.  

 

Also, several federal programs support the timing of Project Groundwork. With passage of the 

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) and the appropriation of the Neighborhood 

Stabilization Program Phase 2 (NSP2) were approved for $24,068,968 for the City and County 

and the Energy Efficiency & Conservation Block Grant ((EECBG) Formula Program, Hamilton 

County and the City of Cincinnati were approved $4,841,600 and $3,520,600 respectively for 

their applications for the Formula Grant. Several other initiatives are underway and it is 

imperative that we work jointly to identify potential funding strategies to maximize the social, 

environmental and economic benefits of Project Groundwork.  

Project Groundwork and the Cincinnati Comprehensive Plan 
MSD’s Project Groundwork is the largest public works investment in the region’s history. It is 

truly the community of MSD ratepayers that are making this investment, so it is only right that 

the community should get as much benefit as possible out of it. While the final results are 

governed by the Federal Clean Water Act and other regulations, the community should be 

intimately involved in determining the path to achieving the required results. 
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As part of helping to determine that path, Project Groundwork must integrate with other 

expressions of the community’s vision for its own future. One of the most important expressions 

of the community’s vision will be the Cincinnati Comprehensive Plan, now in progress. Since 

the adoption of its first Comprehensive Plan in 1925 (incidentally, also the nation’s first Council-

adopted Comprehensive Plan), the City has undertaken this process about once a generation, in 

1948, 1980, and now in 2009 & 2010. Project Groundwork is predicted to last about a 

generation, 20-30 years, as well. 

 

Even though the Cincinnati Comprehensive Plan is still very much a work in progress, a broad 

outline of its process is available. According to the Plan’s website, www.plan-cincinnati.org, the 

Plan will: 

 

 Define the City’s biggest assets and challenges 

 Make recommendations about the type and character of development appropriate in 

different parts of the City 

 Recommend and prioritize policies, key projects, and resources and determine 

implementation partners 

 Provide guidance to the City in developing and directing future capital budgets 

 Will serve as the basis for zoning recommendations throughout the City 

 

From this very broad outline, it is obvious that planning for Project Groundwork should mesh 

with the Comprehensive Plan. As a huge investment in one of the most essential supporting 

infrastructures of the region, Project Groundwork will be one of the major determinants of the 

direction, shape, and rate of the region’s development. 

 

The broad policy goals that will inform the development of objectives and recommendations in 

both the Comprehensive Plan and the planning for Project Groundwork are: 

 

 Recognizing that wastewater treatment is one of the region's most significant users of 

energy, promote the most energy-efficient techniques and standards at every step, from 

the treatment plant all the way back to building and site design and use. 

 Develop incentives for site, building, and renovation design that have the lowest possible 

impact on the storm, sanitary, and legacy combined sewer systems 

 Prioritize investment in existing infrastructure before new extensions - "fix it first" 

 Create real, transparent partnership with the community - who after all are also the 

ratepayers - in Clean Water Act-driven investments 

 Work with the community to find all the ways that Clean Water Act-driven investments 

can become truly community investment - in the environment and in social and economic 

development - "triple bottom line" 
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 Coordinate with developers and other infrastructure providers to ensure the greatest 

possible leverage for infrastructure investments 

 

Specific objectives will develop with the Comprehensive Plan process, as well as with its 

implementation and the implementation of Project Groundwork. 

Project Groundwork and the Hamilton County’s Community Compass 
Another community vision for the future that Project Groundwork must integrate with is  

Hamilton County’s Community Compass (2004)  http://www.communitycompass.org/v2/about.asp. It is 

clear that the four goals for Community Compass: 1. Assure Economic Prosperity, 2. Build 

Collaborative Decision Making, 3. Embrace Diversity and Equity and 4. Balance Development 

and the Environment closely align with Project Groundworks’ ―triple bottom line‖ metrics, 

maximizing the social, economic and environmental benefits to our communities.    

 

A few of the Objectives identified in Community Compass for the four goals are presented here: 

 

1. Assure Economic Prosperity 

 Develop a globally competitive and diversified economy that: is cutting edge of 

emerging technologies, supports emerging industries, encourages entrepreneurial 

activities and maintains and strengthens existing business and industry.   

 Attract and retain businesses and industries that provide good paying jobs for a 

diverse spectrum of County residents. 

 Increase emphasis on and support for university research that leads to new business 

development  

 

2. Build Collaborative Decision-Making 

 Create the necessary structure and relationships for effective and efficient 

coordination of countywide governance, that works proactively and cooperatively 

across political and school district boundaries with elected, appointed, community 

leaders and all citizens.  

 Develop a system of collaborative governmental decision-making that enables a 

countywide development framework, producing well-planned, controlled growth that 

balances investments in downtowns, neighborhoods and communities with 

preservation of open space, natural areas, and that address obstacles to achieving such 

growth. 

 Encourage and facilitate public input, throughout the planning decision-making 

process, which leads to improved public decision-making and improved public 

involvement, with buy-in from all sectors of the County including citizens. 

3. Embrace Diversity and Equity 

 Encourage and maintain clean, safe, inclusive, accessible communities that foster 

open communication. 

 Welcome diversity in our institutions and in all levels of government (legislative, 

judicial and executive/administrative) 

 Promote regional solutions to regional issues such as affordable housing, social 

services, public transportation and mobility.  

16
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4. Balance Development and the Environment 

 Preserve, restore and manage natural resources so as to enhance  the unique character 

of the County. 

 Plan and manage growth by seeking regional cooperation, fostering neighborhood-

focused development, encouraging revitalization of existing neighborhoods and 

preserving open space, while incorporating citizen input in the decision-making 

process. 

 Strengthen investment, particularly reinvestment, in order to balance development in 

downtown, suburbs and rural areas, using existing infrastructure to reduce costs. 

 Plan and maintain a comprehensive infrastructure system, that is coordinated with 

development, constructed with consideration of the impact of the built and natural 

environments and supports neighborhood centers.   

 

Project Groundwork and Agenda 360  
And finally, Project Groundwork must integrate with Agenda 360: A Regional Action Plan for 

the four counties of Southwest Ohio: Butler, Clermont, Hamilton and Warren.  A more detailed 

description of the six imperatives identified for transforming the regional community are 

presented below: 

1. Quality of Place: We must create strong, attractive and functional places in which to live, 

work, journey and play. 

2. Business Growth: We must use our strengths as a region to retain, attract and create 

businesses and jobs. 

3. Qualified Workforce: We must provide our young people and our workers with the skills 

necessary to get good jobs now and in the future. 

4. Transportation: We must expand our options for moving and freight across the region. 

5. Inclusion: We must work to create a welcoming community in which all people are 

embraced and their differences are the foundation for the community’s successes.  

6. Government collaboration: We must help the region’s many cities, counties and 

townships work together toward our common goals.   

 

Clearly, Agenda 360’s imperatives resonate closely with Project Groundworks’ ―triple bottom 

line‖ metrics.  It is important to note that the Agenda 360 Imperative for Quality of Place 

includes aspects of arts and culture, desirable neighborhoods, thriving businesses, but also, the 

preservation of the natural environment.  This is clearly addressed on Agenda 360 webpage for 

Quality of Place (see below):   

 

Protecting and improving the environment encompasses everything from a straightforward effort 

to plant more trees to complex concepts such as guiding city planning and establishing zoning 

codes that support environmentally sound construction and operation of buildings. 

While most communities are figuring out how they can be more "green," our region has some 

compelling reasons to work to become a national leader in environmental sustainability. Basic 

needs such as air and water quality have a profound effect on public health, and the availability 

of green places for recreation are prime attractions to young people choosing a place to pursue 

their careers. 
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Conclusion 
While from one view it is simply MSD’s response to Clean Water Act findings, Project 

Groundwork is also the largest infrastructure project ever undertaken in this region. Due to its 

huge scope and the great impact it will have on the overall community, the Project necessitates a 

turn of emphasis – from the usual extending infrastructure into undeveloped areas to more of a 

―fix it right this time‖ approach, focusing back into the region’s historic core. This investment 

must also happen in a way that maximizes the returns – ―triple bottom-line‖ environmental, 

social, and economic – to the community. 

 

In order to find all the opportunities to maximize the benefits from Project Groundwork, MSD 

will engage the community at all levels. Where regional and local policy documents and 

processes exist, Project Groundwork will integrate and engage with them. The Advisory 

Committee will help MSD realize and reflect not only those policy goals and processes, but also 

the desires and needs of the whole region. 
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Communities of the Future Advisory

Committee (CFAC)

The Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD)
has embarked on a multi-year and multi-billion dollar program
- known as Project Groundwork - to rebuild our sewer system
and reduce or eliminate sewer overflows into local streams
and rivers.

As part of this initiative, MSD is exploring a unique concept
called "Communities of the Future," which integrates
sustainable sewer infrastructure improvements with urban
renewal in areas that experience high volume or frequent
combined sewer overflows (CSOs).

To assist and guide MSD with the Community of the Future
vision, a Community of the Future Advisory Committee
(CFAC) was created in February 2010 as a forum for
dialogue, discourse and counsel. Click here for the CFAC
white paper.

First convened in March 2010, the committee is also directed
to help MSD align with initiatives such as Hamilton County's
Community Compass, Agenda 360: A Regional Action Plan
and the upcoming City of Cincinnati's Comprehensive Plan
Update.

The CFAC is comprised of representatives from a variety of
public and private organizations, as well as private citizens,
each providing their own unique perspectives and sharing
ideas to help MSD engage with citizens and stakeholders
within the watersheds in MSD's service area.

The group is primarily focused on the Lower Mill Creek
watershed and its smaller subwatersheds, including Bloody
Run, Denham, Kings Run, Lick Run, Ross Run and West
Fork. The Lower Mill Creek watershed contributes more than
7 billion gallons or 50% of the total 14 billion gallons that
overflow annually from combined sewers in Hamilton County.

Projects under evaluation generally involve the construction of
sustainable stormwater infrastructure that remove natural
drainage and stormwater from the combined sewer system in
a watershed. This infrastructure can include dedicated
underground stormwater sewers, low impact development
such as rain gardens, rainwater harvesting system and
pervious pavement and aboveground "daylighting" of a stream
that had been enclosed or diverted into a combined sewer.

The CFAC meets quarterly at the MSD Administration
Building, 1081 Woodrow Street (off Gest Street) in Lower
Price Hill. On this site, we provide copies of meeting
summaries and presentations and the meeting schedule.

If you have questions about the CFAC, please contact
MaryLynn Lodor at marylynn.lodor@cincinnati-oh.gov or (513)
244-5535 or Dean Niemeyer of Hamilton County Planning &
Development at dean.niemeyer@hamilton-co.gov or (513)
946-4487.

Lower Mill Creek Watersheds

Learn more about "sustainable stormwater
infrastructure" opportunities in the
watersheds of Lower Mill Creek.

U.S. EPA Involvement

NEW: MSD Comments on U.S. EPA
Integrated Planning Framework, February
29, 2012 | Related: U.S. EPA Integrated
Plans Site

Memo from U.S. EPA, 4-20-11

Lick Run Watershed Strategic Integration
Plan (Final), July 2011: Full Report

Lick Run Watershed Strategic Integration
Plan (Final), July 2011: Document Only

CFAC Documents

NEW: Kings Run Open House Summary
March 2012

NEW: Bloody Run Open House Summary
February 2012

NEW: West Fork Open House Summary
February 2012

Presentation to City Council Livable
Communities Committee, February 29,
2012

Sustainable Infrastructure Gap Analysis
Memo, January, 2012

Sustainable Infrastructure Policy Gap
Analysis, January, 2012

Draft Stormwater Ordinances, January,
2012

In the News

Cincinnati Enquirer (Lick Run article), 6-
12-11

Business Courier (Project Groundwork
article), 2-25-11

Project Groundwork

Project Groundwork is MSD's plan for
reducing and eliminating sewer overflows
into local creeks and rivers.

The green/sustainable infrastructure
projects discussed at CFAC meetings are
part of Project Groundwork.

To find out more about the challenges of
combined sewer overflows (CSOs) and
sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs) and to
learn about Project Groundwork solutions
and benefits, click on the links in the

PROBLEM | SOLUTION | PROJECTS | HOW TO HELP | FAQ | COMMUNITY BENEFITS | CONTACT US

CFAC HOME

MEETING SCHEDULE

MEETINGS

MEMBERSHIP LIST
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http://projectgroundwork.org/index.htm
http://projectgroundwork.org/lickrun/benefits/fix.htm
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/CFAC_White_Paper.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/CFAC_White_Paper.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/cfac/meetings.htm
http://projectgroundwork.org/cfac/meetings.htm
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/Meeting_Schedule_2011.pdf
mailto:marylynn.lodor@cincinnati-oh.gov
mailto:dean.niemeyer@hamilton-co.gov
http://projectgroundwork.org/cfac/watersheds.htm
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/MSD_letter_to_USEPA_2012.02.29.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/MSD_letter_to_USEPA_2012.02.29.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/MSD_letter_to_USEPA_2012.02.29.pdf
http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/integratedplans.cfm
http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/integratedplans.cfm
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/lickrun/GreenInfrastructureOECAandOWSigned-Memo04-20-11.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/Lick_run_strategic_integration_plan_July2011_Final_Full_Report.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/Lick_run_strategic_integration_plan_July2011_Final_Full_Report.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/Lick_run_strategic_integration_plan_July2011_Final_Document_Only.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/Lick_run_strategic_integration_plan_July2011_Final_Document_Only.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/kingsrun/Kings_Run_Open_House_Summary_Mar2012.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/kingsrun/Kings_Run_Open_House_Summary_Mar2012.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/bloodyrun/Bloody_Run_Open_House_Summary_Feb2012.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/bloodyrun/Bloody_Run_Open_House_Summary_Feb2012.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/westfork/West_Fork_Open_House_Summary_Feb2012.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/westfork/West_Fork_Open_House_Summary_Feb2012.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/Presentation_to_Livable_Comm_2012.02.29.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/Presentation_to_Livable_Comm_2012.02.29.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/Presentation_to_Livable_Comm_2012.02.29.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/Sustainable_Infrastructure_Gap_Analysis_Memo_2012.01.25.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/Sustainable_Infrastructure_Gap_Analysis_Memo_2012.01.25.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/Sustainable_Infrastructure_Policy_GAP_analysis_2012.01.09.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/Sustainable_Infrastructure_Policy_GAP_analysis_2012.01.09.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/Draft_Stormwater_Ordinances_2012.01.25.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/Draft_Stormwater_Ordinances_2012.01.25.pdf
http://news.cincinnati.com/article/20110611/NEWS01/106120356/South-Fairmount-s-Lick-Run-may-flow-clear-anew
http://news.cincinnati.com/article/20110611/NEWS01/106120356/South-Fairmount-s-Lick-Run-may-flow-clear-anew
http://www.bizjournals.com/cincinnati/print-edition/2011/02/25/122m-waterway-planned-for-cincinnati.html?page=all
http://www.bizjournals.com/cincinnati/print-edition/2011/02/25/122m-waterway-planned-for-cincinnati.html?page=all
http://projectgroundwork.org/problems/index.htm
http://projectgroundwork.org/solutions/index.htm
http://projectgroundwork.org/projects/index.htm
http://projectgroundwork.org/howtohelp/index.htm
http://projectgroundwork.org/faq/index.htm
http://projectgroundwork.org/benefits/index.htm
http://projectgroundwork.org/contactus/index.htm
http://projectgroundwork.org/index.htm
http://projectgroundwork.org/cfac/index.htm
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/Meeting_Schedule_2012.pdf
http://projectgroundwork.org/cfac/meetings.htm
http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/CFAC_Membership_List.pdf
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Wastewater Treatment Plant
Urban Areas

Sewer
SystemStr

eams & Rivers

CSO E�uent

75 billion gallons
(sanitary �ow)

What’s your vision for your 

community’s future?
A community of the future recognizes that 
current trends must be dramatically changed. 
How we build and transform communities 
– with regard to mass transit, energy usage, 
building practices, land development, 
solid waste management, water resource 
management and education – must be viable 
for decades to come. 

The Vision 
At the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati 
(MSD), we are confronting these challenges. We are 
currently tasked with rebuilding our sewer infrastructure 
– a massive planning and construction initiative that will 
cost billions of dollars and take decades to complete. But 
we must rebuild it using new ways of thinking and new 
engineering solutions that utilize less power and have lower 
life cycle costs. 

We believe our sewer and stormwater management  
solutions could help serve as a catalyst for investment in 
sustainable communities.  

We call this vision “Communities of the Future.” 

The Current Environmental Challenge
The Problem – a hundred years in the making:
Every year, about 14 billion gallons of raw sewage – mixed 
with stormwater – overflow from our sewers into local streams 
and rivers. This is the result of pipes designed to carry both 
sewage and rainwater. During heavy rain, the pipes fill up 
forcing overflow directly into streams, creeks and rivers.

This is not an accident or oversight, but the result of a sewer 
system designed to meet the needs of an earlier generation, 
not our modern society. 

Today, we consider these raw sewage discharges, known as 
combined sewer overflows, unacceptable. In fact, the federal 
government has mandated that sewer systems across the 
country dramatically reduce combined sewer overflows. It’s 
the right thing to do for our customers, communities 
and environment.

The Solution:
The solution is Project Groundwork, one of the largest public 
works projects in the history of our community. 

This multi-year and multi-billion dollar initiative includes 
hundreds of sewer improvements and stormwater control 
projects that will rebuild and improve our sewer system. 

To achieve this goal, MSD is using three different wet  
weather strategies:

Storage and conveyance: constructing larger sewers 
to transport wastewater to treatment plants or large 
underground storage tunnels to capture excess wastewater.

Product control: upgrading existing treatment plants to 
handle more wastewater or constructing enhanced  
treatment facilities to treat wastewater at the CSO outfall 
prior to discharge.

Source control: solutions that control the source of the 
overflow problem: stormwater. These solutions include 
controlling runoff from hillsides, removing streams from 
combined sewer system intakes, installing storm water 
retention basins and using other controls such as pervious 
pavement or rainwater harvesting systems that prevent or 
delay stormwater from reaching combined sewers.
 

14 billion
gallons

(over�ow)155 billion gallons

25 billion
gallons +

180 billion gallons
(runo� )

41 inches 
(annual rainfall)

= 

Wastewater Treatment Plant
Urban Areas

Sewer
SystemStr

eams & Rivers

CSO E�uent

75 billion
gallons

(sanitary �ow)

Dry Weather

Wet Weather
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The Sustainable Watershed 
Evaluation Process

Data Compilation &
Inventory Analysis1

Identify and compile 
information about the 
community and the 
surrounding watershed. 

Watershed characterization

Identify potential solutions, 
alternatives, opportunities 
and constraints for 
infrastructure and 
community improvements.

Opportunities &
Constraints2

Wet Weather Strategy Matrix 
w/Costs & Benefits

Select a sewer infrastructure 
solution(s) and collaborate 
with private and public 
partners to maximize 
benefits to the community. 

Solutions &
Action Plans3

Synthesis Plan of Integrated Solution 

Evaluate the feasibility of 
the solution and advance 
30% design in tandem with 
community outreach.

Implementation4

Business Case for Project

You Say Challenge. We Say Opportunity.
Project Groundwork is the greatest challenge in the history 
of MSD. However, we believe that with great challenges 
come great opportunities for innovation and advancement. 
Communities of the Future is our commitment to explore 
those opportunities to make our communities better places 
to live through the development of smarter, more sustainable 
water management infrastructure.

Communities of the Future is a way to maximize the social, 
economic and environmental benefits of Project Groundwork. 
The Communities of the Future framework provides an 
opportunity to do more than just “fix a sewer.” It allows MSD 
to partner with communities and public and private entities to 
find solutions that can result in tangible community benefits, 
such as enhanced recreational opportunities, improved public 
health and neighborhood revitalization. 

Over the past century dozens of natural streams and creeks 
in our region have been buried in an underground pipe 
network. This was done for a variety of reasons including 
the control of pests and disease, flood control and to make 
land available for development. One of the cornerstones 
of Communities of the Future is to stop clean rainwater 
from entering the sewer; in some areas, there may even be 
opportunities to “daylight” some of these previously buried 
waterways. Exposing and working to recreate these natural 
watersheds can help to slow and contain stormwater, thus 
reducing its impact on combined sewer systems.

The Sustainable Watershed 
Evaluation Process
To implement Communities of the Future, we need to work 
closely with your community and other public and private 
partners to identify wet weather solutions that can be 
linked to your vision. The process is a four step approach to 
compile and analyze existing data and information, to identify 
opportunities and constraints to sustainable infrastructure 
solutions, to develop solutions and an action plan and to 
evaluate the feasibility and implement the vision. 

Where does your community want to be  
in the next 10, 20 or 50 years? 
A Communities of the Future approach offers a tremendous 
opportunity for Hamilton County – one that can help create 
the foundation for solving not only sewer infrastructure 
problems, but also social, environmental and economic 
challenges facing our communities and neighborhoods.

Let’s work together to build stronger and more viable 
Communities of the Future.

For More Information, please contact MaryLynn Lodor at 
(513) 244-5535 or MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov. 
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CFAC Committee Last Name First Name Organization

1 COF Economic Development Alduino Amy Ohio Department of Development

2 Other partners and Resources Alecusan Diane Ohio Department of Development

3 COF Inform and In�uence Alfaqih Laith MSD

4 COF Economic Development Aluotto Jeff Hamilton County Administration

5 Other partners and Resources Apgar Mike
Sanitation District No. 1 of Northern 
Kentucky

6 Other partners and Resources Ashbolt Nick U.S. EPA

7 COF Inform and In�uence Ball Karen Hamilton County   

8 Other partners and Resources Bell Gena
Hamilton County Commissioner Chris 
Monzel's office

9 COF Policy Group Blume Liz Community Building Institute

10 COF Policy Group Bohl Brian
Hamilton County Soil & Water 
Conservation District

11 Other partners and Resources Brewer Dick Duke Energy

12 COF Inform and In�uence Brockfield Samantha LISC

13 Other partners and Resources Brown Elizabeth
Housing Opportunities Made Equal 
(HOME)

14 COF Policy Group Burkett Frank
Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA)

15 COF Policy Group Burson Mike Cincinnati Public Schools

16 Other partners and Resources Buthker Bonnie Ohio EPA

17 COF Inform and In�uence Chapman Mike Emersion Design

18 COF Policy Group Chatfield Jim Ohio State University/USDA

19 Other partners and Resources Cholak Barry North Fairmount

20 COF Policy Group Corathers Robin Mill Creek Restoration Project

CFAC Membership List (as of 8-31-11)
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CFAC Committee Last Name First Name Organization

21 COF Policy Group Cunningham James HUD

22 COF Policy Group Cunningham Ed City of Cincinnati Code Enforcement

23 COF Inform and In�uence Daley Valerie Community Building Institute

24 Other partners and Resources Dreyfuss-Wells Kyle
Northeastern Ohio Regional Sewer 
Distric (NEORSD)

25 COF Economic Development Driehaus Denise Ohio State Representative

26 COF Inform and In�uence Edwards Chad
U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC) 
Cincinnati/Emersion Design

27 COF Inform and In�uence Elfers Terry Cincinnati Public Schools

28 COF Inform and In�uence Ellis Elliot
South Fairmount Community Council 
President

29 COF Policy Group Elmaraghy George Ohio EPA

30 COF Policy Group Evans Marilyn Working in Neighborhoods

31 COF Policy Group Falkin Larry
Cincinnati Office of Environmental 
Quality

32 COF Economic Development Feist Larry
Cincinnati State Center of Innovative 
Technologies

33 Other partners and Resources Furio Brooke U.S. EPA

34 COF Economic Development Gabbard Melissa Johnson Port Authority

35 COF Policy Group Gamstetter Dave Cincinnati Parks

36 COF Economic Development Garry Patricia
Community Development Corp of 
Greater Cinti (CDCAGC)

37 COF Economic Development George Biju MSD  

38 COF Policy Group Gill Dan Ohio EPA

39 Other partners and Resources Gilliland Alice U.S. EPA

40 COF Inform and In�uence Glick Lilah Greater Cincinnati Energy Alliance26



CFAC Committee Last Name First Name Organization

41 COF Economic Development Gore Markiea Cincinnati Community Development

42 COF Policy Group Graves Charles City Planning & Buildings

43 Other partners and Resources Grosshans Jon U.S. EPA

44 COF Economic Development Groth Colin Metro SORTA

45 COF Policy Group Gruenstein Eric
Green Partnership for Greater 
Cincinnati

46 COF Policy Group Grundy Terry United Way

47 COF Inform and In�uence Hawkins Marvin
Cincinnati City Council Member 
Laure Quinlivan's office

48 COF Economic Development Hazelton Erin Ohio Department of Development

49 COF Policy Group Hesse Gail Ohio EPA

50 COF Inform and In�uence Hillary Cassandra MSD

51 COF Inform and In�uence Holterhoff Linda Keep Cincinnati Beautiful

52 COF Inform and In�uence Holzhauser Andy Greater Cincinnati Energy Alliance

53 COF Economic Development Huller Mary
Queen City Catalytic Development 
Corp.

54 COF Policy Group Jean-Baptiste Sharon MSD

55 COF Policy Group Johns Steve
Cincinnati Office of Environmental 
Quality

56 COF Economic Development Johnston John United Dairy Farmers

57 COF Policy Group Kinskey Todd
Hamilton County Planning & 
Development

58 COF Economic Development Kling Tim United Dairy Farmers

59 Other partners and Resources Kocoshis Marie Sierra Club

60 Other partners and Resources Koehler Bruce

Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana Regional 
Council of Governments (OKI) & Mill 
Creek Watershed Council of 27



CFAC Committee Last Name First Name Organization

61 COF Inform and In�uence Kravitz Alicia Keep Cincinnati Beautiful

62 Other partners and Resources Lauer Heather Ohio EPA

63 COF Inform and In�uence Leonard Deb EQM/MSD

64 COF Economic Development Lester Dustin City Planning & Buildings

65 Other partners and Resources Lindahl Margo
Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana Regional 
Council of Governments (OKI) 

66 COF Inform and In�uence Lodor MaryLynn MSD

67 COF Inform and In�uence Lorei David MSD

68 COF Policy Group Loucas Catherine
Ohio Department of Natural 
Resources (ODNR)

69 COF Policy Group Lyon Tom MSD (B & V)

70 Other partners and Resources Main David Hamilton County Development Corp.

71 Other partners and Resources McCafferty Colleen Hamilton County Prosecutor's Office

72 COF Policy Group McCready John U.S. EPA

73 COF Economic Development McGrew MaryBeth UC Architect

74 COF Inform and In�uence Metz JoAnne San Antonio Church

75 COF Policy Group Miller Michael University of Cincinnati

76 COF Policy Group Miller Travis
Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana Regional 
Council of Governments (OKI) 

77 COF Economic Development Moore Michael City Transportation & Engineering

78 COF Inform and In�uence Moore LaToya
Greater Cincinnati Foundation / 
South Fairmount Community Council

79 COF Economic Development Murdock William Ohio Department of Development

80 COF Policy Group Murray Dan U.S. EPA R&D28



CFAC Committee Last Name First Name Organization

81 COF Policy Group Newport Bob U.S. EPA

82 COF Inform and In�uence Niemeyer Dean
Hamilton County Planning & 
Developent

83 COF Policy Group Norman Mark Vorys, Sater, Seymour and Pease

84 COF Policy Group O'Donnell Jennifer
City of Cincinnati Vice Mayor 
Roxanne Quall's office 

85 Other partners and Resources Overmeyer Patricia U.S. EPA HQ

86 COF Policy Group Parrott Tony MSD

87 COF Inform and In�uence Perica Katie Santa Maria Community Services

88 COF Inform and In�uence Phillips Bonnie
Cincinnati Office of Environmental 
Quality

89 COF Policy Group Piekutowski Marianne Ohio EPA

90 COF Economic Development Policinski Mark
Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana Regional 
Council of Governments (OKI) 

91 COF Policy Group Qualls Roxanne Vice Mayor of City of Cincinnati

92 COF Inform and In�uence Quinlivan Laure City of Cincinnati Council Member

93 COF Economic Development Rekow Cheri City Planning & Buildings

94 COF Inform and In�uence Rhoads Brewster
Governor's Regional Director, Region 
5

95 COF Inform and In�uence Richardson  Rob
Coalition for Sustainable 
Communities

96 COF Policy Group Ross Cameron City Planning & Buildings

97 COF Policy Group Schenk Jim IMAGO

98 COF Inform and In�uence Schwab Kathy LISC

99 COF Economic Development Scott Andy
Queen City Catalytic Development 
Corp.

100 COF Policy Group Shuster William US EPA
29



CFAC Committee Last Name First Name Organization

101 COF Inform and In�uence Slater Harrington Pickett Community Building Institute

102 COF Economic Development Smith Dennis Paper Products Company

103 COF Economic Development Smith Ken Price Hill Will

104 COF Inform and In�uence Stagaman Mary Agenda 360

105 COF Inform and In�uence Steele Beridon Alyson
Coalition for Sustainable 
Communities

106 COF Economic Development Stephens Sam Cincinnati Community Development

107 Other partners and Resources Stone Jonathon Ohio Treasurer of State

108 Other partners and Resources Thoman Joe Weil/Thoman Moving & Storage

109 COF Inform and In�uence Trokan Matt Sierra Club

110 COF Policy Group Uber Jim
Center for Sustainable Urban 
Engineering

111 Other partners and Resources Van Buren Wendi

Ohio Department of Natural 
Resources (ODNR), Division of 
Forestry

112 Other partners and Resources Vanderklloot James U.S. EPA

113 COF Policy Group Wahl Ron
City of Cincinnati Vice Mayor 
Roxanne Quall's office 

114 COF Inform and In�uence Wall Marilyn Sierra Club

115 COF Economic Development Wamsley Brian
Hamilton County Planning & 
Development

116 COF Inform and In�uence Warminski Margo
Cincinnati Historic Preservation 
Association

117 Other partners and Resources Wegley Stacey Hamilton County Public Health 

118 Other partners and Resources Wells Ralph
Green Partnership for Greater 
Cincinnati

119 COF Economic Development West Ray Interfaith Business Builders

120 Other partners and Resources White Constance
Ohio Department of Natural 
Resources (ODNR)30



CFAC Committee Last Name First Name Organization

121 Other partners and Resources Williams Bryan

Cincinnati Department of 
Transportation & Engineering 
(CDOTE)

122 COF Economic Development Winkler Leah Ohio Department of Development

123 COF Inform and In�uence Witte Pete West Price Hill 

124 COF Policy Group Wuerstle Margaret City Planning & Buildings

125 Other partners and Resources Young Charles
South Fairmount Community Council 
Vice President
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Communities of the Future Advisory Committee 

First CFAC Meeting Report (March 5, 2010) 
 

 

Attendees 
 

Amy Alduino, Ohio Department of Development 
Biju George, MSDGC 
Brewster Rhoads, Governor’s Regional Director Region 5 
Brian Wamsley, Hamilton County Planning and Development 
Cameron Ross, City Planning and Buildings 
Chad Edwards, US Green Building Council, Emersion Design                                        
Charles Graves, City Planning and Buildings 
Colin Groth, Metro 
Dave Gamstetter, Cincinnati Parks 
Dean Niemeyer, Hamilton County Planning and Development 
Denise Dreihaus, State Representative for Ohio 
Eric Gruenstein, Green Partnership for Greater Cincinnati 
Erin Hazelton, Ohio Department of Development 
Jim Simpson, Ohio EPA 
Kathy Schwab, LISC of Greater Cincinnati and Northern Kentucky 
Liz Blume, Community Building Institute 
Margo Warminski, Cincinnati Preservation 
Marilyn Wall, Sierra Club 
Mark Policinski, OKI 
MaryLynn Lodor, MSDGC 
Matt Morrison, US EPA 
Patricia Garry, Community Development Corp Association 
Quinten Harris, Ohio Department of Development 
Roxanne Qualls, Vice Mayor, City of Cincinnati 
Sam McKinley, MSDGC / Hamilton County Planning and Development 
Sam Stephens, City Department of Community Development 
Todd Kinskey, Hamilton County Planning and Development 
Tony Parrot, MSDGC 
Travis Miller, OKI 
William Shuster, US EPA 
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Recap 
 

On March 5, 2010, the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD) and Hamilton 

County Planning and Development (HCPD) hosted the first meeting of the Communities of the 

Future Advisory Committee (CFAC).  The purpose of the initial CFAC meeting was to create 

key partnerships and gather expert advice to assist MSD with the Communities of the Future 

vision – a vision that bonds wet weather improvements to community revitalization goals.  

Another purpose was to assist MSD to align with ongoing initiatives in the region, such as 

Hamilton County’s Community Compass and Agenda 360: A Regional Action Plan and the 

upcoming City of Cincinnati’s Comprehensive Plan Update.  The steering committee will also 

play an important role in guiding the Community of the Future projects and strategically linking 

MSD efforts to broader community revitalization and sustainable infrastructure goals. 

 

By all accounts, the meeting was a success, introducing new partners to the MSD vision and 

creating positive feedback from which to base future watershed actions.  In developing a broad 

vision with wide support, CFAC ensures that challenges are addressed, priorities are focused, 

and that our collaborative future is planned strategically and thereby giving full consideration to 

all the potential impacts that the Communities of the Future framework of leveraging sewer 

infrastructure repair into broader community investment can have. 

 

The meeting included thirty minutes of group discussion facilitated by MSD and Hamilton 

County Planning and Development.  The following four questions were posed to the attendees: 

 

1. Since USEPA has mandated that MSD must either build a default tunnel or develop 

alternatives that would achieve the same wet weather reduction as the tunnel, do you 

think the community would be receptive to leveraging MSD investments & opportunities 

to help shape communities of the future? 

2. From your perspective, what are some of the biggest challenges for this approach? 

3. How can you contribute to the mission of this committee? 

4. Who or what can you Inform and Influence to assist MSD in implementing COF 

projects? 

 

HCPD staff organized the Committee’s answers to these questions into three themes, Inform and 

Influence, Policy Development, and Economic Development.  The committee members were 

divided into three sub-committees based on their organization’s scope, services and mission.  

Due to the multi-dimensional nature of the member organizations, there will be opportunities to 

comment on the product of other sub-committees.  We are proposing the next meeting will be 

Friday, April 30, 2010 at MSD and much of the agenda will involve small group strategy 

discussions.  We have also indentified several recommended members based on comments from 

the first CFAC meeting. 
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CFAC Subcommittees 
 

Policy 

Charles Graves, City Planning & Buildings 

Dave Gamstetter, Cincinnati Parks 

Jim Simpson, Ohio EPA 

Matt Morrison, US EPA 

Roxanne Qualls, Vice Mayor of City of Cincinnati 

Todd Kinskey, Hamilton County Planning & Development 

Travis Miller, OKI 

William Shuster, US EPA 

Larry Falkin, City of Cincinnati OEQ 

Jim Uber, Center for Sustainable Urban Engineering 

Brewster Rhoads, Governor’s Regional Director, Region 5 

Economic Development 

Erin Hazelton, Ohio Department of Development 

Kathy Schwab, LISC Greater Cincinnati & Northern KY 

Margo Warminski, Cincinnati Preservation Association 

Mark Policinski, OKI 

Patricia Garry, CDCAGC 

Quinten Harris, Ohio Department of Development 

Sam Stephens, Cincinnati Community Development 

Recommended Members: 

Denise Driehaus-State Representative 

Larry Feist, Cincinnati State Center for Innovative Technologies 

Kim Satzger, Port Authority 

Mary Beth McGrew, UC Architect 

Inform & Influence 

Cameron Ross, City Planning & Buildings 

Chad Edwards, USGBC Cincinnati 

Eric Gruenstein, Green Partnership for Greater Cincinnati 

Liz Blume, Community Building Institute 

Marilyn Wall, Sierra Club 

Amy Alduino, Ohio Department of Development 

Jim Cunningham, HUD 

Colin Groth, Metro 

Recommended Members: 

Laure Quinlivan, City of Cincinnati Council Member  

Terry Elfers, Cincinnati Public Schools 

Robin Corathers, Mill Creek Restoration Project 

Andy Holzhauser, Greater Cincinnati Energy Alliance 

 

36



 

[5] 

 

 

Themes 
 

Analysis of the comments revealed three dominant themes: Inform and Influence, Policy 

Development, and Economic Development.  These themes are not necessarily mutually exclusive 

of each other but comments were placed within the themes they best fit. 

 

Inform and Influence 
 

The Inform and Influence theme is a compilation of ideas and concepts that engage, educate and 

promote relationships with partners and the broader public toward sustainable decisions.  In one 

sense, this theme is about building networks and sharing ideas from different academic and 

occupational fields.  More importantly, this theme is about building social capital in the 

community, a spirit of collaboration, and a feeling of community purpose and identity.  

 

One of the questions the CFAC meeting asked is how the community would respond to 

leveraging MSD investments and opportunities to help shape the community, and address the 

problem with innovative and sustainable solutions at the source; as opposed to solving the 

problem with standard but proven, end-of-pipe repair solutions. As some people suggested, the 

best method for teaching the community about the stormwater issues is to make the solution 

visible. The majority of answers focused on how to create community ―buy in‖ for new 

community focused ―green infrastructure.‖ One insightful suggestion was to create a forum to 

share information about all phases of the process including: physical developments, 

regulatory/policy creation, as well as to organize and convene working groups, and facilitate 

stakeholders and partnership development.   

 

Another comment suggested, ―buy in will be created when we show lower costs of operations, 

lower living costs, increased property values, increased tax base, community rebranding, and 

new housing opportunities.‖ This comment has a couple of interesting points, including 

delivering community metrics that everyone can understand and benefit from. Another good 

point of this comment is that of community rebranding could play a vital role in disadvantaged 

communities like South Fairmount.  

 

Policy Development 
 

The infrastructure investments by MSD represent a significant opportunity for widespread 

community redevelopment. Many suggestions centered on public policy changes that would 

focus redevelopment towards a common vision. The realm of public policy development 

includes issues such as transportation, land use, parks and recreation, housing, utilities, 

community facilities and others. 
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The major infrastructure investment by MSD got some attendees thinking about other ways to 

expand the Communities of the Future concept, including suggestions of incorporating form-

based codes, LEED for Neighborhood Development, or Net Zero Energy development.  

 

Some suggestions included creating incentives, such as tax abatements to help retain residents 

and businesses. 

 

Economic Development 
 

In recent history, the definition for economic development has broadened from job creation and 

retention and provision of land and infrastructure for business to promotion of prosperity and 

quality of life—the idea that with economic growth there should also come broader societal well-

being. Thus, economic development is increasingly linked with education, culture, affordable 

housing, and preservation of the environment.  MSD’s employment of the ―triple bottom line‖ 

form of accounting shows how the expanding definition of economic development is becoming a 

reality.  The ―triple bottom line‖ provides metrics for gauging social equity and environmental 

conservation in addition to economic development. 

 

Mirroring this change in definition, our CFAC discussions on economic development centered 

on the financial impacts and opportunities that could be spurred by an attractive water amenity, 

like a ―daylighted stream,‖ the importance of creating a balanced housing stock, the goal of 

creating an efficient transportation network, and improving the quality of community facilities.  

What was remarkable about the comments on economic discussion was the attendants’ grasp on 

the economic development opportunity created by MSD’s ―green infrastructure‖ improvements 

and how this could be leveraged and layered with other economic incentives/programs such as: 

tax abatements for LEED certified buildings, the Neighborhood Support Program, the 

Community Reinvestment Area Residential Tax Abatement, Historic Preservation Credits, and 

other tools. 

 

Attendees also recognized the economic challenges facing the community including under-

utilized brownfields, disinvestment in the community, and aging infrastructure.  Another area of 

debate was the type of development and density that this neighborhood is cable of supporting.  

These questions will be a central focus of the next sub-committee meeting. 
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Specific Comments 
 

Following are the specific comments, as recorded and categorized by HCPD staff: 

Inform and Influence  
 Create a Citizen Environment Manager. 

 Educate the community about the problem; make the solution visible rather than 

underground 

 Buy in will also be created when we can show lower costs of operations, lower living 

costs, increased property values, increased tax base, community rebranding, and new 

housing opportunities. 

 Combine resources to educate public on energy efficiency and water conservation—

Collaborate with proposed Greater Cincinnati Energy Alliance neighborhood blitzes – 

distribute door-to-door information on water conservation (e.g. rain barrels, low-flow 

faucets & toilets) as well as energy efficiency retrofits 

 MSD can increase partnership development by including, but not limited to, U.S.EPA, 

DOT, HUD, Office of Sustainability and Livable Communities, Office of Environmental 

Quality. (Any more suggestions are appreciated.) 

 The City Comprehensive Plan will increase intergovernmental cooperation. MSD goals 

can be tied into Comprehensive Plans working groups. 

 Promote Green Development and Education 

 Demonstration projects-Job/education fairs 

 Green Partnership for Greater Cincinnati has storm water conservation and re-use as a 

primary project objective in the coming year 

 We need to bring all the stakeholders in at the beginning 

 Involve the community councils 

 LISC’s regional office is in Kalamazoo – could be a good connection for Lick Run 

project 

 There is ―new management‖ creating opportunities for State and Federal help with 

sustainability projects 

 Ohio Urban Development Division, ODOT and OEPA are the ―hub‖ for State 

implementation of Federal level sustainable community work 

 Communities have to have their ―local house in order‖ – they are not going to fund 

projects in the middle of lots of infighting 

 There is HUD, DOT, EPA sustainability grants 

 Many of the regional partners are already at the CFAC meeting 

 Region V of the EPA and the local EPA facility are doing a lot on these lines already 

 UC and Cincinnati State – Student involvement, studio project, volunteer activity 

 US Green Building Council – Getting the word out, facilitate discussions, 

 MSD needs to create a forum to share information about all phases: development, 

regulatory, convene/organize groups, stakeholders, partners 

 MSD collaboration with Hamilton County Planning & Development and Cincinnati 

Planning needs to continue and expand 

 Cincinnati Public Schools need to be involved in CFAC 

 Also CMHA 
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 The community engagement should be done without the attitude of just telling, ―Here’s 

what we’re going to do.‖ 

 On the other hand, you do not want give the community a completely blank sheet – there 

is no time. Alternatives and suggestions are the way to go 

 We need to get community stakeholders involved and excited about the opportunities for 

the neighborhood 

 The disruption of building a 1.5 mile tunnel 

 The money involved in building a 1.5 mile tunnel, and the opportunity cost it represents 

 It’s important to get in early with community engagement, consensus-building, and 

making sure the understanding is there 

 Is there even a community in the Lick Run area to build upon? 

 

Policy  
 Make the solution beautiful in addition to effective. 

 South Fairmount community generally supportive of demolition of poor/blighted 

properties 

 If necessary, historic buildings should be relocated and not demolished 

 Put stream in historic channel to minimize impact on historic buildings 

 Build so it encourages wild life 

 Try to improve Lick Run as a mixed-use and pedestrian/bike friendly neighborhood  

 Resolve issues for disconnection of downspouts and use water as gray water for toilets, 

watering, etc. 

 Infrastructure improvements-curbs, walls 

 Matrix can be created to identify opportunities and gaps, and to find what stakeholders 

are needed. 

 Community Development Corporations can start to incorporate water conservation and 

energy efficiency practices in all redevelopment 

 Create a matrix of projects that integrate the goals of the federal livable communities’ 

initiative regardless of what department is officially responsible for it to insure 

coordination and maximization of benefits. This includes projects that integrate housing, 

transportation, storm water managements and other infrastructure and will result in 

increased value capture, land lower cost of business and living. 

 Planning, form based code, LEED-ND, Strategies and tactics toward Net Zero Energy for 

this community. 

 City Planning – Share the MSD Vision 

 US EPA – Wet Weather Research Initiative, monitoring for effectiveness 

 Disconnect, capture and reuse stormwater, rainwater harvesting 

 What are the implications of Lick Run daylighting project—property takes, percentage 

viable—relocation needs? 

 Gentrification, 

 Old urban form is becoming more auto-centric. 
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Economic Development  
 Develop ―incentives‖ to increase community buy in. 

 Create value at the individual level, community level, and regional level. 

 Create value by leveraging transportation infrastructure, new infill development, expand 

the tax base, encourage Brownfield redevelopment. 

 Redeveloping historic Lunkenheimer Building as a green retrofit (e.g. green roof) would 

have support in the historic preservation community 

 Industry (new) could be white collar—such as UC, Cincinnati State, hospitals 

 Emphasize tax abatements (e.g. LEED) to help retain residents and businesses 

 Important to leverage other funding sources-public & private 

 Disconnection, 

 Disinvestment, 

 Under-utilized Brownfield development, 

 Lack of Stability, 

 Will the sewer improvements allow new development or re-development? Will there be 

available sewer credits? 

 The amenities created will be important 

 Should we set out to create a bunch of new residences, are a bunch of businesses 

supportable there? 

 Brownfields program support is possible from the State 

 It was once a strong community, maybe we can put the pieces back in 

 MSD can develop the needed infrastructure and include green as well as gray, but can 

they also bring financial resources for the actual redevelopment and revitalization of Lick 

Run or other problem areas? 

 Time is the issue – getting engagement and amenities, when there’s a consent decree 

timeline 
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Next Steps 
 

The first Community of the Future Advisory Committee meeting came to reveal three themes 

that will become the core goals of strategy development. The CFAC will continue to pursue the 

visioning process, guiding MSD towards sustainable watershed solutions across the larger Mill 

Creek Watershed. Three action teams grouped by organizational expertise will begin working on 

individual sub-watershed strategy development. 

 

 
 

 

Visioning

•Communities of the 
Future Advisory 
Committee

•City of Cincinnati 
Comprehensive Plan 

•Hamilton County 
Community Compass

•Agenda 360

•GO Cincinnati

Strategy 
Development

•Action Teams divided 
into three groups: 
Economic 
Development, Public 
Policy, and Inform 
and Influence.

Implementation

•MSDGC,

•Individual Political 
Jurisdictions, 

•City of Cincinnati, 

•Hamilton County, 

•Public, Private and 
Civic Sectors
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Leveraging MSD’s Investments

Communities  of the Future 
Advisory Committee 

James A. Parrott, Executive Director 
MSD of Greater Cincinnati

March 5, 2010

Agenda
• Welcome and Introductions 
• Why are we here?
• MSD Weather Challenges and Strategies
• Business Case for Communities of the Future

– Making Decisions for Future
– Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process 
– Leveraging MSD Investments 

• Platform for Communities of the Future 
Facilitated Discussion

• Action Items and Plans to Move Forward

Why are we here?

• Community of the Future Advisory Committee

— Mission is to review and give feedback to 
MSD’s Wet Weather Strategy and Approach

• Building a Community of the Future is important 
to all of us

— Co‐development is key to success

• We need input/feedback from you

How Great is MSD’s Environmental Challenge?

You May Not Know…

MSD is among the top 5 CSO 

dischargers in the US

MSD has a conditionally approved wet weather 
plan.  Final legal action pending

MSD must submit a plan to USEPA by December 
2012 for the Lower Mill Creek Remedy 

MSD has until 2017 to submit 

Phase II schedule
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Default Consent Decree Solution 
Lower Mill Creek

• Deep Tunnel beneath Mill 
Creek
— From Western Hills Viaduct 

(CSO #5 to Gest Street) 
— 1.5 Miles, 30’ diameter
— $244 Million 

MSD Wet Weather Strategy
• Source Control 

– Removal of natural drainage from entering the 
system

– Regional BMPs, Separate Storm Sewers 
Installation 

• Conveyance and Storage
– Tunnels, parallel interceptors, storage facilities
– Real Time Control

• Product Control
– EHRT

Dry Weather

Hydraulic Grade Line

Wet Weather

Hydraulic Grade Line

Wet Weather  Strategy
Source Control

Hydraulic Grade Line

Wet Weather 
Conveyance/Storage

Hydraulic Grade Line
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Wet Weather 
Product Control

Hydraulic Grade Line

Wet Weather Strategy
Source Control
Conveyance & Storage
Product Control  

Phased Approach
Phase 1:  2009 – 2019
Phase 2:  Schedule to be submitted by 2017

Controlled Spending
Phase 1:  $1.145B
Credit for $300M of projects already built
Phase 2:  To Be Determined

Strategy

Affordability

Flexibility

Building Blocks of the Consent Order

Affordability is a Major Concern

MSD Stakeholders

Affordability is a Major Concern

Policy Makers

March 1, 2010 Broadcast
“Sewer Rate Hikes 
Expected for MSD 

Customers

Headline from 
November 29, 2007

MSD Affordability Challenges

• Maintaining affordability of residential usage
• Declining usage per account

100

120

140

160

180

200

220

240

260
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Capital Projects 2010 2020
S M T W T F S S M T W T F S

Separation Project 

Design

30%

60%

90%

ROW Acquisition

Permits

Construction

Commissioning

Closeout

Today’s Decisions

Tomorrow’s Liabilities

Can the Challenges become an Opportunity?

• Expanding system capacity according to future city, 
county and neighborhood plans

• Leverage MSD Capital Investments to attract new 
customers

• Enabling others to expand customer base through policy 
guidelines

100

120

140

160

180

200

220

240

260

Scott Bernstein – Neighborhood Summit

“Use new knowledge to help shape Cincinnati’s new Plan…”

• …identify the value of urban quality to meet economic goals = 
Make intangible assets TANGIBLE

• …reduce “leakage” of dollars to other areas, e.g. for gasoline = 
Focus efforts on INFILL and Smart Growth

• …switch from using transportation to bring “people to jobs” to 
a “jobs to people” strategy

• …use public funds to support a vitality & reputation that 
attracts investment from federal & state gov’t and private 
sector = Co‐develop solutions for the future

• How to act as a “region” 

Poverty Prosperity

Connectedness

Isolation

“What a Nourishing Economy Does—
Reduces Risk, Increases Gain”

Poverty Prosperity

Connectedness

Isolation

What a Nourishing Economy Does, Reduces Risk, Increases Gain:
Offers Both Higher Wage Opportunities, 
Lowers Waste and is more Inclusive
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How the Market Views Cincinnati MSA
Moody’s Economy.com

Strengths
• Industrial diversity provides resilience 

during recession
• Presence of large healthcare services 

network
• Business services headquarters

bolsters income 

Weaknesses
• Still significant exposure to declining 

manufacturing
• High cost of business discourages 

firms from relocating here
• Unemployment 9.8%
• Home value drops 27%
• Personal bankruptcies, delinquency, 

foreclosures rising

Forecast Upside
• Attract more corporate headquarters
• Collaboration between University of 

Cincinnati and industries foster high‐
tech employment

Forecast Downside
• Household debt burden rises
• Household financial risk continues
• Air transport falters
• Auto industry restructuring leads to 

further job losses in parts 
manufacturing

• Employment growth 2008‐2010 
ranked 211/392

• Employment growth 2008‐2013 
ranked 310/392

Scott Bernstein – Keynote from Neighborhood Summit:

“Use new knowledge to help shape Cincinnati’s new Plan…”
• …identify the value of urban quality to meet economic 

goals = Make intangible assets TANGIBLE

• …reduce “leakage” of dollars to other areas, e.g. for 
gasoline = Focus efforts on INFILL and Smart Growth

• …switch from using transportation to bring “people to 
jobs” to a “jobs to people” strategy

• …use public funds to support a vitality & reputation that 
attracts investment from federal & state gov’t and private 
sector = Co‐Produce solutions for the future

• How to act as a “region” 

• Cincinnati is deeply centered around its 
52 communities 

• Wet weather solutions can be focused 
around our neighborhoods

• MSD’s wet weather strategy and approach 
recognizes the value of those 
neighborhoods & partnerships.

Cincinnati is poised for success

Model of COF

• Think “Outside the Pipe” to develop holistic 
solutions to infrastructure needs

• Community Inclusion to Decision Making
• Public/Private partnerships: build value
• Create the Factor conditions for redevelopment
• Business clusters as an development tool
• Urban/Brownfield Redevelopment as outgrowth 

of infrastructure projects

Leverage MSD’s Investments….
Making Sustainable Decisions for the Future

The “Getting to Yes” Pipeline

• Internal 
Understanding

• Internal 
Understanding

Passage 1

• Community 
Involvement

• Community 
Involvement

Passage 2
• Political 

Support
• Political 

Support

Passage 3

• Federal Policy 
Solutions

• Federal Policy 
Solutions

Passage 4

MSD spends $150M/yr on 
infrastructure

Local Economy 
Grows by more 

than $900M

Source: US Conference of Mayors, 2006
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2009 2010 2011 2012 2017 2018

Submit Plan for 
Phase 2 including  
schedule and costs

2009

MSD received 
conditional approval 
of the Wet Weather 
Plan after three years 
of negotiations

2011

Evaluate alternatives 
to achieve overflow 
reductions of 2BG

2017

2018

MSD must achieve 2 
BG overflow 
reduction in Lower 
Mill Creek

2012

MSD will integrate 
results to arrive at a 
recommended plan 
to submit to USEPA 

2010

Final legal action 
anticipated

The Clock is Ticking

Communities of the Future
From 50,000 feet to Ground level

MaryLynn Lodor

The MSD Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process

Lay the Groundwork

y

Data & 
Inventory 
Analysis

Comprehensive 
Characterization 

of Watershed

Build the Foundation Set the Framework

Opportunities 
& Constraints

Solutions & 
Action Plans

Implementation

Wet Weather 
Strategy Matrix 
with Conceptual 
Costs/Benefits

Business Case 
Evaluation for 

Project/Proceed 
with Detailed 

Design

Synthesis Plan 
for Watershed 

Integration with 
Community 

Revitalization

•Finalize Watershed 
Goals
•Refine, Update, Verify 
Alternatives
•Detail & Market 
Community of Future 
Projects

•Refine Strategies
•Evaluate
•Build Project/Public 
Interface
•Identify & Assess 
Potential Risks with 
Risk Register

•Synthesize Outcomes 
from Inventory
•Formulate Goals
•Perform Modeling
•Develop Risk 
Assessment
•Evaluate Alternatives
•Constituency 
Strengthening

•Natural Systems
•Built Systems
•Community Character
•Policy Issues
•Watershed Projects
•Constituency Building

The MSD Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process

Lay the Groundwork

y

Data & 
Inventory 
Analysis

•Natural Systems
•Built Systems
•Community Character
•Policy Issues
•Watershed Projects
•Constituency Building

Comprehensive 
Characterization 

of Watershed

Natural Hydrologic 
Network

Hydrologic Soil 
Groups Steep Slopes

Existing Tree 
Canopy

Impervious Surfaces Sewer System Land Use Opportunity 
Properties

The MSD Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process

Build the Foundation

Opportunities 
& Constraints

•Synthesize Outcomes 
from Inventory
•Formulate Goals
•Perform Modeling
•Develop Risk 
Assessment
•Evaluate Alternatives
•Constituency 
Strengthening

Wet Weather 
Strategy Matrix 
with Conceptual 
Costs/Benefits

The MSD Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process

Build the Foundation

Opportunities 
& Constraints

•Synthesize Outcomes 
from Inventory
•Formulate Goals
•Perform Modeling
•Develop Risk 
Assessment
•Evaluate Alternatives
•Constituency 
Strengthening

Wet Weather 
Strategy Matrix 
with Conceptual 
Costs/Benefits

Strategic Storm Separation 
& Detention  

Lick Run Watershed
62 catchments 2.1 billion gallons 

(annual stormwater runoff)

Downspout 
Disconnection (50%)

Reforestation - 50% of Right-of-Way (88 acres) 
50% of Steep Hillsides (231 acres)
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The MSD Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process

Build the Foundation

Opportunities 
& Constraints

•Synthesize Outcomes 
from Inventory
•Formulate Goals
•Perform Modeling
•Develop Risk 
Assessment
•Evaluate Alternatives
•Constituency 
Strengthening

Wet Weather 
Strategy Matrix 
with Conceptual 
Costs/Benefits

The MSD Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process

Build the Foundation

Solutions & 
Action Plans

•Refine Strategies
•Evaluate
•Build Project/Public 
Interface
•Identify & Assess 
Potential Risks with 
Risk Register

Synthesis Plan 
for Watershed 

Integration with 
Community 

Revitalization

The MSD Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process

Build the Foundation

Solutions & 
Action Plans

•Refine Strategies
•Evaluate
•Build Project/Public 
Interface
•Identify & Assess 
Potential Risks with 
Risk Register

Synthesis Plan 
for Watershed 

Integration with 
Community 

Revitalization

Urban Audit: South Fairmount

The MSD Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process

Build the Foundation

Solutions & 
Action Plans

•Refine Strategies
•Evaluate
•Build Project/Public 
Interface
•Identify & Assess 
Potential Risks with 
Risk Register

Synthesis Plan 
for Watershed 

Integration with 
Community 

Revitalization

Urban Ravine/Canal Concept

Green Spine/
Central Park Concept

Green Street/
Main Street Concept

Integration with Traffic & Transit

The MSD Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process

Build the Foundation

Solutions & 
Action Plans

•Refine Strategies
•Evaluate
•Build Project/Public 
Interface
•Identify & Assess 
Potential Risks with 
Risk Register

Synthesis Plan 
for Watershed 

Integration with 
Community 

Revitalization

Partial Lick Run Community 
Redevelopment Concept achieves water 
infrastructure solutions

Build the Foundation

Solutions & 
Action Plans

•Refine Strategies
•Evaluate
•Build Project/Public 
Interface
•Identify & Assess 
Potential Risks with 
Risk Register

Synthesis Plan 
for Watershed 

Integration with 
Community 

Revitalization

The MSD Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process

Rapid Run Park

San Antonio Church Slope 
Stabiliation

St. Francis Court Apts
6 Acre Bio-infliltrationLick Run Early Success Projects
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The MSD Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process

Set the Framework

Implementation

•Finalize Watershed 
Goals
•Refine, Update, Verify 
Alternatives
•Detail & Market 
Community of Future 
Projects

Business Case 
Evaluation for 

Project/Proceed 
with Detailed 

Design

The MSD Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process

Set the Framework

Implementation

•Finalize Watershed 
Goals
•Refine, Update, Verify 
Alternatives
•Detail & Market 
Community of Future 
Projects

Business Case 
Evaluation for 

Project/Proceed 
with Detailed 

Design

The MSD Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process

Set the Framework

Implementation

•Finalize Watershed 
Goals
•Refine, Update, Verify 
Alternatives
•Detail & Market 
Community of Future 
Projects

Business Case 
Evaluation for 

Project/Proceed 
with Detailed 

Design

Value Creation: Market Analysis of 
Sustainable Infrastructure Investment 

The MSD Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process

Set the Framework

Implementation

•Finalize Watershed 
Goals
•Refine, Update, Verify 
Alternatives
•Detail & Market 
Community of Future 
Projects

Business Case 
Evaluation for 

Project/Proceed 
with Detailed 

Design

• Conceptual Plan – Complete
– Base: 8000’ channel, 9 bridges, 46,000 ln storm sewer, utility relocation
– Base Plus: Roadway enhancements, bike paths, sidewalks, aeration 

features, civic spaces, active recreation, public gathering spaces, 
lighting, seating, etc

• H&H Feasibility Study – Complete
– Fine-tune Sizing & Alignment, Costs, 100 Yr Flood Study
– Willing Seller Acquisitions
– Rerun Model prior to 30% design

• Basis of Design 30% Design: June 2010

• Community Engagement
– Underway through 2011

• Early Success Projects: 
– Planning underway for completion in 2010

Lick Run Status Update

Lick Run: Community of the Future Lower Mill Creek SWEP Evaluations

Coarse Evaluation: 6 Sub-basins
15,355 Acres (24 square miles)

SWEP Evaluations: 3 Sub-basins
8,843 Acres (14 square miles)
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Lower Mill Creek SWEP Evaluations
Context

Annual CSO Volume
7,372 MG

Number of CSOs
60

Annual Runoff
6,670 MG

Direct Entry Points
143 Total
2,326 MG

Lower Mill Creek SWEP Evaluations
Source Control Opportunities

Facilitated Discussion

• The mission of this Committee is to review and give feedback to 
MSD approaches/projects like Lick Run Daylighting project 

• Since USEPA has mandated that MSD must either build a default 
Tunnel or develop alternatives that would achieve the same wet 
weather reduction as the tunnel, do you think the community 
would be receptive to leveraging MSD investments & opportunities 
to help shape communities of the future?

• From your perspective, what are some of the biggest challenges for 
this approach?

• How can you contribute to the mission of this committee?
– Who or what can you inform and influence to assist MSD in implementing 

COF projects? 
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2
ND

 MEETING OF THE 

COMMUNITIES OF THE FUTURE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Friday, April 30, 2010 from 10 am to 12 pm 

ATTENDEES: 
 Matt Morrison, U.S. EPA-NRMRL 

 Cameron Ross, Cincinnati Dept. of City Planning and Buildings 

 Dan Murray, U.S. EPA-ORD 

 Marvin Hayes, Governor Strickland’s Office 

 Colin Groth, SORTA 

 Todd Kinskey, Hamilton County Planning and Development (attended general meeting, but not 

subcommittee meeting) 

 Travis Miller, OKI 

 Robin Carothers, Mill Creek Restoration Project 

 Jennifer O’Donnell, Cincinnati Vice Mayor’s Office 

 Kim Satzger, Port Authority of Greater Cincinnati 

 Amy Alduino, Ohio Department of Development 

 Larry Feist, Cincinnati State 

 Sam Stephens, City of Cincinnati Community Development Office 

 Brian Wamsley, Hamilton County Planning and Development 

 Biju George, Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati 

 Marilyn Wall, Sierra Club 

 Margo Warminski, Cincinnati Preservation Association 

 Chad Edwards, Emersion Design & USGCG of Greater Cincinnati 

 Marvin Hawkins, City Councilmember Laure Quinlivan  

 Kathy Schwab, LISC  

 Eric Gruenstein, Green Partnership for Greater Cincinnati 

 Bill Shuster, USEPA 

 Ken Fritz, USEPA 

 Brent Johnson, USEPA 

 Cassandra Hillary, Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati 

 Karen Ball, Hamilton County 

 Dean Neimeyer 

 MaryLynn Lodor, MSDGC  

SUMMARY 
The second Communities of the Future Advisory Committee (CFAC) meeting consisted of a general 

session followed by three concurrent smaller group meetings. The general session included presentations 

on the Communities of the Future strategy, wet weather solutions generally, and ―Leading Change‖ by 

MSDGC Executive Director Tony Parrott. MSDGC’s MaryLynn Lodor then presented more specific 
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information on the Lick Run project, with a detailed overview of the design parameters and a draft 

community opportunities plan by Human Nature, LLC’s Gary Wolnitzek and Strand’s John Lyons.  

For the second meeting, committees were organized into one of three topic subcommittees: Economic 

Development, Inform and Influence and Policy. 

Staff facilitators began each of the subcommittee meetings by proposing a structure or plan for 

conducting the meeting. The structure, generally, included a recap of the comments from the first CFAC 

meeting, suggestion of some background questions arising from those comments, a team-building 

exercise, each subcommittee writing its own charter, and the designation of a ―sponsor‖ for each 

subcommittee. The Economic Development and Policy subcommittees’ team-building exercises were 

planned as Strengths-Weaknesses-Opportunities-Threats (SWOT) analyses, while the Inform and 

Influence subcommittee was to help shape an influence strategy and to assist in the completion of an draft 

inform and influence tools, such as a video, outreach strategies and a general communication plan. 

The Economic Development subcommittee called for the coordination of property needs for the Lick Run 

project, as well as pointing out many pertinent facts about procedures and strategies for economic 

development. The Inform and Influence subcommittee focused largely on the ―next round‖ of 

stakeholders, the more grass-roots level support that will be necessary for the ultimate success of the Lick 

Run project. The Policy subcommittee actually made it through a SWOT analysis, along the way pointing 

out the unprecedented emphasis on and cooperation toward a vision of livable communities, from the 

Federal level to the grass-roots level. However, they also cautioned that there is still much to do in terms 

of policy alignment for this cooperation to be successful, stressing the need to prepare a comprehensive 

matrix of programs and policies. 
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 
 

Attendees: 

 Kim Satzger, Port Authority of Greater Cincinnati 

 Amy Alduino, Ohio Department of Development 

 Larry Feist, Cincinnati State 

 Sam Stephens, City of Cincinnati Community Development Office 

 Brian Wamsley, Hamilton County Planning and Development 

 Biju George, Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati 

 

Next Subcommittee Meeting: week of May 17, 2010 (tentatively) 

Summary 

The Economic Development sub-committee meeting on Friday, April 30, 2010 was a highly spirited and 

productive discussion focused on the vision, challenges, and implementation for the CFAC Lick Run 

Pilot Project.  Sam Stephens was nominated as the group sponsor and May 17, 2010 was set as the next 

meeting date for the subcommittee.   
 

Vision: 

What is the future base economy of the Lick Run Project Area?   

Answers: 

 Keep it a community oriented, mixed use and walk able. 

 The traffic counts of 60,000 cars a day suggest that there is a sustainable market for retail. 

 Retail jobs are an offshoot of office jobs and industrial jobs, so we should focus on those areas first. 

 The businesses could be knowledge based, technology centers, and IT jobs mixed among housing. 

 The real economic development is not what happens inside the triangle (the Lick Run project), but 

about the economic redevelopment that it will generate around the triangle. 

 The Lick Run project area could help spur the redevelopment of Queensgate and Camp Washington 

industry.  This will help tie in the objectives of the GO Cincinnati Plan, which is to attract ―green 

industry‖. 

 Everything [federal, state, and local grants] is tied into jobs—how many?—what kind’s?—and we 

should be prepared for future grants with answers to this question. 

 First, build the community’s tax base with new homes and jobs and then focus on expanding retail 

and community facilities [e.g. parks, plazas, schools]. 

 Sometime in May or June, a walking tour might benefit the economic development subcommittee. 

 Integrate the Lick Run Project with surrounding neighborhood plans and regional economic 

development plans like Agenda 360 and GO Cincinnati.  Look for action steps arising out of this.   
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Implementation 

How do we make the Lick Run Pilot Project a reality? 

Answers: 

 Focus on business attraction over business retention for the area, because attraction favors both 

existing businesses and new businesses by displaying a commitment towards community 

reinvestment. Refer to Inform & Influence Committee 

 MSD is owned by Hamilton County and thus this project will require the consent of the County 

Commissioners.  Can we count on their support when it comes time to buy properties?  Refer to 

Inform & Influence Committee 

 The Port Authority and the Ohio Department of Development are investigating other sources of 

funding for Phase II studies. 

 A possible Action Step: An in-depth market study for identifying what exists, and whether we need to 

save it or knock it down, and for identifying the economic benefit of various land uses and whether 

they are feasible or infeasible.  Use this study to attract regional investors to make this area more 

attractive.  Existing market study and urban audit were prepared in Fall 2009 and these reports will be 

circulated before the next meeting. Electronic copies of the market analysis were provided on CD. 

 The Lunkenheimer Building is central to economic redevelopment but it has many building 

violations.  Finding an end user for this building might be difficult.  Clean Ohio funds might be 

available for Phase II on Lunkenheimer. 

 Investigate the possibility of an urban settings designation (USD) for the whole Mill Creek to make 

redevelopment more attractive and to reduce liability for developers.  Finding a pollution source can 

be impossible, and increases cost for redevelopment of every single property.   

 Give the residents a ―hard message‖, tell them that this project benefits the neighborhood, the City, 

and the Region and is going to create jobs for local residents and thus it will happen regardless. 

Refer this to Inform & Influence Committee  

 

 

  

56



 Page 6 of 12 

Charter  

Purpose: The purpose of the ED subcommittee is to facilitate the progress of the Communities of the 

Future green infrastructure projects and to leverage CFAC projects into expanded economic development 

opportunities, permanent jobs, and better communities. 

Scope: The Economic Development Sub-Committee of the CFAC will provide guidance from the 

smallest details of project implementation up to the larger visions of economic development for the 

region. 

Team Sponsor: Sam Stephens, City of Cincinnati, Department of Community Development  

Final Products: In progress 

Measurements of Success: In progress 

Deadlines: In progress 

Resources: In progress 
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INFORM AND INFLUENCE SUBCOMMITTEE 
 

Sponsor: Kathy Schwab, LISC ? 

Attendees: 

 Marilyn Wall, Sierra Club 

 Margo Warminski, Cincinnati Preservation Association 

 Chad Edwards, Emersion Design & USGCG of Greater Cincinnati 

 Marvin Hawkins, City Councilmember Laure Quinlivan  

 Kathy Schwab, LISC  

 Eric Gruenstein, Green Partnership for Greater Cincinnati 

 Bill Shuster, USEPA 

 Ken Fritz, USEPA 

 Brent Johnson, USEPA 

 Cassandra Hillary, Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati 

 Karen Ball, Hamilton County 

 Dean Neimeyer, Hamilton County Planning and Development 

 MaryLynn Lodor, MSDGC  

Next Meeting: Week of May 17th (tentative) 

Summary 

The Inform and Influence sub-committee meeting on Friday, April 30, 2010 was an intensive and 

productive discussion focused on the question ―who (specifically) are the key stakeholders and 

individuals to inform & influence‖  No one was nominated as the group sponsor and Friday May 14, 2010 

was discussed as the next meeting date for the subcommittee.   
 

The Next Step: 

Approach: 

 Need to show stakeholders other projects to broaden the understanding of Communities of the 

Future—e.g. Hamilton County Fair Grounds; however, given the importance of Lick Run – cannot 

lose focus on the importance that this project plays in the Consent Decree 

 Early Success Projects have developed good start at informing and influencing; need to use the 

momentum as projects get underway to inform and influence others on the value.  

 Give the residents a ―hard message‖, tell them that this project benefits the neighborhood, the City, 

and the Region and is going to create jobs for local residents and thus it will happen regardless. 
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Inform & Influence Feedback 

 Community Councils 

o Include all other Community Councils in the watershed—S. Fairmount,Westwood, Lower 

Price Hill, East Price Hill, Price Hill 

 USEPA representatives said the residents in Lick Run who they talked to had knowledge of CSOs 

 Property owners, businesses and residents 

o Hold conversations with them  

 Approach to engage specific property owners who may be impacted by the current proposed 

alignment: 

o Need to identify the win-win 

o Focus on business attraction over business retention for the area, because attraction favors 

both existing businesses and new businesses by displaying a commitment towards community 

reinvestment. 

o Identify needs and desires of impacted entities to develop a specific action plan to address 

their core issues and develop win-win and a strategy to strive for it. 

o Need to show stakeholders how they fit into or will be impacted by each step-by-step; need a 

plan to communicate and minimize this negative impact/Need to utilize the project schedule 

when communicating with individuals to show phasing and evolution of the plan 

 Design----through to-------Construction 

 Visuals to show stakeholders how the site will evolve over time 

 The current schedule indicates that Final Design will be complete 2011-2012—Target Date for 

Legislation to BOCC for Design of Lick Run ---July 2010 

 The Lunkenheimer building is in the project area and its redevelopment could be similar to that of the 

American Can building in Northside  Who are the key assistance providers for the link to low income 

residents? 

o Displaced residents 

o Concentration of vacant residences 

o Who has contact with non-profit support groups? 

 CHMA, Senior Center at St. Francis 

 Cincinnati Community Development 

 Create Citizen Manager/Advocate 

 Specifically, some individuals were identified for immediate inform and influence:  

o Pete Witte 

o Mary Kuhl 

o Ken Smith---contact by Kathy Schwab 

o Cincinnati Parks ---already on board 

o Mark Armstrong 

o Bill Berwinkle---contact by Kathy Schwab 

o Price Hill Will----contact by Kathy Schwab 
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o Imago 

o Sister Sally----contact by Kathy Schwab 

o Sisters of Charity 

o Who from South Fairmount? 

 Elliot Ellison--- 

 Darlene Robinson--- 

 Jim Shenk----contact by Chad Edwards  

 The next meeting will be arranged for the week of May 17th  

Committee members will be provided copies of the South Fairmount—CSO#5 Urban Audit 

(including CD);  Members received a copy of two videos – a completed Lick Run Video (Shared 

Vision) and a draft shared need video.  

 

Inform and Influence Charter  

Purpose: The purpose of the Inform and Influence subcommittee is to inform and influence the larger 

regional community as well as initially impacted neighborhoods on the multiple benefits of integrated 

infrastructure solutions in the development of Communities of the Future.  ―Although we are all 

interested in large scale change, we must change one mind at a time.‖ P. Senge  

Scope: The  I & I subcommittee will develop a compilation of inform and influence tools (e.g. videos, 

print material, direct communication, etc.)  to engage, educate and promote relationships with partners 

and the broader public on the multiple benefits of  Project Groundwork for Communities of the Future 

including enhanced recreational opportunities, improved health and neighborhood revitalization.   

Team Sponsor: Recommended-------Laure Quinlivan, City Councilmember  

Final Products: In development 

Measurements of Success: In development 

Deadlines: In development 

Resources: In development 
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POLICY SUBCOMMITTEE 
 

Attendees: 

 Matt Morrison, U.S. EPA-NRMRL 

 Cameron Ross, Cincinnati Dept. of City Planning and Buildings 

 Dan Murray, U.S. EPA-ORD 

 Marvin Hayes, Governor Strickland’s Office 

 Colin Groth, SORTA 

 Todd Kinskey, Hamilton County Planning and Development (attended general meeting, but not 

subcommittee meeting) 

 Travis Miller, OKI 

 Robin Carothers, Mill Creek Restoration Project 

 Jennifer O’Donnell, Cincinnati Vice Mayor’s Office 

 

Summary 

The discussion of the Policy subcommittee emphasized the current, unprecedented inter-agency and inter-

governmental and grass-roots cooperation and coordination toward of vision of sustainable and truly 

livable communities. They cautioned, however, that there is still much work to be done in aligning 

policies so the vision can become a reality.   

SWOT Analysis 

Strengths: 

 There is a new national and local mindset towards sustainability and livability 

o LEED-ND just went ―live‖ on April 29
th
, for instance 

 In many ways, local leadership is the strongest ever on livability and sustainability 

o We’re seeing a lot of inter-governmental collaboration 

o It seems the region is moving toward consensus of vision on these themes 

o Communities of the Future and Revive I-75 are major catalysts 

 We’re seeing good citizen involvement around these themes 

 Especially in the last 18 months, there has been a lot better inter-departmental coordination 

o This is true all the way from the Federal level to the grassroots level 

 The Lick Run project has a great location, near downtown and along planned Mill Creek bike trails 

Weaknesses: 

 Recession 

 Money and financing are hard to come by 
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 The Lick Run project has a very ambitious scope 

 There are many policies that will need to be reshaped 

 MSD is up against very real time pressures 

 Effects of Lick Run construction on traffic will be hard to manage 

 There is still a lot to do to get everybody’s vision aligned 

Opportunities: 

 LEED-ND 

 Revive I-75 

 The Consent Decree not only provides time pressure, but a real urgency and focus 

 HUD-DOT-EPA Regional Sustainability grant 

o Promise and likelihood of future funding 

 Federal level (e.g. HUD-DOT-EPA) partnership 

 While the traffic volume is a challenge, it also provides excellent visibility for the Lick Run project 

Threats: 

 Revive I-75 and other planning efforts still tend to stick within their specific area 

 There are many competing timelines 

 Possible backlash from other neighborhoods who may not get Lick Run-scale projects or get them 

later 

 Consent Decree – penalties if not met 

 

Charter 

Purpose: To determine policy for Lick Run. Provide a solution for aligning conflicting policies. Identify 

policies that need modification. Ensure that community needs and aspirations are heard and included. 

Help constituent agencies determine how to adapt their policies. 

Sponsor: The job of the sponsor is to keep the team on-task, remove roadblocks, make resources 

available, and advocate on a policy level.  

Attendance/Alternates Policy: Attendance is expected, although members may send an alternate if 

necessary. 

Scope: Entire Lick Run Sub-Watershed. 

Decision-making: Consensus. 

Final Products/Deliverables: 

 List of policies 

 Recommendations for dealing with resistance 
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 Actions plan 

 Alignment with other policies 

 Public-private strategy 

 Policy matrix 

Standards & Measurements of Success: 

 Deliver final products listed 

 Policies must be comprehensive 

 Must identify all stakeholders 

Deadlines: Preliminary deliverable by July 1, 2010 

Meeting Times/Frequency: Tentatively early June. 
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Advisory Committee Meeting April 30, 2010

Tony Parrott
Executive Director, MSDGC

Agenda

 Context & Background

 Summary from 1st CFAC Meeting

 What we Learned & Heard

 Moving Forward

 Lick Run & Lower Mill Creek Watershed as a 
Regionally Significant, Transformative, Replicable 
Sustainable Project

 Breakout Groups 

Deep Tunnel Default Lower Mill Creek Solution
Today’s Decisions

2009 2010 2011 2012 2017 2018

Submit Plan for 
Phase 2 including  
schedule and costs

2009

MSD received 
conditional approval 
of the Wet Weather 
Plan after three years 
of negotiations

2011

Evaluate alternatives 
to achieve overflow 
reductions of 2BG

2017

2018

MSD must achieve 2 
BG overflow 
reduction in Lower 
Mill Creek

2012

MSD will integrate 
results to arrive at a 
recommended plan 
to submit to USEPA 

2010

Final legal action 
anticipated

The Clock is Ticking
Urban Needs & Opportunities
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Why Communities of the Future?

 Point of Inflection – CSO, Community Disinvestment are 
Challenges that create Opportunities

 Sustainability – Trends to Integrate, Co‐develop & Create 
In‐fill Development and Livable Communities

 Need to Consider Future Demands – Current Trends

 Replacing Old Infrastructure: 
 Opportunities are Bigger than MSD Needs

 We are Joined by Partnerships

 Leadership & Support for an Integrated Approach

Building Communities of the Future 

Current State

Desired Future 
State

Transition State

LEADING CHANGE

SYSTEMS AND STRUCTURES

Building Communities of the Future 

SYSTEMS AND STRUCTURES

CURRENT STATE TRANSITION STATE IMPROVED STATE

Creating a Shared Need

Shaping a Vision

Mobilizing Commitment

Making Change Last

Monitor Progress

LEADING CHANGE
Leading Change Having a champion who sponsors the change; who has visible, active public 

commitment and support of change.

Creating A The reason to change, whether driven by threat or opportunity, is instilled 
Shared Need within the organization and widely shared through data, demonstration or demand. The 

need for change must exceed its resistance.

Shaping A Vision The desired outcome of change is clear, legitimate, widely understood 
and shared; the vision is shaped in behavioral terms.

Mobilizing  There is a strong commitment from constituents to invest in the 
Commitment change, make it work, and demand and receive management attention; Constituents 

agree to change their own actions and behaviors to support the change.

Making Change Once change is started, it endures, and learning are transferred throughout. 
Last Change is integrated with other key initiatives; early wins are encouraged to build 

momentum for the change.

Monitoring Progress is real; benchmarks set and realized; indicators established to 
Progress guarantee accountability.

Change Acceleration Model

Model of COF Cincinnati is poised for success

 Cincinnati is deeply centered around its 52 
communities 

 Wet weather solutions can be focused around 
our neighborhoods

 Community of the Future Strategy and 
Approach 
 Recognizes the value of those neighborhoods & 

partnerships
 Is rooted in watershed based planning that is 

comprehensive and integrated
 Is transformative & replicable
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Strategic Public Infrastructure Investment Outcomes from 1st CFAC Meeting

 Enlisted Partners to broaden MSD’s Community of the 
Future Approach

 Align with on‐going initiatives such as Agenda 360, 
Community Compass, Cincinnati Comp Plan, Revive 75, 
OKI Land Use Plan

 3‐ Common Themes Small Group Breakouts Discussions:

 Sustainable Infrastructure & Community Needs

 Integration & Co‐development of Solutions

 Challenges to Implement Communities of the Future 
Vision

Outcomes from 1st CFAC Meeting

 3 Subcommittees

Policy & Integration 

•MSD CSO

•Transportation & Mass Transit

•Parks & Greenways

•Form‐based codes

•Pedestrian Friendly

•Energy & Water Usage/Reuse

•Land Use Planning

•HUD Sustainability Grant

Inform & Influence

•Create Citizen Environment Mgr

•Focus on Community 
Improvement Benefits

•Expand the outreach to gain 
greater partnerships where impact 
is greatest

•Ohio DOT, Governor’s Urban 
Development Division, OEPA, HUD 
– key to influence

•Be Proactive in Communicating & 
Focus on the story of the message

Economic Development

•Mixed Use

•Urban infill

•Brownfield Redevelopment

•Affordable Housing

•Cluster Model

Key Issues, Moving Forward

 Policy & Integration
 Facilitate “open loop” planning where infrastructure decisions 

are not made in silos

 What policy changes are needed to support Communities of the 
Future? 

 Economic Development & Brownfield Revitalization
 What economic development tools or strategies are needed to 

facilitate  sustainable, mixed use development

 Inform & Influence
 Who do we need support from?

 How do we influence them?

Drive to the Objective

 Lick Run Watershed / Wet Weather Strategy for a 
Community of the Future

MaryLynn Lodor, 
Communities of the Future

 Lick Run CSO #5 is one of MSD’s largest 
overflows

Typical Year 
flow 

(modeled) 

1.8 Billion
Gallons

Current number 
customers

5,700  accounts

Land Area 2,720 acres 

Tunnel Solution $244 Million

Sustainable 
Solution

Estimated to 
reduce by 1 

billion gallons 

domestic

stormwater
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 Gary Wolnizek, Human Nature

 John Lyons, Stand Associates

Lick Run Project Status Update:   
DRAFT Community Opportunity Plan 

Lick Run Schedule:

Project Anticipated to be 
Legislated by County 
Commissioners – July 2010 

Stage 4 Costs –
20% Cost Contingency 
Estimate Known
30 % Design Complete
Formal Design Begins 

HUD DOT EPA Sustainable Communities Initiative 

 Objective:

 Stimulate more integrated and sophisticated 
regional planning to guide state, metropolitan, and 
local investments :
 land use & environment

 transportation

 economic development

 brownfield redevelopment 
 affordable housing  

Lick Run: Regional Impactful Project

 Go‐ Cincinnati Plan

 Brownfield Revitalization

 Mass Transit Opportunities

 Western Hills Viaduct: 55,000 vehicles

 Market Analysis Data

Multi‐modal Corridor & Existing Bus Routes  
HUD Sustainable Communities Grant 

 Awaiting Notice of Funding Availability

 $5 Million Grant ($100 M Nationwide)

 Create Regional Plan for Sustainable Development

 Support the prep of more detailed execution plans
& programs to implement RPSD recommendations

 Funding to implement catalytic projects where 
RPSD exists and needs support for a catalytic project 
or program

 Lick Run is well positioned 
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Lick Run – Lower Mill Creek  ‐
Regional Sustainability Planning Community Grant 

 Agenda 360 & OKI: key partners with existing regional plans 
complete, minimal additions needed to meet HUD criteria

 Lower Mill Creek Watershed

 MSD Sustainable Watershed Evaluations

 Revive 75 & DOT Plans for I‐75

 Cincinnati Comprehensive Plan

 Go‐ Cincinnati Plan

 Multi‐modal Plans

 Greenway Master Plan

 Lick Run Pilot Project

 Replicable

 Transformative

 Integrated

CFAC: 3 Subcommittees 

 To provide specific input & guidance to MSD:
 Policy & Integration 
 Inform & Influence
 Economic Development

 Committees need Sponsors – someone 
who acts as a champion

 Committees need to provide input how to 
achieve the future vision

 Next CFAC Meeting July 9th 10am

Role of Advisory Committee Members

 Think Imaginative; Test the Practical Impact of New 
Ideas
 Think 25+ years ahead

 Don’t be constrained by present‐day realities

 Help us ask questions that do not have easy answers

 Be Accountable for Results

 Understand systems and process and obstacles

 Work collaboratively 

 Foster Individual and Collective Aspiration

Questions?
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CFAC Policy Group Sub-meeting 

June 30, 2010 

 

In attendance:  

 Dave Gamstetter, Cincinnati Parks 

 Larry Falkin, OEQ 

 Marvin Hayes, Governor’s Office 

 Matt Morrison, USEPA – ORD 

 Dan Murray, USEPA – ORD 

 Jennifer O’Donnell, Vice Mayor Qualls’ Office 

 Jim Uber, UC-SUE 

 Cameron Ross, City Planning & Buildings 

 Charles Graves, City Planning & Buildings 

 Robin Corathers, MCRP 

 Roxanne Qualls, Cincinnati City Council 

 MaryLynn Lodor, MSDGC 

 Dean Niemeyer, Hamilton County Planning & Development 

 Brian Wamsley, Hamilton County Planning & Development 

 Sam McKinley, MSDGC 

 

 

Opening Remarks: 

 Per Vice Mayor Qualls-We have a great opportunity with Lick Run that should include 

community revitalization along with multi-modal transportation options incorporating Form-

Based Codes and all within in the context of Plan Cincinnati.  These other ongoing initiatives 

should be leveraged on Lick Run and not just Lick Run but many Cincinnati neighborhoods. 

 

Policies That Relate to Lick Run: 

Transportation: 

 How will transportation get integrated into our planning efforts? How will the Western Hills 

Viaduct be re-aligned? How will Queen City and Westwood be re-aligned? 

 DOT has been studying the area and there will be another meeting with DOTE probably within 

the next 45-60 days.  More information will be forth coming in this area. 

 How is DOT thinking creatively about this area?  Why will this time be different? 

 How else can we leverage MSD’s and DOT’s dollars? 

 Tiger II Discretionary Grant – How will this be used by the City?  For the streetcar?  Could it be 

used for BRT rapid transit, or transit oriented development in the Lick Run Area? 

 Tiger II Challenge Grant – Could this be used for a Mill Creek Trail study and capital 

improvements? 

 

Integration with Plan Cincinnati 

 Per Director of Planning, Charles Graves—Timing is just perfect since we are in the process of 

completing Plan Cincinnati, people are looking at how we are working together, we can be a 

model for other regions.  

 Could the CFAC be a part of or a separate chapter within the Cincinnati Comp Plan? 

 The Comp Plan might feature the Communities of the Future as a study area or demonstration 

project. 

 The Lick Run project might be done as a corridor or watershed study also. 
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Sustainable Communities Grant & Other Funding 

 The HUD Sustainable Communities Grant is where our collaboration will pay off. 

 We need to make sure there is good integration with major infrastructure projects like Western 

Hill Viaduct Project and Lick Run..   

 How would these two projects intersect and collaborate? 

 Talked with EPA Region 5 and there is a small amount of money available to help with the  

integration of the planning for this project 

 Need to focus in on how the transportation, water and sewer infrastructure will integrate with 

these two projects 

 The key is how the Western Hills Viaduct connects with Lick Run…to what extent is DOT 

thinking creatively?...if we come with a good project what other financial resources could be 

tapped? 

 DOT early in the design phase and is looking for options….Now is the time to give direction to 

them…There is opportunity to tap more financial resources for this integration 

 We need to do a Transect-Based Comprehensive Plan…Community Development needs to gain 

an understanding of Transect-Based Planning 

 Were still looking at the HUD Sustainable Communities Grant…we could be a good model for 

the region and state 

 How can we integrate Communities of the Future into Plan Cincinnati? 

 Lick Run could be a case study for Plan Cincinnati…we could use it as a model to be used in 

other areas/neighborhoods in the city…include Form-based Codes , also addressing how to meet 

the Sustainability Key Performance Indicators 

 We should use this committee to flesh-out the program for the OKI Working Committee for the 

application for the HUS Sustainable Communities Grant 

 We can set the stage for future Grants—i.e. HUD Sustainability Communities Grant …need to 

develop a NEPA process that can be repeated…also, building community capacity…MSD has 

met with some community leaders…HUD will be looking for capacity building. 

 The CFAC was developed to give assistance to MSD for developing strategy and outreach for 

Project Groundwork….we could just do CSO repair, but MSD wanted to add value to the 

process…MSD leadership desires to have the needed properties acquired or under option to buy 

within the next two months in order to make sure this project is actually doable…We expect to be 

able to do the engagement process for Lick Run in late fall 2010. 

 

Sustainability Grant Community Process 

 HUD is looking specifically at sustainability and those who are developing assets for residents 

 It should be sooner rather than later for outreach…Even 4
th
 graders understand green 

infrastructure nowadays.   

 For the HUD Sustainable Communities Grant, what conversations have there been about 

workforce development?.. Is there someone from workforce development on the CFAC?  

 Workforce Development representation would be ideal for be ideal for the CFAC Economic 

Development Subcommittee.  

 What about Public Health Sector?...Shouldn’t they be involved? 

 For Sustainability Matrix, the United Way has benchmarks for Social Indicators that could be 

useful…STRIVE has benchmarks for education-we should look at theirs…Scott Bernstein has 

data on housing affordability in relation to transportation costs…Health issues including obesity, 

diabetes, crime contributing to bad health, body-mass index, local access to fresh food and 

decreasing food deserts 
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Workforce Development 

 How can we create more affordable housing, not just for low-income residents but also for all 

residents? 

 How can we make the connection between transportation and housing costs?  Are the transit 

options that we can bring in to help lower the cost of living?   

 Where are the centers of employment that this neighborhood should be connected? 

 

Sustainability: 

 Should look to Hamilton County Health District on health issues concerning exercise, obesity, 

diabetes and food deserts—completing ongoing grant on this specific topic for Lockland, Lincoln 

Heights and Woodlawn.  

 It was asked how does the Sustainability Matrix work for the ―performance scale‖? A ―1‖ would 

be the base line while ―5‖ would mean the target was met completely. …United Way should be a 

collaborator in the Indicators 

 For the Sustainability Matrix, it was recommended that for the Natural Resource Consumption 

Theme, ―Water Use‖ should be included as a Category.  For the Ecosystem Health Theme, it was 

recommended that ―Air Quality‖ be added as a Category.  Also, for the Theme Economic 

Vitality, ―Energy Generation‖ should be added as a Category.  For the theme Community 

Vitality, ―High Quality Public Education‖ should be included as a Category. 

 Integration is the goal, therefore, must look at how to make the matrix dynamic—where are the 

relationships? 

 We should bring Agenda 360, United Way, Workforce Development, Health Department all into 

the same room….ask how Lick Run could be a model for what they are addressing in their own 

work.  

 Kathy Merchant, Workforce development at Greater Cincinnati Foundation 

 YMCA, United Way, and Kathy Merchant should be brought into the Communities of 

the Future. 

 City and County Planning could be used by MSD to help pull these organizations into the 

discussions. 

 We need to look at non-traditional indicators…like Scott Bernstein’s location-efficient and public 

transportation options…look at linking transportation and housing choices…look at it through a 

new lens…reduce minimum needs with new options like improved public transportation 

 We have talked about concern for affordable housing but, in the end, the problem will likely be 

displacement…we need to develop policies around housing access for all income levels…we 

need to look to Christopher Leinberger on the maintenance of affordability…may need to do a set 

aside…maybe 10-20% permanently set aside as low income housing---look also to David Rusk 

for possible policy applications 

 What’s the time frame for all this..a Communities of the Future Advisory Committee (CFAC) is 

scheduled for next week…the HUD Sustainable Communities Grant Committee is meeting 

tomorrow…we need to integrate with the Plan Cincinnati planning process. 

 

Sustainability Matrix Tasks & Expansions 

 Linkages – County & Jim Uber 

 May need to look at geothermal production in Lick Run 

 Natural Resource Consumption – OEQ 

 Water Use should be included explicitly 

 Economic Development – County 

 Add Schools Quality & Obesity with Community Vitality 

 Community Vitality – Community Development and City Planning & Buildings 
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 Ecosystem Health – OEQ, Parks, EPA 

 

Recommendation: 

 Remove the word ―excess‖ from before ―storm water‖ 

 Otherwise, agreed as is 
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Communities of the Future 
Advisory Committee

Joint Meeting of
Inform & Influence 

Economic Development

Committees

MSD of Greater Cincinnati
June 15, 2010

1

Goals for Today’s Meeting

• To provide context as we move into the next 
phase of Project Groundwork

• To present the relationship between the land 
acquisition process and the communication 
process, including risks

• To gather your input on communication 
approach going forward

Guiding Principle

Transparency is the guiding 
principle of our community 
outreach and communications 
approach.

Transparency is not just a word; 
it’s action

• Consent decree input

• Publically accessible 
website

• Community presentations

• Branding of program

• Communities of the 
Future Advisory 
Committee

• Outreach letters on 
baseline investigation

• Videos

• Kiosk in MSD offices

• Quarterly e‐newsletter to 
stakeholders

• Monthly MSD employee 
newsletter

Transparency is not just a word; 
it’s action

• Annual stakeholder 
breakfast

• Neighborhood Summit 
presentation

• Citizens Advisory Panel   
(CAP) presentation

• More than 35 presentations 
to community and civic 
groups to‐date

• Westside Historic 
Preservation Summit 
presentation

• 6‐week exhibit at Krohn
Conservatory

• Children’s Festival in 
South Fairmount

• Westwood community 
event – display

Significant accomplishments 
have been made to‐date 

• Phase 1 includes $1.146 billion* for WWIP, with 
$51 million* per year for asset management

• To date, approximately $400 million has been 
spent which includes planning, design and 
construction of WWIP related projects 

• 82 completed WWIP

• To date, 39 consent decree project milestones 
met and 39 non‐project milestones met 

• WWIP Construction Project Reports are 
available to the public at:

www.projectground.org * in 2006 dollars
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www.projectgroundwork.org What is meant by 
Program Level and Solution Level?

Program Level

 Full compliance with the Consent Decree

 Encompasses the entire service area

 Focuses primarily on the Lower Mill Creek area because of
volume

Solution Level
How compliance with the Consent Decree is achieved
 Requires analysis to determine best solutions
 Solutions lead to specific projects

Moving from the Program Level 
to the Solution Level

Evaluation of Program Level considerations:
 Default Solution (tunnel)
 “Sustainable” solutions with deferred tunnel
 “Sustainable” solution with some “gray” solution

Evaluation of Solution Level considerations (Watershed)
Example:  Lick Run watershed within Mill Creek

Evaluation of Project Level considerations (Community)
Example:  ie. South Fairmount or Westwood

A strategic approach to 
communications is critical at this stage

Divergent goals/desires: 
Must be reconciled

Economic
Development

Inform & Influence

• Outreach strategy in 
support of property
acquisition

• Immediate outreach 
specifically about the 
Lick Run potential 
solution

Step A

Divergent goals/desires: 
must be reconciled

Economic
Development

Inform & Influence

• Outreach strategy in 
support of property
acquisition

• Immediate outreach 
specifically about the 
Lick Run potential 
solution

MSDGC

• Legislate funds for parcels and gain approval 
to design beyond 30%
• Transparency

Step A

Step B
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Challenges

• Contacting property owners to acquire property 
while still in the planning phase (no defined 
project)

• Potential for federal funding means notification 
requirements during any acquisition

• Accurately determining which properties to 
acquire without having a final design

• The public’s desire for information balanced 
with property owner rights during negotiations

Challenges

• Impacted communities feel disenfranchised and 
under valued

• Program success depends on multiple partners 
working in tandem

• Employing a holistic “community improvement 
approach” is new to addressing wet weather 
solutions

Challenges create risks to the solution

Risks directly related to outreach and communication

• Property acquisition (relocation, loss of businesses, 
funding constraints)

• Inability to Gain Consensus or get alignment 
between all agencies & organizations around a 
community of the future solution

• Public Resistance due to lack of prior successes

Property Acquisition

Risks:  Could affect schedule & budget, 
Increased costs, funding constraints

Plan to Minimize Risk:
• Prioritization of 29 properties

• For Sale, Foreclosure, Bankruptcy, 
Vacant/Abandoned

• Preliminary acquisition notices: required by 
potential federal funders

• Uniform Relocation Act as a guide.

• Relocation Specialist  working with sellers 
and establishing baseline conditions

• Critical to remember – business negotiation is the sole 
purpose

• Need for confidentiality

Inability to Gain Consensus

Risks: Suspension or cancelation of a 
project, unrealistic expectations

Plan to Minimize Risk:
• Inform & Influence with Strategic Communication 

Plan to build community support

• Advisory Committee; 3 subcommittees

• Shared Need/Shared Vision videos

• Community engagement

 Current focus: Project Groundwork & Early 
Success Projects 

 Once a solution is legislated as a project

Public Resistance

Risks: Lack of public trust and support, due 
to lack of prior successful examples

Plan to Minimize Risk:

• Community Engagement has centered around Early 
Success Projects and Opportunities 

• Early Success Projects 
• Stormwater improvements on public and private 

property to build community support and 
demonstrate opportunity for reinvestment. 

• Strengthens partnerships 
• Focused in or near Lick Run Watershed

• eg. St. Francis Ct Apts, Immanuel, San Antonio
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Communications Approach

Supports transparency while 
balancing the associated 
program risk.

Communications Process Overview

 Program Level communication strategy – reach 
broad range of audiences with the “big picture” 
• Project Groundwork branding

• Video/Website/Presentations

 Solution Level communication strategy – reach 
targeted audiences with relevant information
• Survey letter

• Land acquisition letter

• Talking points

Communications process follows a 
strategic approach

Program 
Level 

Outreach 
strategy

Solution         
Level 

Comm Plan

Project 
Specific 
Comm
Guide

What is the goal of Solution Level 
communication strategy?

 To provide impacted stakeholders with clear, 
accurate, and relevant information

 To ensure that information is well‐timed  to 
allow stakeholders to make informed decisions

 To preserve realistic expectations

 To establish a process of input that allows all 
voices to be heard rather than tracking only 
dominant opinions

The Communication Plan provides    
the roadmap

WHY?
What is the 

outreach goal?

WHO?
Who are the 

key audiences?

WHAT?
What do they 

want to know?

HOW?
How do we 

reach them?

WHEN?
When should 
we reach out?

Developing the Communication Plan

 The “Why”

 What is the outreach goal as it relates 
to the program, the solution, the 
project?

 What do we hope to achieve through 
outreach?

 When looking back, how will we 
measure the success of outreach?
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Developing the Communication Plan

 The “Who”

 Developing the stakeholder matrix

 Gathering input on all stakeholders 
that should be included

 Ensuring contact information is 
accurate and current

 Identifying the stakeholders helps set 
the timeline for outreach

Developing the Communication Plan

 The “What”

 What issues are of most concern or 
interest to each stakeholder?

 What information will be most 
relevant based on the stakeholders’ 
needs?

Developing the Communication Plan

 The “How”

 What communication channels are 
best suited to reach each stakeholder?

 What resources are available to reach 
stakeholders?

 What are the constraints to reaching 
certain stakeholders?

Developing the Communication Plan

 The “When”

 Which stakeholders are key to inform 
at each stage of the process?

 What information will they need and 
when?

 How can we best capture their input in 
a meaningful way?

2017

2009 2018

Secondary strategies 
to be implemented

Program Level 
communications 

strategy

Critical Path 
strategies to be 
implemented

Continued 
outreach and 
dialogue as 
appropriate

Primary 
strategies to be 
implemented

Solution Level 
Communication 

Plan 
development

Plan implementation is prioritized to 
maximize effectiveness

How does the Communication process fit 
into the overall schedule?
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Examples of critical path strategies

 Presentations to state officials

 To gain buy‐in for support of alternative approach

 Dialogue with regulators

 Advisory committee establishment

 Advisory committee input and guidance 
on Communication Plan

• Stakeholders
• Issues of concern
• Timing

Examples of primary strategies

 Presentations to local officials

 Presentations in “solution level” identified 
communities
• Community groups
• Business organizations

 Establishment of feedback loop to receive 
input from impacted stakeholders

 Talking points to ensure consistent and 
accurate information from multiple sources

Moving from the Program Level 
to the Solution Level

Program Level

Solution Level

Project Level

• Project Groundwork website
• Presentations w/ Key 
Stakeholders
• Dialogue with Regulators, 
Policy Makers

• Communities of the Future 
Advisory Committee
• Non‐traditional partnerships
•Dialogue with Funders 
• Early Success/Demonstration 
Projects

• Neighborhood open houses
• Community Council meetings
• Business/civic meetings
• Public/Community Interface 
about the Project

We will need your assistance!

 You are critical touch points with 
stakeholders

 Your voice will be critical to ensure 
accuracy of information

 You will have specific roles based on your 
level of interest and availability

• Given the risk of suspension or delay of 
proposed Lick Run solution, do you agree 
that a strategic communication approach is 
necessary?

•If you do, what are your thoughts on the 
strategic approach that we’ve outlined?
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Communities of the Future Advisory Committee 3rd Meeting 
Economic Development Subgroup 
August 20, 2010 
 
Attendance: 
 
Kim Satzger, Port Authority of Greater Cincinnati 
Sam Stephens, City of Cincinnati, Community Development 
Dan Bowe, City of Cincinnati, Community Development 
Leah Winkler, Ohio Department of Development 
Jeff Aluotto, Hamilton County 
Brian Wamsley, Hamilton County Planning and Development 
Biju George, MSDGC 
 
 
Overview 
The economic development subcommittee discussed a wide range of topics including, Open House 
planning and execution, property acquisition, as well as economic development and community planning 
in the Lick Run watershed.  At the end of the meeting, we identified volunteers who will plan to attend 
the Open House including the City Department of Community Development and the Greater Cincinnati 
Port Authority.  The City Department of Community Development also volunteered to help prepare a list 
of planned responses to some of the more difficult questions we might hear about community 
redevelopment and economic development outside of the project boundaries. 
 
Open House Comments/Questions 
 

• Prepare for difficult property acquisition questions in case they arise at the Open House. 
• MSD should be prepared to talk about how the project will affect the neighborhood in the short 

term and long term, such as construction interruptions, how owners and renters will be affected, 
street detours, and changes to utility services such as sewer and water. 

• The message that MSD needs to deliver to the community is that this is only a sewer project.  We 
must be careful talking about economic development when eminent domain is a possibility.  We 
must also consider the message that this will send to the ratepayers when we talk about economic 
development using MSD revenues. 

• Do not invite ratepayers to get critical by talking about indirect community benefits except for 
directly related infrastructure benefits. 

• The Open House should be used to manage expectations. 
• At the Open House, we might want to use the Early Success Projects to describe the source 

control solutions without mentioning the daylighted stream solution, since property acquisition is 
still occurring. 

• MSD should have its legal advisors go over every handout, flyer and presentation that will be 
delivered at the Open House.   
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• Could this Open House be an opportunity to identify and gather information on owners who 
interested in selling?  This could help from a development perspective because if some owners do 
not want to sell there might be a way to redesign the project around them using other properties. 

• The Communications Plan that we constructed at the second CFAC meeting is going to be 
important.  MSD should make sure that all volunteers are well versed with the Communications 
Plan.  A list of difficult questions and planned responses should be prepared to help us deliver a 
consistent message. 

 
Summary of Meeting/Comments 

 
• Do not measure environmental and social benefits with a dollar value on the Business Case 

Evaluation because it takes away from their impact; instead connect the BCE with a marketing 
strategy or policy perspective. 

• Planning for redevelopment in this area should include an economic development survey that 
includes five redevelopment scenarios with real implementable guidelines. 

• There are many opportunities to do small projects using tools such as the Business District 
Improvement Program.  A combination of Community Development tools was effective for 
creating streetscaping and façade improvements in Hyde Park Square and Oakley Square. 

• The BDIP could also help with parking, street calming and pedestrian accessibility. 
• The Urban Audit needs to be taken to the next step of taking stock of properties that are in critical 

condition, and evaluating their redevelopment potential so that they could be presented to 
potential investors. 

• The small parcels and difficult topography in the Lick Run project area are going to make typical 
economic development projects more difficult.  We will have to approach this project differently. 
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Communities of the Future 
Inform & Influence Committee Breakout Session:  August 20th Meeting  
Summary of Community Open House Planning 
 
 
Summary of Meeting/Comments:  
Dean stated that the Open House will likely happen in October. 

• It was suggested that the Open House should not be scheduled in the first or last week of 
October. 

• Someone asked what outreach already has been done in South Fairmount. 
• MaryLynn stated that the Community Council has been informed of Project Groundwork, 

there have been one-on-one discussions with business owners, and there were 
information stations at the recent Children’s Festival. 

 
It was recommended that emphasis be made about visual representations of the proposed project 
in Lick Run in presentation materials for the Open House---that they are just conceptual---
used to primarily develop technical information and feasibility of the project.  

• Included in the information stations should be the early success projects including the St. 
Francis rain gardens/bioinfiltration basins.   

• The focus of the Open House should be that “this is a sewer project.” Thus, focus should 
also be on “the tunnel.”   

• It was recommended that outreach needs to go beyond just South Fairmount.  Kathy 
suggested something like the City of Cincinnati’s Planning Department’s Neighborhood 
Summit at the Cintas Center at Xavier University.  Seton and Elder were suggested as 
meeting sites.  Could start in South Fairmount and do another Open House for the whole 
Lick Run Watershed.   

• Also, it was recommended that “the message” needs to simplified from what was 
presented in Tony’s Powerpoint that opened the joint CFAC Meeting. 

• For the Open House, have “tour guides” to walk people through the stations 
• For the Open House, have “specialists” for specific topics at the different stations 
• Have take-away literature at all the stations 
• We should record all questions by attendees 
• There should be information on basement back-ups---the specific terminology is “sewer 

back-ups” or SBUs instead of WIBs—or “water in basements”. 
• We should have a basic Fact Sheet. 

 
 
Wet Weather Strategy Video 
The Committee was shown the new educational video and the following are the responses from 
the committee: 

• Karen pointed out there were mistakes on dollars per gallon 
• It was pointed out that descriptive terminology keeps changing---citing “source control” 

as the new prevailing term with no mention of “green infrastructure”---we should try to 
keep it simple 

• There needs to be graphs/figures that present clearly presents that the average person 
pays this much?? 
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• It should be shown to Lick Run residents to get their response 
• For the Open House, break of the 10 minute video into three 3 minute videos for three 

different stations. 
• We should have someone from South Fairmount invited to the Committee to try and 

gauge what they know of the project.  
 
 

Lower Mill Creek Watershed Community Open House 
Overview for Communities of the Future Advisory Committee 

 
OPEN HOUSE GOAL 
To share information and create a dialogue with communities within the Lower Mill Creek 
watershed about Project Groundwork in order to build the foundation of public understanding of 
the larger program in advance of more detailed discussions regarding watershed-level solutions 
such as Communities of the Future. 
 
PRIMARY AUDIENCE 
Although the meeting will be open to the public at-large, the primary audience for invitation will 
be those in the Lower Mill Creek watershed, specifically the communities of Westwood, Lower 
Price Hill, West Price Hill, and South Fairmount. 
 
FORMAT 
The community meetings will be a drop-in open house format to accommodate the varying 
schedules of community members, and to allow for one-on-one dialogue with project team 
members.  The events will be held in a location convenient to the primary audience, and that 
includes space for the open house structure.  The meeting will be held during evening hours, and 
will last 2 1/2 hours to provide the broadest opportunity for community attendance.   
The meeting room will be set up with information stations, each featuring a topic of interest to 
the community.  Each station will be staffed by at least two project team members uniquely 
qualified to address that particular topic.  Project team members will discuss potential questions 
and issues of concern prior to the meeting to ensure consistent and accurate information is 
provided to attendees.   
 
A sign-in table will be located at the entrance to capture the names and contact information of 
interested stakeholders for future communications, as well as to explain the open house format.  
Comment cards will be available throughout the room to allow community members to write 
questions or issues of concern that will be included in the community meeting summary.  
Comments requiring additional feedback from MSD will be forwarded to the appropriate project 
team member for follow up. 
 
Communities of the Future Advisory Committee members will be invited to participate in the 
open houses to serve as liaisons with the community.  CFAC members are encouraged to engage 
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with attendees, gather feedback, and share relevant information about Project Groundwork and 
the concept of Communities of the Future.  CFAC members are also asked to encourage 
community members to attend upcoming public design charrettes that will be advertised in 
coming months to provide direct input into the vision they would like to see developed for their 
neighborhood. 
 
GENERAL TOPICS FOR INFORMATION STATIONS 

1) What is the challenge that must be addressed?  
a. Explanation of CSOs with history 
b. Discussion of issues created by CSOs, volume generated, etc. 
c. Background on what prompted Project Groundwork (Consent Decree) 
d. The broad timeframe for meeting the Consent Decree 

2) What is MSD’s solution? 
a. Overview of Project Groundwork  
b. Discussion of three-pronged approach and examples of each 

3) What are the benefits of Project Groundwork? 
a. Triple bottom line message (economic, environmental, social) bring in 

“Communities of the Future theme 
4) How will the Lower Mill Creek watershed be part of the solution? 

a. Overview of LMC watershed (map showing sub-basins) 
b. Why is LMC so critical to addressing the challenge? 
c. What are solutions? 

i. Tunnel overview. Why is it called the “default solution”? 
ii. How can we implement a more sustainable solution?   

5) Lick Run Watershed 
a. What is unique about Lick Run/characteristics?   
b. Overview of potential source control ideas for Lick Run 

i. stormwater separation 
ii. Possibly linking stream separation with open water channel 

c. Land acquisition in the Lick Run area 
6) Early Success Projects 

a. Overview of early success projects 
7) Community Input is Critical to the Process 

a. Open House design charrettes (dates, format) 
b. What are the other ongoing opportunities for community input? 
c. What can I do now as a citizen to help reduce stormwater? 
d. Comment cards for leaving written input at this meeting 
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OPEN HOUSE NOTIFICATION 
 A direct mailing will be made to all stakeholders on the MSD stakeholder list within the 

Lower Mill Creek watershed 
 Community Councils representing each of the four communities will be notified of the 

meetings and asked to encourage their members to attend 
 Notice of the meetings will be posted on the Project Groundwork website 
 Press releases will be sent to the community newspapers serving the primary audience 
 Email announcements will be sent to those contacts within the primary audience who 

have previously expressed interest  
 
CFAC MEMBER ACTION ITEMS 

1) Provide contact information of stakeholders who should be notified of the open houses 
2) Provide input on issues of community concern that should specifically be addressed at the 

open houses 
3) Become familiar with the key messages relevant to Project Groundwork and the 

background of interest to community members 
4) Help to spread the word about the open houses 
5) Plan to attend if possible 

 
 

 
 
  

84



CFAC Policy Group 
Notes 

 
August 20, 2010 

 
 
Attendees: 
 
Robin Carothers .........Mill Creek Restoration Project 
Larry Falkin ...............City OEQ 
Cameron Ross ............City Planning & Buildings 
Tom Lyon...................MSD 
Mark Norman .............Vorys, Sater, Seymour and Pease 
Todd Kinskey .............Hamilton County Planning and Development 
Matt Morrison ............USEPA – NRMRL 
Eric Gruenstein ..........Green Partnership for Greater Cincinnati 
Ron Wahl ...................Office of Vice Mayor Qualls 
Sam McKinley ...........MSD 
Tony Parrott ...............MSD 
 
Agenda: 
 

1. Additional members - who has contacts with them? 
 

2. Sustainability matrix 
 

3. Case studies on leveraging source control projects 
 

4. Open House - Policy concepts and ideas for Lick Run: it's a concept, not a design 
 

5. ID a way (make individuals responsible) to get specific on legal barriers and policy tools 
for central project, smaller & private projects, and potential economic development 
enabling. 

 

Summary: 

This meeting of the CFAC Policy Group was a “breakout” session from a general meeting of the 
CFAC. During the general meeting, MSD Director Parrott gave a presentation which included 

• An update on the Consent Decree 
• Update on MSD’s Wet Weather Strategy 
• Discussion of Lick Run Source Control Solution 
• Q & A 
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1. Additional members – who has contacts with them? At the last Policy Group meeting, 
members suggested adding to the Group. Specifically, they suggested adding someone 
from the City Health Department, someone from the United Way who could help with 
regional indicators, as well as someone who is working in workforce development. Sam 
McKinley will keep trying to reach United Way, while Cameron Ross will contact the 
Health Department. Finally, there was discussion of adding community members. 
Cameron Ross committed to working with Elliot Ellis to get the South Fairmount 
Community Council to select 1-3 people to join the CFAC, possibly one for each 
committee. 

2. Sustainability Matrix – All CFAC members were provided with hard copies of the 
Sustainability Matrix. Policy Group members will be provided with electronic copies as 
well, to facilitate their input. One Policy Group mentioned that Agenda 360 is very close 
to producing a community indicators database, that may be similar to the Sustainability 
Matrix. Collaboration between Cincinnati City Planning and Buildings and Hamilton 
County Planning and Development will continue on the Matrix. Cincinnati Office of 
Environmental Quality will also provide input. 

3. Case Studies on Source Control Projects – There was some discussion of finding case 
studies of source control projects tied in with economic development. The target date for 
completing these would be early October, before a planned Lick Run open house event. 

4. Open House – Policy concepts and ideas for Lick Run: it’s a concept, not a design – 
There was further Policy Group discussion on a Lick Run Open House, planned for early 
October. Members were asked to commit to helping staff the event. Robin Carothers of 
Mill Creek Restoration Project, Larry Falkin of OEQ, and Cameron Ross of City 
Planning and Buildings all committed to help. There was also discussion of the fact that 
all three already have public outreach activities that relate to Lick Run and that they 
might want to discuss those connections when they staff the Open House. One member 
suggested that the Open House be linked to a Community Council meeting, so as to 
increase participation and convenience to residents and business owners. 

5. ID a way (make individuals responsible) to get specific on legal barriers and policy tools 
for central project, smaller & private projects, and potential economic development 
enabling – There was general agreement on the need to produce documentation on policy 
barriers and opportunities. It was suggested that Vice Mayor Qualls had been looking into 
this. OEQ would also be interested in pursuing this effort. 

It was agreed that the Policy Group would need to schedule, probably, at least two meetings 
before the planned Open House. Hamilton County Planning and Development will work to get 
those scheduled and make sure all members are up to date. 
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Communities of the Future 
Advisory Committee

Meeting #3

August 20, 2010

Agenda

• Consent Decree Update
• Wet Weather Strategy – Review 
• Lick Run 

• Model Update
• HUD Grant Update
• Business Case Evaluation

• Next Steps

Consent Decree Update

Consent Decree Update

• Approved August 10, 2010 
Filed by Judge S. Arthur Spiegel, United States 

Senior District Judge

• “Court commends [MSD] for their efforts and 
expenditures thus far, and is convinced that all parties 
are acting in good faith and in compliance with the 
Consent Decree.”  

MSD Consent Order Elements

Affordable

Flexible

Strategic

Wet Weather Strategy
Source Control
Conveyance & Storage
Product Control  

Phased Approach
Phase 1:  2009 – 2018
Phase 2:  Schedule to be 
submitted by 2017

Controlled Spending
Phase 1:  $1.145B
Credit for $300M in projects 
Phase 2:  To Be Determined

Wet Weather Strategy
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MSD Current Environmental Challenge

MSD is among the Top 5 CSO dischargers in the US

Must achieve 85% control

MSD’s Wet Weather Strategy

Hydraulic Grade 
Line inside sewer

Lower Mill Creek Study Area

Annual CSO Volume: 7.6 billion gallons
Lick Run (1.7 BG), put an asterisk

Lower Mill Creek Default Solution

Default Solution is a Deep Tunnel to convey and treat 1.6 BG 
Opportunity to submit an alternative by December 2012

$245

Model Update – CSO Results

Lower 11 CSOs
• 2006 WWIP Overflow = 2,064 MG
• 2010 Interim Update Overflow = 1,922 MG

Interim Update – In Progress
• Preliminary Results to Date:
– Does Not Include Real-Time Control Structures or Use of 

2010 Flow Monitoring Data to Update Calibration

Lick Run – CSO 005 Results

• 2006 WWIP Overflow = 1,147 MG

• Preliminary Results to Date:
• 2010 Interim Update Overflow = 1,661 MG

– Does Not Include Real-Time Control Structures or 2010 Flow 
Monitoring Data

– Increase in Flow Compared to WWIP
• Reassignment of Service Areas (Increased 1.6%)
• Review and Revisions to Hydrologic Parameters (Slope, 

Imperviousness, Evaporation, & Infiltration)
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Lower Mill Creek: Wet Weather Strategy

Lick Run Wet Weather Solution: Source Control & Real Time Control

Lower Mill Creek

Modeled annual CSO reduction based on typical year rainfall

Business Case for Wet Weather Strategy

Real Time 
Control

• Low cost/gallon removal
• Limited opportunity – 4 locations within Lower Mill Creek: installation complete
• Estimated reduction of approximately 610 MG (400 MG credited towards 2 BG)

Storage, 
Conveyance & 

Treatment

• High Capital Cost - Phase 1 Tunnel (7600 ln ft) to capture 1.6 BG
• High O&M Cost: pumping & treating large volume of stormwater

Source Control

• Lower cost/gallon removal
• Strategic focus on large scale opportunities 
• Lowers future O&M cost by removing stormwater from pumping & treatment
• Improves water quality:

• Reduction of CSO volume  and increases natural drainage to Mill Creek

Wet Weather Strategy

Lower Mill Creek: Source Control

Modeled annual CSO reduction based on typical year rainfall
Traditional Profile

MSD Sustainable 
Infrastructure Profile

Wet Weather Strategy Determines Capital 
Portfolio
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Lick Run Source Control 
Solution

Natural Resources

31 miles of natural conveyance to Mill Creek

Infrastructure

55 miles of combined sewers to CSO 005

Typical Year Rainfall Distribution

Inflow to CSO 005

Lick Run CSO #5 
one of MSD’s largest overflows

24

Typical Year Overflow 
Volume (modeled)

1.7 BG

Current number of customers 5,700

Land Area 2,700 Acres

Tunnel Solution 
(1.6 BG)

$245 Million

Large Scale Opportunity for 
CSO Reduction from 

Sustainable Infrastructure 
Solution 

1.1 BG
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MSD Source Control Opportunities
Preliminary Timelines – for discussion purposes

Preliminary Community Opportunities Plan (COP)

Conceptual-Level Cross Section

Community of the Future CSO #5 Solution 

CSO#5 
Construction Cost Summary

2006 $ Net Present Value

Lick Run Strategic Storm 
Separation & Restored 
Natural System

$121,908,582 $139,991,247

CSO#5 
Construction Cost Summary

2006 $ Net Present Value

Lick Run Strategic Storm 
Separation & Restored 
Natural System 
(1.1BG CSO Reduction)

$121,908,582 $139,991,247

Phase I Tunnel Total 
(7600 ln ft Tunnel, Consolidated 
Sewers, Pump Station, 84 MG 
EHRT – 1.6BG CSO Reduction)

$245,497,077 $279,622,091

Phase I Tunnel Total
Equivalent to Lick Run CSO 
Reduction Volume
(1.1BG CSO Reduction)

$168,779,240 $192,267,687

Alternative Summary: Phase 1

$0.11$0.15
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Model of COF
HUD Regional Sustainability Grant

Lick Run Request: $450,000

 Project Start: Jan 2011 – April 2012

OKI Regional Council of Governments, 
Agenda 360, Vision 2015  

Lick Run 
Source 
Control

Affordable 
Housing 

Evaluation & 
Action 

Planning

Sustainable 
Transportation 

Planning

Corridor 
Integration 
Planning

Water Related 
Infrastructure 

Planning

HUD Community Challenge Grant
Lower Mill Creek Request: $200,000

 Project Start: Dec 2010 – Dec 2012

City of Cincinnati, Planning & Bldg 
Dept

LMC 
Sustainable 
Watershed 

Master 
Planning

Data 
Collection 

Public 
Preference 

Surveys

Public 
Charrettes

Unified 
Building 
Codes

Triple-Bottom Line 
Sustainability Matrix
•Economic Sustainability: 
Improving Economic Vitality

•Social Sustainability: Improving 
Community Cohesion & Vitality

•Environmental Sustainability: 
Stewardship of Natural Resources 
and Managing & Improving 
Ecosystem Health
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• Do we need an Informational Open House in South 
Fairmount?

• Who needs to be there from the Community, County 
and City?

• Tentative Date/ Location?

• Breakout Groups:
• How can BCE be enhanced with social and 

environmental benefits from Lick Run approach?
• What are key points for the Informational Open 

House from your committee’s perspective?
• Identify members to help plan and staff the 

Informational Open House?

Next Steps: Lick Run
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Communities of the Future Advisory Committee (CFAC) 
Fourth General Meeting Notes 
Prepared by Hamilton County Planning & Development 
 
December 16, 2010 
MSD Administrative Center, Room 104/105 
10 – 11:45am  
 
Attendance: 
John Lyons 
John Aldrich 
Kelly Kuhbander 
Ward Wilson 
Dave Gamstetter 
Sam McKinley 
Laith Alfaqih 
Sharon Jean-Baptiste 
Brewster Rhoads 
Kathy Schwab 
Robin Corathers 
Jon Grosshans 
Tony Parrott 
Dean Niemeyer 
MaryLynn Lodor 
Margo Warminski 

Jennifer O’Donnell 
Marilyn Wall 
Marybeth Grew 
Sam Stephens 
Denise Driehaus 
William Shuster 
Cameron Ross 
Larry Falkin 
Mary Stagaman 
Samantha Brackfield 
Brooke Furio 
Biju George 
Deb Leonard 
Brian Wamsley 
Chad Edwards 
 

 
 
Tony Parrott – Welcome, Announcements and Updates 
 
Dean Niemeyer—Lick Run Open House  
 
 Dean Niemeyer from Hamilton County Planning and Development informed the Committee that 
there would be eight topic stations (e.g. What is the Challenge? What is MSD’s Proposed Solutions, etc) 
at the Lick Run Open House on January 19, 2011.  He said the stations would be staffed by MSD 
employees and volunteers from the Committee.  He requested that the Committee members take time 
after the meeting to review and offer comments on the draft Open House Posters in an adjacent room.   
 
John Aldrich – Value Engineering Study 
 

John Aldrich from Tetra Tech Engineering presented the preliminary findings from the Value 
Engineering Study and in general supported the approach that MSD is taking towards solving the Consent 
Decree and Lick Run.  John said that a more formal final report should be available in late January or 
February. 

 
Someone in the audience asked John about the VE studies cost matrix comparing the four 

alternatives.  John stated in the presentation that all four alternatives would cost approximately the same 
in the end, disregarding external cost and benefits, and community goals.  This surprised some in the 
audience because many believe that in general, green projects are more affordable than grey.  John 
pointed out that the green project factored in four more “to-be-determined” projects in other watersheds to 
compare apples to apples.  Someone in the audience was wondering if this factored in long-term 
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maintenance costs and energy usage as well.  John stated that energy usage was an important reason for 
ultimately choosing a more green solution. 
 
U.S. EPA Project Integration 
 
 Bill Schuster from Ohio EPA described the on-going Union Terminal Vision Plan and the 
opportunity that this presents for us to link stormwater controls.   He discussed the EPA’s creation of a 
national pilot program to evaluate “green plus grey” solutions.  He believed that Lick Run was too late to 
be considered for this grant.  He also mentioned that the Lick Run Project would be the first daylighting 
of a CSO.  However, three other municipal sewer entities are looking at doing similar projects on a 
smaller scale to solve their Consent Decrees. 

 
Region 5 – Planning Assessment 
 
 Jon Grosshans from US EPA Region 5 discussed the EPA’s evaluation of the potential Lick Run 
Project.  He also asked for “one-liner” feedback from each of the attendees on the biggest challenge that 
needs to be addressed.  He then distributed forms with a series of questions to collect planning input. 
 
Comments from the audience on the challenges that need to be addressed included: 
 

• Need to look into securing open space easements and hillside protection  
• Need to establish a “lead agency” to start preparing for the community engagement  
• Community members of South Fairmount believe that there’s really not much community left, so 

it’s hard to know who to talk to  
• Members from the business community in South Fairmount are resistant to change  
• We need to figure out the energy implications and opportunities, like does it save a lot when we 

handle stormwater without sending it all through the treatment plants?  
• This could be the next “Banks Project,” with the first really sustainable community built in the 

Lick Run area  
• We have trouble figuring out how to truly engage people at the household level  
• We should be communicating with the public more often even if we are telling them that we still 

do not have all the answers.  We want to manage their emotions through more frequent 
communication. 

• We need to keep educating the public about wet weather problems and solutions. 
• We need to be more transparent and more communicative.  This project has the capability of 

creating jobs and transforming community.   
• We need to educate and convince the public that the environmental benefits are worth the costs- 

as other cities have done successfully.  
 
Notes taken by Brooke Furio from US EPA Region 5, on the challenges ahead: 
 

1. Designing more source control solutions at the top of hill and removing it before it enters the 
combined sewers. 

2. State rep; messaging is critical to get the public to understand that this has to happen and we are 
going to pay for it one way or another and the green way is the better way.  Belief in South 
Fairmount neighborhood that this will be a great challenge.  Trust of government is something 
that has to be overcome.  Community meetings are critical.  We value the input of the current 
residents. 

3. Will the current transportation needs of the community be accommodated during the construction 
phase?  How will we alleviate inconveniences to the public? 
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4. Consent Decree demands that 85% of overflow has to be dealt with.  Can we educate and 
convince the public to go farther to protect the environment with this project 

5. Major transportation corridor without other opportunities has left very little community left to 
work with. 

6. Energy efficiency greater Cincinnati energy alliance can play a role on retrofitting buildings 
7. Transportation opportunities “public” transit oriented development opportunity. Key is to get 

everyone at the table to get their input 
8. Possibility to get open space easements on the hillside to accommodate tree reforestation 
9. East side will help us with bigger project 
10. Have to understand the actual plan for the donut hole will get more buy in. 
11. Keep existing business in corridor will help get buy in and grow the ED piece that has not been 

yet well addressed 
12. So far, the leader has been MSD, but many of the other opportunities will have to be led by other 

organizations, because of organizations responsibilities.  We need to plan the transition so that 
others get out in front and take the lead on this project. 

13. What does the future look like to get a common platform? 
14. Currently, there is a lack of infrastructure to implement this type of community strategy.  MSD 

cannot provide that capacity, some other entity will have to pick up and leverage the MSD 
investment. 

15. At the December South Fairmount community council-meeting residents said, there is no 
community in South Fairmount, the community is dead.  So how do we get the remaining 
business and residence that involved?  How do we find those people willing to invest time into 
this project? 

16. Need to communicate more with the private sector community and non-profits. 
17. Chad Edwards on the phone, disputes a bit about what the community in South Fairmount is and 

how to educate them on what is possible for the future.  What is a possible realistic vision? 
18.  Connection not identified, what are the energy implications of the project, are their renewable 

energy opportunities.  Long-term energy demands, what are the consequences? 
19. This could be an impactful project for the whole region.  This project could become the first 

planned sustainable neighborhood in Cincinnati.  It could be a model for region and nation.   
20. Challenge and opportunity for a model for how to do this work and fully engage with a 

community that is in place.  Currently we do not have a ready means at HUD to get to a grass 
roots level/household level so that decisions are made collectively with all engage and build 
capacity over time to make decisions now and in the future 

21. Preventive measure, sometimes open houses and charrettes sometimes are a turn off because the 
plans are so vague and the benefits are too vague and the locals do not get the technical jargon.  
We need a simple message like “what is in it for me.” 

22.  Use MaryLynn’s simple talking points.  This project has a lot of info, how to break it down 
simply.  Develop a road map to simplicity for the public outreach. 

23. By separating into small sections at the Open House, the overall community does not hear the 
whole discussions because comments would be separated by topics.  Therefore, the overall 
community does not hear all of what was discussed.  We should take time at the end to 
communicate the overall conversation to the whole group. 

 
 
West Fork Watershed Source Control  

 
 Kelly Kuhbander from Strand Associates led a group exercise that allowed the attendees to 
explore source control solutions in the West Fork Watershed.  Preliminary data and maps were handed 
out to assist the attendees.  The attendees divided into four small groups, discussed the opportunities for 
ten to fifteen minutes and then presented their findings. 
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The small groups recommended:  

• building three retention/detention ponds in the middle of Mt. Airy park 
• creating a naturalized stream in the floodplain along West Fork Road 
• creating a socio/economic watershed project around Fay Apartments, which would complement 

the owner’s goal of becoming a LEED-ND certified project 
• creating complete streets that include stormwater planters in the dense areas of South 

Cumminsville and Northside 
• continue the reforestation in the right-of-way of major streets 
• assist owners in Northside who are interested in green roofs with technical and financial help 
• Create larger-scale detention/retention at the downstream corner of Mt. Airy Forest 
• Recreate wetlands in the West Fork floodplain  
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f hCommunities  of the Future 
Advisory CommitteeAdvisory Committee

December 15, 2010,

Agenda
• Welcome and Introductions

• Planning for Open House• Planning for Open House

• Lick Run Value Engineering Study

• USEPA Efforts – input opportunity

• West Fork Source Control Discussion

• Action Items and Plans to Move Forward

Integrate

Revised
WWIP

Submittal

Judge Spiegel
entered amended
WWIP Approved

Submit Plan to
EPA for LMCPR

Phase 2 Plan
Submittal

WWIP
S b i l

Phase 1

planning efforts
for preferred
alternative

pp SubmittalSubmittal
Complete

PAST FUTUREPRESENT

2009 2010 2012 2017 20182006

PAST FUTUREPRESENT

Consent Decree UpdateConsent Decree Update

Lower Mill Creek

Modeled annual CSO reduction based on typical year rainfall

Lick Run Wet Weather Strategy

Strategic Storm Separation 
& Detention 

Lick Run Watershed
62 catchments 2.1 billion gallons 

(annual stormwater runoff)

Downspout
Di ti (50%)Disconnection (50%)

Reforestation - 50% of Right-of-Way (88 acres) 
% f S Hill id ( )50% of Steep Hillsides (231 acres)
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Lick Run Value Engineering StudyLick Run Value Engineering Study

• Team Member: John Aldrich CDMTeam Member: John Aldrich, CDM

Value Engineering Team
Howard Greenfield (ARCADIS) Bill Cesanek( )

(CDM)

Don Walker
(AECOM)

John Aldrich
(CDM)(AECOM) (CDM)

Kerry McWalter
(AECOM)

Jeff Sharon
(Brown & Caldwell)

Chris Yoder
(MBI)

Larry Jaworski
(Brown & Caldwell)

Background: MSD Lick Run Wet
Weather Strategy

• Consent Decree

– Tunnel default project

• Proposed MSD Wet Weather Strategy

– Control stormwater sourcesControl stormwater sources

– Perform selective sewer separation

– Convey 10 year hillside storm and 100 year storm in the valley

i li– Use BMPs to improve stormwater quality

– Support community reinvestment

• Create surface channel

• Potential to restore natural systems

– Perform sewer separation in four other catchments

ARCADIS

Analysis: MSD Lick Run Wet
Weather Strategy

• CSO control performance
– Stormwater capture percentage appears reasonable

– Model calibration appears reasonable

– Cost effective opportunities for stormwater capture areCost effective opportunities for stormwater capture are
incorporated into Strategy

– Approach for conveying flows is reasonable; however, it appears
that some technical issues need to be addressed that may addthat some technical issues need to be addressed that may add
costs, e.g.:

• Deep drop manholes

• Crossing existing pipes• Crossing existing pipes

• Traffic control

• Approach to addressing elevation conflicts with existing
19 5’ d it19.5’ conduit

ARCADIS

Analysis: MSD Lick Run Wet
Weather Strategy

• Overall, appropriately conservative approach for CSO
performance
– Does not take credit for reforestation or downspout

disconnectionsdisconnections
– Surplus quantity of CSO reduction

• Implementation of alternative as proposed requires significant
di ti t it d t i tdisruption to community and motorists

• Minimal attempt to improve stormwater quality through:
• Structural separatorsSt uctu a sepa ato s
• Detention ponds
• Forebay and valley ponds

ARCADIS

Analysis: MSD Lick Run Wet
Weather Strategy cont

• Community Improvement Opportunities

M l i l l i f

Weather Strategy, cont

– Multiple alternatives for stormwater conveyance
presented but not vetted

• Open channel with box culvertOpen channel with box culvert

• Wide channel

• Seven buried pipes

– Potential for surface water feature to offer development
value is not addressed

CSO t l i i d d t f i t t iti– CSO control is independent of improvement opportunities

– Limited to valley: hillside opportunities undefined

ARCADIS

Analysis: MSD Lick Run Wet
Weather Strategy, contWeather Strategy, cont

COMPARISON OF COSTS (in millions)  FOR WET WEATHER STATEGIES

Description of Alt.
Cost Element

Channel With 
Box Culvert 

Wide Open 
Channel

Seven Buried 
Pipes Tunnel

Sewer Separation $42.3 $43.2 $43.2
Stream Channel $48.2 $30.0
Medium Level Amenities $16.3 $16.3 $8.0
Right of Way $20 0 $20 0 $20 0Right of Way $20.0 $20.0 $20.0
Downspout Disconnections $3.1 $3.1 $3.1
Buried Pipes $30.0
Four other  Storm Water Projects $187.0 $187.0 $187.0
   (1.1 billion gallons @ $0.17/gal.
1.5 miles of 30 ft. Diameter Tunnel $350.0
Total $316.9 $299.6 $291.3 $350.0

ARCADIS
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Lick Run Watershed– 12% of MSD CSO volume 

Uptown/University
& Hospitals 

Lick Run

Downtown

I-75 corridor, Metro lines, rail corridors, Mill Creek
Within 2 mile radius of 2 major job centers: Downtown and University/Hospitals

USEPA Project IntegrationUSEPA Project Integration

• Cincinnati USEPA Research & DevelopmentCincinnati USEPA Research & Development
Team Member: Bill Schuster

USEPA Project Integration
Region 5 Team Member: Jon Grosshans,
Bob Newport, Brooke Furio

Lick Run Corridor:
Concept Plan and Action Strategy

To be discussed:To be discussed:

 Lick Run Wet Weather Strategy11 Lick Run Wet Weather Strategy
 CSO Control Plan

 Green vs. Grey

11

 Land Revitalization Concept Plan and Actions
 Connections to other City, State, and Federal efforts

 More than just a sewer project

22

 More than just a sewer project

 Your Input and Direction
 Areas to explore

33
p

 Upcoming work

Overview of the ConceptOverview of the Concept
Possible Direct Benefits:

At the sewershed scale use green
infrastructure practices to create a

i h b

– Same performance?

– Same or cheaper capital costs
when compared to grey

community asset that can be
leveraged for Economic &
Community Development and help

infrastructure?

– More adaptable system then
grey infrastructure?

keep the business enterprise (sewer
district) financially viable for the next
10 20 30 50 years

– Easier and cheaper to
maintain then grey
infrastructure?10, 20, 30, 50 years.

Create a Community Asset that can be
l d f lleveraged for Revitalization
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Create a Community Asset that can be
l d f lleveraged for Revitalization

Lick Run Concept Plan Lick Run Concept Plan 
and Action Strategyand Action Strategy

Wh ?

and Action Strategyand Action Strategy

• Where are we now?
– Initial interviews and research complete

h l h k• Who is completing the work?
– Technical Assistance Tetra Tech, SRA

• End product:
– Develop concept plan and action strategy

Essentially, a road map that connects projects

22

More than a sewer projectMore than a sewer project

Synthesis PlanSynthesis Plan

22

More than a sewer projectMore than a sewer project

Synthesis PlanSynthesis Plan

PartnershipPartnership
 Partnership for Sustainable Communities: EPA (Land, 

Water, EJ, Air) HUD, and DOT 
• Technical Assistance Funding from EPA• Technical Assistance Funding from EPA
• Received $2.4M HUD Community Challenge Grant

22

Project scopeProject scope
 Partnership for Sustainable Communities: EPA (Land, 

Water, EJ, Air) HUD, and DOT 
• Technical Assistance Funding from EPA• Technical Assistance Funding from EPA
• Received $2.4M HUD Community Challenge Grant

22
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Project scopeProject scope
 Partnership for Sustainable Communities: EPA (Land, 

Water, EJ, Air) HUD, and DOT 
• Technical Assistance Funding from EPA• Technical Assistance Funding from EPA
• Received $2.4M HUD Community Challenge Grant

22

Lick Run Concept Plan Lick Run Concept Plan 
and Action Strategyand Action Strategy

Wh ?

and Action Strategyand Action Strategy

• Where are we now?
– Initial interviews and research complete

k f l• Framework for Implementation
– Identify current federal investments;
– Identify challenges and opportunities;
– Meet COF Advisory Committee;

Id tif it li ti d i i d d j t– Identify revitalization drivers in and around project
area;

– Develop concept plan;– Develop concept plan;
– Develop action strategy. 22

Lick Run Corridor:Lick Run Corridor:Lick Run Corridor:Lick Run Corridor:
PartnershipsPartnerships
• Multiple levels of stakeholders increases

depth of understandingp g

• Work done on multiple levels:
– Federal– Federal

– State

Local– Local

– Neighborhood level

22

ConnectionsConnectionsConnectionsConnections

• BrownfieldsBrownfields
• Transportation
• Economic• Economic

Development
• HousingHousing
• Environmental
• SocialSocial

22

ExerciseExerciseExerciseExercise
• Priority connection #1?
• Connections (Opportunities) not already

identified?
• What challenges will need to be overcome?

33

CommentsComments

33
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West Fork Watershed Source ControlWest Fork Watershed Source Control

• Kelly Kuhbander Strand AssociatesKelly Kuhbander, Strand Associates

103



Page 1 of 7 

 

Communities of the Future Advisory Committee 
February 25. 2011 MSD Administration Building 
Sub-Committee Breakout Session Summaries  
 

 

Inform & Influence Committee Breakout Session 
Meeting Summary  
 

In Attendance: Dustin Lester, City Planning 

   Ken Smith, Price Hill Will 

   Dave Gamstetter, Cincinnati Parks  

   Denise Driehaus, State Representative 

   Bill Shuster, EPA 

   Elliot Ellis, South Fairmount Community Council 

   Katie Perica, Santa Maria Community Services 

   Laith Alfaqih, MSD 

   Valerie Daley, Community Building Institute 

   Andy Holzhauser, Greater Cincinnati Energy Alliance 

   Chad Edwards, USGBC/Emersion Design 

   MaryLynn Loder, MSD 

   Dean Niemeyer, HCP&D 

 

Dialogue Summary 

 

A discussion of the Community Open House centered around the attendance and types of 

comments received.  A summary of the open house was being finalized and to be emailed to all 

CFAC members.  Generally, the group felt that the open house was well attended and organized.  

Dean shared that approximately Sixty five were from the community, we are developing a 

meeting summary that will include information on attendees.  The group wanted to know the 

percentage of people from the community vs. number of professional, or said otherwise, who 

was there and where they came from.  Attendees included community residents, as well as a 

large number of business owners.  

 

A discussion followed about another engagement opportunity.  There was some discussion about 

a potential community clean up or a tour of early success projects or key watershed 

sites within the separation area – ie. Glenway Woods, Guerely Road, San Antonio, St. 

Francis, etc. With a tour targeted to community leaders to be able to bring info back 

to their communities, it was suggested that about 45 minutes would be ideal for a 

tour, then have a meeting to highlight more about the project.  It was suggested that 

perhaps the design workshops in the summer might take this approach to get people 

out to some key sites prior to discussing details.  

 

 There was a discussion that few renters attended the open house.  In summer 2010, MSD & 

Parks participated in the Bethany House Children’s Festival with a booth – the 

attendees of that event tended to be more residential/with some renters, suggesting 
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that attendance at these types of venues may be important for us to continue to get a 

good cross section of contact. People were very interested in how everything worked.   

 

 

There was a suggestion to include project partners/CFAC members in such events so that it isn’t 

just MSD presenting. Other media tools - such as Facebook, Twitter, etc. should be 

investigated for determining how to utilize these inform and influence opportunities 

for CFAC.  Information from the open house will be posted to 

www.projectgroundwork.org in the interim.  Dean offered that it had been suggested 

that a storefront in the Lick Run neighborhood be opened to disseminate information 

and act as a meeting place for the overall project.  

 

 

Elliot mentioned that a South Fairmount resident expressed an interested in having a volunteer 

cleanup – tires and litter. Churches are a good place to look for volunteers.  

MaryLynn offered that MSD would be willing to offer resources (people, trucks) for a 

clean-up, but would prefer that the event is planned by community volunteers – Dave 

Gamstetter offered to coordinate with Elliot and other members should contact Dave.   

 

After some further discussion the meeting adjourned. 

 

Next Steps for Inform & Influence Committee 

 

1. Review comments from Community Open House 

2. Design Workshop for Master Plan scheduled for July  
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Economic Development Committee Breakout Session 
Meeting Summary 
 

In Attendance: Quinten Harris, Ohio Department of Development 

Bryan Williams, Cincinnati Department of Transportation & Engineering 

Cheri Rekow, City Building and Planning Dept. 

Patricia Garry, CDCAGC 

Dennis Smith, Paper Products Company 

Joe Thoman, Weil-Thoman Moving & Storage 

Sam Stephens, Cincinnati Community Development 

Marquia Gore, Cincinnati Community Development 

Brian Wamsley, Hamilton County Planning & Development 

Biju George, MSDGC 

 

 

Major Topics Discussed 

 

 Property Acquisition Timeline 

 South Fairmount Business Association 

 Business Relocation Issues 

 Land Development Codes 

 

 

Property Acquisition Timeline 

 

Question:  Has MSD begun to identify the property it needs to implement the alternative 

solution?  If not, when will MSD begin property acquisition efforts for sites that are not 

voluntarily for sale? 

 

 MSD is taking a market approach to land acquisition 

 Exact locations will become more defined after engineering process 

 We are only at approximately 20% design for “daylighted” stream 

 We are at approximately 30% design for sewer pipe design 

 18 to 24 months  before full regulatory approval to move on Lick Run Project and 

begin acquiring properties and easements 

 Designs could still change pretty drastically over next 18 to 24 months 

 December 2012 – submit “alternative plan” for review 

 December 31
st
, 2012 – “alternative plan” decision by EPA 

 

South Fairmount Business Association 

 

Dennis Smith, owner of Paper Products Company on Queen City, informed the CFAC of 

the formation of the South Fairmount Business Association (SFBA).  The SFBA includes 

members representing 22 companies from the South Fairmount neighborhood.   
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The SFBA held its first-ever meeting on Feb 22, 2011 and invited real estate attorney 

Fran Barrett to describe the eminent domain process.  Mr. Barrett informed the SFBA 

that MSD does have the option of eminent domain and described the process of 

appraisals. 

 

Mr. Smith asked the Economic Development group to acknowledge the SFBA, which 

everyone answered with a resounding yes.  Mr. Smith said that contact information 

would be forth coming for the SFBA, just as soon as the election of officers takes place. 

 

Related to this, Cheri Rekow and Patricia Garry observed that the best communities have a 

community council, business association and neighborhood civic association all working in 

tandem.  Mr. Smith and Mr. Thoman stated that they believe that residents in South Fairmount 

are too transient to form an effective neighborhood civic association.  Mr. Smith believes that 

South Fairmount is already getting better because vacant properties are being torn down and the 

business owners care about their neighborhood.  Patricia Garry mentioned that Joe Gorman, 

Camp Washington Community Organizer and Director of Camp Washington Business 

Association, could be a great resource for the SFBA. 

 

 

 Business Relocation Issues 

 

Mr. Smith is the President of the third Generation Paper Products Company that has three 

buildings, one of them located on Queen City Avenue.  Mr. Smith described some of the 

issues that make business relocation for his capital-intensive business a risky proposition: 

 

 Moving and installing large machines can be expensive 

 Does not know whether to repair or replace current machines because of 

uncertainty around “alternative solution” 

 Might have to take a loan with interest just to move 

 Loss of one major client/customer can significantly hurt a business’s viability 

 

Furthermore, Mr. Smith and Mr. Thoman invited members from the Economic 

Development Sub-group to come to the  next SFBA meeting to hear more about the costs 

of moving and to discuss other issues.  

 

Mr. Thoman, from Weil-Thoman Moving & Storage, is the largest landowner in the 

South Fairmount area but does not see how he will fit in to MSD’s vision of South 

Fairmount.  Mr. Thoman and Mr. Smith are both looking into properties in Camp 

Washington but say that land is expensive, and finding a large lot close to the interstate is 

difficult. 

 

 

Land Development Codes 

 

After the presentation on the Land Development Codes from before, members discussed 

whether they believe that the LDC would make a difference.  Mr. Smith observed from 
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the handout describing the current flow chart for land development, that the process is too 

difficult. 

 

Cheri Rekow was pleased that the City and County were working together and heading in 

the same direction for an overall planning vision.  Cheri, the project manager of the Land 

Development Codes, was able to share a little more about the process for creating Land 

Development Codes.  This includes forming a multi-disciplinary working group, similar 

to the CFAC, to analyze the current process and eliminate inefficiencies and 

redundancies.  

 

Sam Stephens brought up the Form-Based Codes concept and said that they could do a 

better job of protecting our city’s investments and assets without raising development 

costs, especially if the private sector stays close to the process.  Current zoning practices 

are very restrictive and complicated.  Brian Wamsley remarked that generally speaking, 

current Euclidean zoning tells us all the things we cannot do with our land but if we were 

to establish form-based codes, we could have a more flexible code showing all things we 

can do with our land. 

 

 

Next Steps for Economic Committee 

 

 Gather South Fairmount Business Association Contact Info 

 Attend the March 29
th

 South Fairmount Business Association Meeting 
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Policy Committee Breakout Session 
Meeting Summary  
 

In Attendance: Sharon Jean-Baptiste, MSD 

   Tom Lyon, MSD 

   Bruce Koehler, Mill Creek Watershed Council of Communities 

   Karen Ball, Hamilton County 

   Michael Burson, Cincinnati Public Schools 

   Brian Bohl, Hamilton County SWCD 

   Tony Parrott, MSD 

   Liz Blume, Community Building Institute 

   Cameron Ross, City Planning & Buildings 

   Margo Lindahl, OKI 

   Todd Kinskey, HCP&D 

   Robin Corathers, Mill Creek Restoration Project 

 

  

Topics: 

 What does MSD need in terms of changes to land development & use patterns? 

 What are the impediments to making these changes? 

 What policy reforms could be put in place? 

 How could these be implemented? 

 

Discussion 

 

The group needs to think in large terms. For instance, there’s an EPA report that attempts to give 

a list of general impediments and goes right on up to Euclidean zoning, where everything’s 

separated out. DOTE depends on a road-building manual that does not include ways of dealing 

with stormwater. Also, regulations are really not watershed-based. 

 

Group members commented that these are hard to determine, that there are so often unintended 

consequences. Part of the problem is that watersheds are inter-jurisdictional. Perhaps a 

watershed-based, inter-jurisdictional organization like the stormwater district would be the place 

for this sort of regulatory change, or at least a building block towards it. 

 

There was consensus that the group needs to just pick five to ten of these issues and really focus 

on them. It was further suggested that pilot programs towards these issues should be developed: 

they allow the development of stories about how to solve the issues and what the impediments 

are. This would also point the direction needed for technical training programs. 

 

One specific issue brought up was the need to be able to deploy “gray” water for non-

consumption uses. At the Dater School, tanks and other infrastructure needed to use collected 

rainwater is in place, but Water Works would not allow its use. It should be noted that Health 

Department officials were convinced it could be done safely, but plumbing inspectors and Water 

Works disallowed the program. 
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Next Steps 

 

 There was consensus support for another meeting of the Policy sub-committee in about 

two weeks. 

 Members agreed that each should come prepared to talk about two or three of the 

impediments discussed earlier in the meeting. 

 Members requested that staff produce background information to help members prepare. 
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Communities  of the Future 
Advisory Committee

February 25, 2010

Agenda
• Welcome and Introductions 

• Updates & Announcements (Tony Parrott) 

• West Fork Watershed Source Control Solution

• Context for Sustainable Infrastructure ‐ need for watershed approach to 
planning/stormwater solutions (MaryLynn Lodor) 

• HUD Community Challenge Grant $2.4M ‐ Land Development Code 
(Margaret Wuerstle, City Planning)

• Policy Concepts for Integrated Stormwater Management  
(Todd Kinskey, Hamilton County Regional Planning)

• Break outs 

Water Technology Innovation Cluster

Updates & Announcements Water Technology Innovation Cluster 

Factor Conditions to Attract Businesses

Mobilizing Community & Business Leadership to Create Regional 
Competitive Advantage

CFAC is modeled after this cluster principle 

Our collective work can create numerous successes to promote 
economic growth and technological innovation. 

Water Technology Innovation Cluster 

Objectives

• Develop, test, and commercialize technologies

• Attract the best and brightest scientists and entrepreneurs

• Promote economic development through the creation and 
attraction of jobs and investment

• Become the world’s source for practical and affordable 
solutions and sustainable practices

Role MSD is playing major role in WTIC initiative:

Outcome #1: House Emerging Technological Business at Mill 
Creek Facility

Water Technology Innovation Cluster 

Administrator Jackson, USEPA in Cincinnati January 18, 2011:

• Protecting America's waters is one of EPA's top 
priorities…innovative strategies and technology to meet our 
nation's 21st century water needs. 

• By bringing together public utilities, research partners, and 
innovative businesses, the Water Technology Innovation 
Cluster will be instrumental in strengthening health 
protections for millions of Americans and promoting 
investments in cutting‐edge technology. 
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Water Technology Innovation Cluster 

Small Business Administration Administrator Karen Mills 
announcement in Cincinnati January 18, 2011:

• …will benefit from the region's abundance of cutting‐edge 
companies. Investments made here will encourage continued 

growth, while positioning our nation to lead the way in a new 
market of environmental technologies.

• This public/private partnership will not only improve public health, 
but also help keep us competitive around the world by allowing small 

businesses to invest in new ideas.

Water Technology Innovation Cluster 

• …the Metropolitan Sewer District is 
currently evaluating potential green 
[sustainable] infrastructure projects in the 
Lick Run Watershed, an environmental 
justice community in Mill Creek Valley. 

• One especially promising project in Lick 
Run will remove storm water flows from 
the combined sewer system and create a 
new above‐ground stream with 
surrounding park land. 

Administrator Jackson Endorses Communities 
of the Future Advisory Committee work

MSD USEPA Region 5
Meeting with Regulators on LMCPR
January 25, 2011

Updates & Announcements
Meeting with Regulators on LMCPR
January 25, 2011

Purpose to seek affirmation on:

• MSD Alternative Project

• Wet Weather Strategy

• Sustainable infrastructure 
– Integrated solution for urban 

wet weather needs

– Highlight source control

• Prep for Alternative 
Submission December 2012

Meeting with Regulators on LMCPR
January 25, 2011

General outcomes:

• Validation of MSD’s Wet 
Weather Strategy

• Validation of Potential Source 
Control Projects

Lick Run Value Engineering (VE) study

Updates & Announcements
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• Purpose 
– Seek outside, independent expert opinion about 

project approach, technical merit to achieve goals

• Wet Weather Strategy – Strategic Separation

• Lick Run in comparison to tunnel

– Best practices within the industry by leading 
engineers 

– Recommend optimization or cost saving 
approaches

Lick Run Value Engineering Study Lick Run Value Engineering Study

Value Engineering Team

Howard Greenfield – VE Lead 
(ARCADIS)

William Cesanek
(Camp Dresser McKee)

Don Walker 
(AECOM)

John Aldrich 
(Camp Dresser McKee)

Kerry McWalter
(AECOM)

Jeff Sharon 
(Brown & Caldwell)

Chris Yoder 
(MBI)

Larry Jaworski
(Brown & Caldwell)

• VE Conclusions:
– The approach being taken to control wet weather 
combined sewer overflows in the Lick Run catchment area 
by …appears to be sufficient to achieve the goal of 
reducing combined sewer overflows by 2 BG per year and 
meet the USEPA consent decree. 

– The stormwater capture predicted …shows a reasonable 
percentage of stormwater capture. A review of the model 
reveals that its calibration with existing conditions is also 
reasonable, leading one to believe in the results of the 
model with the changes implemented.

Lick Run Value Engineering Study

Lick Run Open House

Updates & Announcements

Lick Run Open House
January 19, 2011

• Over 180 attendees

• Eight information stations

• Interest for future planning workshops, 
anticipated for Summer 2011

Lick Run Open House
January 19, 2011, 6:00 – 8:30 p.m.
Orion Academy, South Fairmount
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• Over 180 attendees

• Eight information stations

• Interest for future planning workshops, 
anticipated for Summer 2011

Lick Run Open House
January 19, 2011, 6:00 – 8:30 p.m.
Orion Academy, South Fairmount

West Fork Watershed Source Control 

Updates & Announcements

West Fork Watershed Source Control 

December 2011 – CFAC Planning Exercise

• West Fork Watershed Sustainable 
Infrastructure Planning

– Est. 954 MG entering 
combined system 

– Reduce sewage in basements

– Reduce stormwater flooding

- Interaction between West Fork channel and West Fork 
interceptor

- Runoff from large areas of undeveloped land drain to the 
CSS

- Dry weather base flows from Mt. Airy Forest (>1,400 acres) 
enter CSS

- Structure flooding adjacent to channel

- Coordination of multiple efforts within watershed
- CSO 125, 126, 127, 128, 130
- Westwood Northern Bundle (CSOs 525, 195, 194)
- RTC at CSO 125
- FEMA grant for property buyout
- Concrete risers around grates to reduce inflow

Project Challenges

Dry Weather Condition: Downstream

September 2009

Wet Weather Condition: Small Rain Event

December 2009
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Wet Weather Condition: Large Rain Event

October 2009

The West Fork Channel and Interceptor
Invert Grates Connect Channel to Interceptor CSOs Discharge into Channel

Underflow Drains 
Connect CSOs Directly 
to Interceptor

Existing West Fork 
Projects Overview 319 Million Gallons of Overflow Volume Eliminated in 

the Typical Year
Naturalization of 6,000 Linear Feet of West Fork Channel  

Naturalization Concepts 

FEMA Grant Awarded - $3M

Strategic Separation
Wet Weather Strategy

Addressing a key factor of success
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Lower Mill Creek Watershed

Natural System – closed system: 
inputs are determined once and constant

Built Environment – open system: 
areas and components strongly influenced by humans

Lower Mill Creek Watershed

MSD Current Environmental Challenge

MSD is among the Top 5 CSO dischargers in the US
34

MSD’s Wet Weather Strategy

Hydraulic Grade Line 
inside sewer

35

Wet Weather Strategy

• Designed to support watershed water balance  
• Pursues a strategic approach to sewer 

separation
– priority areas represent cost‐effective flow 

separation 
• sizing of proposed storm infrastructure

– non‐priority areas assumed to have adequate 
combined flow capacity 

• stormwater runoff from these areas  into the priority 
areas (through natural runoff) will be negligible.
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Lick Run Wet Weather Strategy
Future Planning 

for Strategic Approach

For Example:

• The proposed stormwater
infrastructure was sized to convey 
the priority area flow only.  
– Priority Area = 181 cfs

• If the non‐priority area was 
connected to the proposed 
stormwater system, the flow to 
convey would increase significantly, 
along with the sizing of the 
proposed infrastructure.
– Total Drainage Area = 290 cfs

Planning considerations Strategic 
Separation 

• Estimated flow from the non‐priority area and 
interaction with the proposed storm system

– Asset/infrastructure management in the non‐
priority areas

– Watershed or site‐specific development practices

– City and Regional Planning: watershed zoning 
throughout the watershed but particularly in non‐
priority areas

Todd Kinskey
Margaret Wurstle

• HCRPC and City Planning slides added here

• Breakout Groups

– Inform and Influence

– Economic Development

– Policy and Integration 
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Communities of the Future Advisory Committee (CFAC) 

Sixth CFAC Meeting Summary 
 

May 20, 2011 

2pm – 4pm at MSD Conference & Administrative Center 

 

In Attendance: 

 
Diane Alecusan, ODOD 

Laith Alfaqih, MSD 

Nick Ashbolt, US EPA 

Karen Ball, Hamilton County 

Gena Bell, Office of Commissioner Monzel  

Brian Bohl, Hamilton County Soil & Water 

Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA 

Mike Chapman, Emersion Design 

Barry Cholak 

James Cunningham, HUD 

Denise Driehaus, State Representative 

Elliott Ellis, South Fairmount Community Council 

Markiea Gore, Cincinnati Community Development 

Jon Grosshans, USEPA Region 5  

Steve Johns, Cincinnati OEQ 

Todd Kinskey, HCP&D 

Cecilia Kloecker, Sierra Club 

Alicia Kravitz, Keep Cincinnati Beautiful 

Dustin Lester, City Planning & Buildings 

MaryLynn Lodor, MSD 

David Lorei, MSD 

Colleen McCafferty, Hamilton County 

Michael Miller, University of Cincinnati 

LaToya Moore, South Fairmount Community Council 

Bob Newport, USEPA Region 5 

Dean Niemeyer, HCP&D 

Mark Norman, Vorys, Sater, Seymour and Pease 

Jennifer O’Donnell, Office of the Vice Mayor 

Tony Parrott, MSD 

Katie Perica, Santa Maria Community Services 

Marianne Piekutowski, Ohio EPA 

Jeff Proctor, Hamilton County Monitor 

Mary Beth McGrew, University of Cincinnati 

Cheri Rekow, City Planning & Buildings 

Cameron Ross, City Planning & Buildings 

William Shuster, US EPA 

Kathy Schwab, LISC 

Dennis Smith, South Fairmount Business Association 

Ken Smith, Price Hill Will 

Sam Stephens, Cincinnati Community Development 

Joe Thoman, South Fairmount Business Association 

Marilyn Wall, Sierra Club 

Brian Wamsley, HCP&D 

Margo Warminski, Cincinnati Historic P. Association 

Bob Weimar, Hamilton County Monitor 

 

 

Background and Sixth CFAC Meeting’s Accomplishments:   

 

The Sixth CFAC Meeting brought together over 45 community leaders from a broad array of organizations 

focused on furthering Projects Groundwork’s goals.  About seven new members to the CFAC attended this 

presentation.  The agenda of the Sixth CFAC meeting integrated several topics including: 

 

1. Update on Progress for Lower Mill Watershed including talks with USEPA Region 5 and Ohio EPA 

(Tony Parrott, MSD) 

a. MSD met with USEPA Region 5 and Ohio EPA in April 2011 to hold a detailed Source Control 

discussion.  MSD obtained concurrence to refine current model by using more dynamic tools and 

updates. A follow up meeting w/ technical review of model updates is planned for June 2011.  The 

meeting also included a technical discussion of Lick Run watershed and strategic separation was 

as well as an overview of West Fork Sustainable Infrastructure (this project concept was 

presented to CFAC in December 2010 and March 2011).  The meeting with USEPA ended on a 

tour of Lick Run Watershed to “ground truth” current conditions & assumptions. 

b. On April 20, 2011 USEPA issued a Guidance Memo from the Office of Water and Office of 

Enforcement & Compliance Assurance, supporting and encouraging the use of large scale green 

infrastructure and highlighted Lick Run as a promising project. 

118



c. Lick Run public outreach and communication efforts to date were summarized. It is important to 

keep in mind that the CFAC is only one element of MSD’s community involvement process.  

Community engagement is critical to the success of Project Groundwork, and MSD has 

undertaken a comprehensive effort for more than a year to ensure ratepayers and citizens have a 

voice in the complex decisions required to meet the USEPA Consent Decree requirements.  

Rather than rely solely on one outreach pathway, we are employing multiple communication 

channels to ensure all voices within the community are heard and considered, including 

www.projectgroundwork.org and: 

 An MSD representative attends each meeting of the South Fairmount Community Council to 

answer questions and provide project updates and has for several months.  Upon request, 

presentations are made to this group and any others addressing specific areas of concern.  

Project update articles are also frequently placed in the South Fairmount community newsletter 

and have been since spring 2010. 

 A letter was recently mailed to every property owner within the Lick Run watershed and 

corridor – approximately 6,500 - providing an update on the project, answers to Frequently 

Asked Questions, and a point of contact. 

 MSD has met one-on-one with property owners and residents in the area who have requested 

additional information, and has maintained an ongoing dialogue with these individuals. 

 In January 2011, MSD conducted an informational open house that was attended by more than 

120 interested property owners and citizens; MSD had more than 30 volunteers talking one-

on-one with attendees about the potential Lick Run solution and the default project and 

timeline.   Extensive information was provided on the overall effort, as well as concepts under 

consideration for the Lick Run watershed.  Attendees were able to speak directly with MSD 

and other representatives to have their concerns addressed and issues documented.   

 Beginning in July 2011, MSD will be conducting a series of three interactive community 

workshops giving community members an opportunity to provide specific input on proposed 

project designs.  These workshops will allow all voices within the watershed to share their 

unique perspectives and offer direct feedback on how their area may be transformed by the 

alternative solution. www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun   

 

2. USEPA Strategic Integration Plan Presentation  (Jon Grosshans, USEPA Region 5) 

a. A summary of the Plan was provided and a link to it can be found on 

www.projectgroundwork.org 

 

3. Update on the Lick Run Community Design Workshops  (MaryLynn Lodor, MSD) 

a. Beginning in July 2011 (Tentatively Scheduled for July 19), MSD will conduct a series of three 

interactive Community Design Workshops. MSD, with participation by Hamilton County 

Regional Planning Commission and Communities of the Future Advisory Committee will publicly 

present the Lick Run Master Plan to the Lick Run watershed community.  Workshops give 

community members an opportunity to provide specific input on proposed project concepts.   

i. The first workshop, anticipated for July 2011, will be a public awareness workshop 

probe community preferences, needs, desires, priorities and concerns regarding open 

space, the business district, housing and transportation, etc. The outcome will be a 

preferred design framework (i.e., preferred concept and preferences).  
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ii.  The second workshop, anticipated for October 2011, will present alternatives for each 

topic area (e.g., transportation alternatives, business district alternatives) based on the 

preferred design framework.  The community will provide input on the strengths and 

weaknesses of each alternative.  The outcome will be a draft Lick Run Master Plan. 

iii. The third workshop, anticipated for February 2012, will focus on refining details and 

filling gaps on the draft Lick Run Master Plan.  The outcome will be a final Master Plan. 

Following the development of a Master Plan, MSD will proceed with design of the project.   

b. Next Steps are to prepare for the workshops by data gathering, interviews, outreach and inform 

and influencing.  Committees should begin convening to plan for how best to prepare and feed 

into the workshop planning. Public Involvement in Historic & Cultural Section 106 Review is 

underway for Lick Run given the acquisition of some properties.  Section 106 is a process for 

public involvement triggered by Federal Action or Funding.  MSD shall designate CFAC as a 

consulting party in 106 review, providing information about project impacts, mitigation plans and 

approaches. 

c. An update on other Lower Mill Creek source control watershed solutions for the Bloody Run 

Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Plan was introduced, which is in the very early stages of 

evaluation and planning.  Additional information will be gathered and evaluated in coming months 

for input and involvement from committee members.  

 

4. Project Groundwork Partners Program (MaryLynn Lodor, MSD) 

a. A PG Partner program will recognize stakeholders whose support is important to the successful 

approval and implementation of the Lower Mill Creek alternative, to formalize partnerships with 

community groups, critical property owners, and businesses within the Lick Run watershed, to 

provide a value proposition for those stakeholders by offering recognition for their commitment 

to the Project Groundwork principles and the enhancement of quality of life in their community. 

b. Partners agree with the following Key Principles critical to the success of Project Groundwork: 

i. Environmental and Public Health protection is essential to the quality of life of 

communities, and reducing combined sewer overflows is critical to that protection. 

ii. Economic Revitalization is a cornerstone of strong communities, and Project Groundwork 

can be a catalyst for business growth and job creation. 

iii. Social and Recreational Opportunities add value to local communities and connect citizens 

with their natural environment. 

iv. Partners agree to support MSD in its efforts to successfully gain approval for Project 

Groundwork, and to work within their local watershed to ensure its principles are 

fulfilled. 

c. MSD will be formalizing this effort and getting more information out about this effort. 
 

 

CFAC Feedback: 

For this meeting, the CFAC did not break out into the three subgroups for smaller group discussion with the 

USEPA present to present and discuss the Strategic Integration Plan.  However, there was opportunity after 

each presenter to ask for questions and comments.  Here are summaries of some of those remarks: 

 

 Getting all of the various CFAC member organizations to commit to fulfilling Project Groundwork’s 
goals could be a difficult task.  Even just getting the transportation department and water and sewer 
departments to work together to lower costs and cut out on construction delays would be a major 
improvement.  One suggestion is a written agreement that would have consequences for an agency that 
does not follow through on their pledged commitments. 
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 With all of the City and County organizations in one room, we should be able to find a way to do 
innovative projects – such as geothermal energy development to private industry rather than allowing 
regulations and control to hamper its progress.  Oklahoma University is a great resource for those 
interested in geothermal.  Lund, Sweden has one large geothermal district heating pump that has been in 
operation for 20 years and powers 40% of the city’s energy demand. 

 In regards to the Lick Run Community Workshops, the first meeting should be similar to the Open 
House because we have to assume that new members will be there that are not familiar with the 
project.  There should be a sit down presentation at the beginning to establish a baseline understanding 
and to uncover details about the community given by the residents.  This presentation should not be 
about MSD’s problems and instead should focus on the outcomes for the local communities. 

 In regards to the LDC, has there been any progress in developing new codes that allow rainwater 
harvesting techniques that are currently limited by existing building code regulations?   Jennifer 
O’Donnell from Vice Mayor Qualls Office said that they are working to integrate stormwater reuse 
more completely into the LDC than the current building codes allow. 

 Margo Warminski from the Cincinnati Historic Preservation Association informed the CFAC that the 
historic preservation site assessments were underway for selected properties in the Lick Run 
Watershed. 

 The Board of County Commissioners and the City Council need to be informed all along the way.  In 
addition, Plan Cincinnati should present to Advisory Committee. 

 What is the engineering component that will control high and low flows for the Lick Run Alternative 
project?  Could the stream go completely dry? 

Handouts: 

CFAC May 20, 2011 Meeting Agenda 

Lick Run Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) 

CFAC Jan 2011-May 2012 Prospective Meeting Schedule and Agenda (revised on June 1, 2011) 

 

Looking Ahead: 

The next CFAC meeting is scheduled for Friday Aug. 19, 2011 at 10am.  In the meantime, there could be 

individual meetings in June and July for the Inform and Influence, Economic Development and Policy 

Development subgroups.  These subgroup meetings could be focused on preparations for the Lick Run Public 

Awareness Design Workshop that is tentatively scheduled for August 9, 2011 at Orion Academy, and the 

formation of the Project Groundwork Partners program.  MSD and Hamilton County will keep all CFAC 

members aware of these subgroup meetings so that those interested can help.   
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Communities of the Future 
Advisory Committee

Meeting

Welcome

May 20, 2011

Agenda

• MSD Update on Progress update on Lower Mill 
Creek Watershed
– Outreach and Engagement
– Meeting updates: USEPA Region 5 and Ohio EPA

• USEPA Strategic Integration Plan Presentation
• Community Design Workshops (July, October, 

January) for Lick Run Master Plan
• Bloody Run SWEP
• Project Groundwork Partners
• 2011 Meeting Schedule

MSD’s Strategy Map is Built on the Triple Bottom Line

4

Guerley Road & Sunset 
Avenue 

Lick Run Watershed

April 19, 2011

Context
Source Control

MSD’s Wet Weather Strategy

Hydraulic Grade Line 
inside sewer

6

April 7, 2011

Context 
Communities of the Future
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April 21, 2011
Hamilton County property values drop $5B

Context 
Communities of the Future Model of COF

The “Getting to Yes” Pipeline

• Internal 
Understanding

• Internal 
Understanding

Passage 1

• Community 
Involvement

• Community 
Involvement

Passage 2
• Political 

Support
• Political 

Support

Passage 3

• Federal Policy 
Solutions

• Federal Policy 
Solutions

Passage 4

USEPA Region 5 Meetings ‐ Update
LMCPR Alternative

•LMCPR alternatives discussion
•Agreed that sustainable 
infrastructure is viable source 
control

MSD and USEPA in alignment 
on concept 
USEPA and DOJ seek clarity 
that current approach for 
green is more fitting to meet 
MSD needs

•USEPA interest in Lick Run as test 
case for national model   
•Agreed to meet in Cincinnati to 
“ground‐truth” the concept & 
technical details

•Detailed Source Control 
discussion 
•Concurrence to refine current 
model by using more dynamic 
tools and updates

•Follow up meeting w/ 
technical review of model 
updates: June 2011

•Technical discussion of Lick Run 
watershed and strategic 
separation
•Overview of West Fork 
Sustainable Infrastructure 
• Tour of Lick Run Watershed to 
“ground truth” current conditions 
& assumptions

MSD

EPADOJ

January 2011 ‐ Chicago April 2011 ‐ Cincinnati

“Cincinnati’s 2004 consent decree (CD) …

opportunities to incorporate green 
infrastructure solutions by  
substituting “green for grey” on a 
project by project basis.

• “The city is currently evaluating 
potential green infrastructure projects 

and has a three year study and 
detailed design period to examine 
green solutions in the Lick Run 
Watershed, in Mill Creek Valley on the 
west side of Cincinnati.

• “One promising project in the Lick 
Run drainage area, a corridor that 
includes an environmental justice 
community, would remove storm water 
flows from the combined sewer system 
and create a new above‐ground 
drainage feature with surrounding park 
land. “

April 20, 2011 USEPA Memo 
Office of Water
Office of Enforcement & Compliance Assurance

 Open House January 2011

 Postcard invitations to watershed residents/businesses

 Attended by 120 community representatives, 50% 
representing the watershed communities.

 Feedback from the workshop was positive overall:

 More than 30 expressed interest to participate in design 
workshop.

Lick Run Watershed
Outreach Efforts to Date

INSERT PHOTO
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 Mailings: 

 May 2011 letter mailed to every property owner within 
the Lick Run watershed and corridor – approximately 
6,500 ‐ providing an update on the project and a point of 
contact.

 Feedback from the letters was positive overall:

 More than 100 phone calls and emails received & 
responded to (to date).

 Most were interested in learning more about the project 
and whether it would impact them.

Lick Run Watershed
Outreach Efforts to Date

 Since July 2010, MSD meets one‐on‐one with property 
owners and residents in the area who request additional 
information, and has maintained an ongoing dialogue with 
these individuals.

 MSD has attended the March and April meetings of the 
South Fairmount Business Association, making presentations 
and directly responding to questions and concerns.

 MSD has also offered to meet regularly with a core 
committee of 2‐3 members of this group to ensure they 
are kept up‐to‐date between meetings.

Lick Run Watershed
Outreach Efforts to Date

www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun

• Offers   
information 
specific to 
South 
Fairmount and 
Lick Run

• Can be 
accessed at the 
community’s 
convenience

• MSD has 
developed a 
Lick Run FAQ 
that will be 
posted on the 
website soon

 Community Newsletter Updates: Project update articles are 
placed in the South Fairmount community newsletter and 
have been since spring 2010.

 An MSD representative attends each meeting of the South 
Fairmount Community Council to answer questions and 
provide project updates.  

 June 14, 2011 Presentation to Community Council 

 Inform & Influence Committee to Present with MSD

 Kick off of design workshops

Lick Run Watershed
Outreach Efforts to Date

Jon Grosshans, 
USEPA

Bob Newport, 
USEPA

Direct community involvement in  
designing the vision

 Beginning in July 2011, MSD will conduct a series of three 
interactive Community Design Workshops.

 Workshops give community members an opportunity to 
provide specific input on proposed project concepts.

 Workshops ensure all voices 
within South Fairmount and Lick 
Run Watershed are heard and 
can offer direct feedback on how 
the area may be transformed by 
the alternative solution.

124



09/20/2012

4

What is a Community Design Workshop?

• A collaborative session in which members of the 
public work together to draft a proposed design 
solution

• Allow for the integration of                                    the 
aptitudes and interests                                       of a 
diverse group of people                                 to ensure 
multiple views                                      are reflected in 
final solutions

Benefits of using the Design 
Workshop approach

• Ideas are collected as they evolve

• Questions are asked and answered at the same 
time

• Ideas are considered in an unbiased setting

• Community members 
have   a stake in the final 
solution because they 
helped develop it

Public Workshop #1 Audience
General watershed public
MSD core planning & design 
team
CFAC Members
Project Groundwork Partners

Goals

Format
Introduction/ Overview
Question & Answer Session
Break-out Sessions

(Visual Preference Surveys)
Summary/Recap

Orion Academy (South Fairmount)
July 19 or 21
6:00 – 8:30

Preparation
Data Gathering, Interviews, 

Outreach, Community Organizing

Public Workshop #1

Goals

1. Outline Communities of the Future 
opportunities for South Fairmount and 
the Lick Run Watershed

2. Describe how MSD hopes to collaborate 
with the community on shaping this 
vision moving forward through a robust 
civic engagement process

3. Identify specific community needs, 
desires, priorities, and concerns with the 
intent of using this information, input and 
feedback to develop a Lick Run Master 
Plan by February 2012

Public Workshop #1
Introduction

Provide a brief overview of information & 
outcomes from the January Lick Run Open 
House

Explain the status of the concepts for the Lick 
Run watershed-based solution, the outcomes 
from the technical evaluation and VE study, and 
the communications with US EPA

Outline the schedule for the public workshops 
and the purpose of Public Workshop #1

Introduce & discuss conceptual CSO reduction 
solution for South Fairmount corridor and 
explain major technical objectives
(e.g., current conditions water quality needs, CSO control 
needs, project boundary, etc.)

Public Workshop #1

Break-out Sessions 

Provide general background information on the different 
components of the integrated Lick Run Master Plan

Gain input/feedback through visual preference surveys 
and discussions focused on a particular watershed 
strategy components
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Public Workshop #1

Summary/Recap

Outline main points and learning outcomes, 
identify next steps

Community Design Workshop Schedule Overview

Bloody Run Watershed

Consent Decree Timeline

2010 2012 2017 2018

Judge Spiegel 
entered amended 
WWIP ‐ Approved

Submit Plan to 
EPA for LMCPR 

Phase 2 Plan 
Submittal

Phase 1 
Complete

Integrate 
planning efforts 

for preferred 
alternative

2011

28

By 2018 MSD Must Remove 2 Billion Gallons of CSO 
from Lower Mill Creek Watershed 

Lower Mill Creek Study Area: 
SWEP Planning

Annual CSO Volume: 7.6 billion gallons
29

Lower  Mill Creek:
Source Control & Real Time Control

Modeled annual CSO reduction based on typical year rainfall

30

Source Control

Real Time Control
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Bloody Run: Watershed Characteristics

Typical Year 
flow 

(modeled) 

916 Million
Gallons

Current number 
customers

22,000

Land Area 2,187 acres

Traditional
Solution

EHRT, Regulator 
Improvement, Partial 

Separation

CSO Reduction Potential to reduce up 
to 400 MG 

31

Bond Hill

Golf Manor

Norwood

Roselawn
Amberly Village

Pleasant Ridge

Bloody Run: Existing Conditions

32

Combined sewer 
overflow 916 MG

Separated Stormwater :
200 Acres of Norwood Flow ‐
separated

33

Bloody Run: Watershed Characterization

Historic Streams Soils Slopes Tree Canopy Built Systems

Neighborhood PlansLand Use

Bloody Run – Hamilton County Lower Mill Creek Coarse Evaluation Report 2010

Source: ESRI Business Analyst 2010

* 2010 data is a projection based on Census 2000 and ACS 2005 data

Characteristics

18,000

18,500

19,000

19,500

20,000

20,500

1990 2000 2010

Census Year

Bloody Run Watershed Population Decline

Bloody Run – Hamilton County Lower Mill Creek Coarse Evaluation Report 2010

1. The Pleasant Ridge NBC Urban Design Plan (2000)

2. The Pleasant Ridge Market Study and Vision Plan (2007)

3. Paddock Hills/Bond Hill NBD Urban Design Plan (2000)

4. Bond Hill/Roselawn Reading Road Corridor Plan (2002)

Recent Community Plans

Special Districts
1. Montgomery Ave, Pleasant Ridge – Urban Design District
2. Swifton Commons Area, Bond Hill/Roselawn ‐ TIF District
3. City of Cincinnati ‐ SPUR District

Bloody Run – Hamilton County Lower Mill Creek Coarse Evaluation Report 2010

GO Cincinnati
• Growth and Opportunities Study for the City of Cincinnati 2008  
• Identifies three major corridors for city investments including the 

Reading & Seymour Area (close to Swifton Commons)

Goals
• Brownfield redevelopment

• R&D/light industrial development

• Infrastructure improvements 
• Walkable mixed‐use centers

Regional Plans
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Bloody Run – Hamilton County Lower Mill Creek Coarse Evaluation Report 2010

Community desires based on past community plans:
• Focused on business district redevelopment

• Streetscape improvements

• Creating mixed‐use walkable areas

• Improving image and identity

Sustainable Redevelopment in Bloody Run:
• Cincinnati Public Schools – Two LEED rated schools in this watershed

• “The Arbors” – Cincinnati’s first development to be awarded LEED ND

• Cincinnati Fire Station 8 – LEED rated

• Messer Construction – LEED rated headquarters

Opportunities
Bloody Run SWEP 

38

Separate Storm Conveyance

Detention Opportunities

Complete Streets Corridor

Separate Storm Conveyance

Bioretention/infiltration

Roselawn Park Early Success Project

• 33‐acre park features four baseball diamonds
• Annual stormwater runoff from 10‐acre portion of the 
property is about 3.6 million gallons. 

Public Involvement in Historic & 
Cultural Section 106 Review 

Establishes a process for public involvement triggered by 
Federal Action or Funding

•Guarantees a process for input
•Framework for consultation 
•Lead Federal Agency
•“Consulting Parties”

Public Involvement in Historic & 
Cultural Section 106 Review 

Lead Agency: HUD

Who are Consulting Parties in Section 106?

•State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPO)
•City of Cincinnati
•MSD: Applicant for Federal assistance, permits, licenses, and 
other approvals 

MSD shall designate CFAC as a consulting 
party in 106 review, providing information 
about project impacts, mitigation plans and 
approaches

“Project Groundwork Partner” 
Designation

OBJECTIVES

• To recognize stakeholders whose support is important to the 
successful approval and implementation of the Lower Mill 
Creek/Lick Run alternative.  

• To formalize partnerships with community groups, critical property 
owners, and businesses within the Lick Run watershed.

• To provide a value proposition for those stakeholders by offering 
recognition for their commitment to the Project Groundwork 
principles and the enhancement of quality of life in their 
community.
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Partnership Designation Criteria

Partners agree with the following Key Principles critical to the success 
of Project Groundwork:

• Environmental and Public Health protection is essential to the 
quality of life of communities, and reducing combined sewer 
overflows is critical to that protection.

• Economic Revitalization is a cornerstone of strong communities, and 
Project Groundwork can be a catalyst for business growth and job 
creation.

• Social and Recreational Opportunities add value to local 
communities and connect citizens with their natural environment.

Partners agree to support MSD in its efforts to successfully gain 
approval for Project Groundwork, and to work within their local 
watershed to ensure its principles are fulfilled.

 MCRP ‐ Developing school based program to educate and train school 
students on value and use of natural resources, water management

 St Francis Court Apt – Allowing the use and demonstration of bioinfiltration

solution on site that provides community amenity that creates greater value 
and benefit for public education

 LISC/CBI – Leadership in developing a community outreach/organizing effort 
to help catalyze resources and collaboration around the concept of 
communities of the future

 City Planning Dept – Commitment to develop and support tools, incentives 
and strategies to support sustainable infrastructure 

 Parks Board –Develop and install practices on properties and create new 
partnerships for expanding knowledge and opportunities

Next Steps

• Planning for design workshops 
– Tentative Meeting week of June 20

– July 19th or 21st Design Workshop #1

• Project Groundwork Partners

• Next CFAC Meeting August 20th 10am

Questions?
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Communities of the Future Advisory Committee 
June 9, 2011 MSD Administration Building 

Inform & Influence Committee Meeting 

Meeting Summary  

 
In Attendance: Marilyn Wall, Sierra Club 

   David Birt, Student Intern 

   Cassandra Hillary, MSD 

   Chad Edwards, Emersion Design/USGBC 

   Pickett Slater Harrington, Community Building Institute 

   Valerie Daley, Community Building Institute 

   Karen Ball, MSD/Hamilton County 

   Dustin Lester, MSD/City of Cincinnati 

   Laith Alfaqih, MSD 

   Deb Leonard, MSD 

   Dean Niemeyer, HCP&D 

   Brian Wamsley, HCP&D 

   MaryLynn Lodor, MSD 

    

Handouts:  Inform & Influence Committee Meeting June 9, 2011 Agenda 

Project Groundwork Community Design Workshop #1 Overview 

   CFAC 2011-2012 Prospective Meeting Schedule & Agenda 

   MSD “Project Groundwork Partners” Designation Overview 

   Project Groundwork Partners List  

 

 

Lick Run Public Design Workshop 

The upcoming Lick Run Public Design Workshop was discussed.   It was noted that the location will 

likely change from Theodore Roosevelt School due to size of the facility and lack of air conditioning.  

Other locations under consideration included Roberts Paideia Academy on Grand Avenue or Dater 

Montessori on Boudinot Avenue.   

 

A handout was distributed titled Overview of the Community Design Workshop #1:  Work Station 

Overview.  MaryLynn explained that the Lick Run Watershed has been divided into four zones: Zone 1-

Open Space and Urban Waterway, Zone 2-Neighborhood Business District, Zone 3-Priority Areas on 

for hillside areas, and Zone 4-Developed Ridgetop Neighborhoods.  She stated the need to identify what 

tools/policies need to be changed and that can be used in the non-priority areas of Zone 4.  Marilyn 

Wall questioned whether 20-30 minutes would be adequate to cover these areas.   Others suggested 

that some participants may rather just do one or two of the zones.  It was agreed we’d attempt to scale it 

back to no more than 3 breakouts. 

 

Karen Ball expressed concern about the agenda for the design workshop and asked if this is just to get 

approval of a “box culvert”  Some members were unfamiliar with box culvert so Karen gave a quick 

description.  She then stated that three of the five options that were presented at the Lick Run Open 

House are no longer “on the table,.” and expressed desire for a detailed review of the Lick Run SWEP 

process with the CFAC committee before the Design Workshop.  A meeting has been set for August 4th.  

 

Karen expressed her view that the box culvert for Lick Run is not a true stream daylighting, and that the 

Value Engineering Study stated a true daylighting could be done if a separate storm sewer were 

deveioped but that this was taken “off the table.”  Marilyn stated that MSD is going to do the workshop 
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with a “done deal.”   Karen stated that the BOCC wants to see a sustainable solution advanced, but they 

want to make sure it works.  Marilyn stated her concern that conversation is not being had before this is 

taken out to the community for comment.   MaryLynn reiterated that some preliminary planning was 

needed to determine the viability of a potential sustainable solution and that was needed before going to 

the community.  The design workshop will be an opportunity for the community to develop solutions 

within certain design constraints that can be advanced.   

 

Lick Run Watershed Tour Planning – July 2011 

Tours of the Lick Run Watershed will be offered the week of July 11th to the 15th in advance of the 

Design Workshop.  Tours will first be offered to CFAC members and to those they suggest as well as 

community members who are interested.  Three dates will be selected for tours in the morning, 

afternoon and evening.  Brian Wamsley suggested that bicycle tours be offered, modeled after Portland’s 

Green Infrastructure Tours.  Marilyn will contact Jim Coppick to gauge interest in this idea.  

 

Pickett Slater Harrington suggested that after MSD does its tour, the “community” should take MSD on 

a tour and point out their concerns (e.g. vacant buildings) about the impact of Project Groundwork 

projects on these.  Pickett pointed out that the importance of being up front with the community, and    

MaryLynn agreed, adding that MSD should communicate its constraints, offer two or three options, and 

request input on how these would impact the community and its residents, businesses, etc.   

 

MaryLynn presented a PowerPoint presentation that identified locations in the Lick Run Watershed that 

showed where proposed MSD improvements would be developed, starting with Harrison Avenue.  

These improvements will be collaborative with Cincinnati Department of Transportation and 

Engineering with its realignment of Harrison Avenue.  For the slide on Fenton Avenue, it was suggested 

that a walking tour might be done if approval is granted by the property owners.  

 

Other Topics 

For the Guerley Road Reservoir/Detention Basin, MaryLynn stated that the Cincinnati Stormwater 

Management Utility (SMU) has a 30% design completed for this project.  Karen said that a medical waste 

site from an old tuberculosis facility is located on the site for the proposed detention pond, and 

expressed concern that medical waste still washes up there.  MaryLynn said that the SMU are aware of 

this and completing reviews and if it is determined necessary, materials will be properly remediated and 

disposed prior to construction. 

 

For Rapid Run, MaryLynn reported that MSD is coordinating with the Parks Department for the 

different solutions including bioswales, step pools, etc and construction will occur in late 2010 or may be 

pushed back to 2011.   

 

Design is being made ready for setup for the Glenway Woods Project.  Dean said slides of this could be 

used as handouts for the Lick Run tours, keyed to a map of the whole watershed.   

 

Ohio State University Extension Office is teaching the Garden Club of St. Francis about how to maintain 

the bioswale at the St. Francis project.  Picket noted this shows how these projects strengthen the 

community and impact quality of life.  Karen stated that some of the Demonstration Projects are 

collaborations with Cincinnati Public Schools and are used to educate the students about these projects.   

 

Project Groundwork Partners 

Brian gave an overview of the Project Groundwork Partners program, noting that the goal is to 

recognize stakeholders for their commitment to Project Groundwork.  He provided a list of possible 

Partners, and said the initiative will start in Lick Run and be expanded in the other watersheds as 
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solutions are implemented there.  Picket said he feels more needs to be required of “Partners” and that 

they should identify what they are bringing as value to the project.  

 

Next Steps 

MaryLynn recommended that the committee reconvene a week before the first tour of Lick Run during 

the week of July 11th.   Dean will send out a “doodle” request to identify the best time to meet.  The 

Policy Committee will meet in the next couple of weeks, and Marilyn asked that she be included in 

communications for that meeting.  After some further discussion, the meeting was adjourned.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

132



1 Communities of the Future Advisory Committee                                                                             
Technical  Workshop:  Lick Run          August 4, 2011 

 

CFAC Lick Run Technical Discussion 

Thursday, August 4, 2011 2pm – 4pm 

Attendees: 

Cecilia Kloecker, Sierra Club 
Laith Alfaqih, MSD 
Andrew Reynolds, MSD 
Roxanne Qualls, Vice Mayor of City of Cincinnati  
Dennis Smith, South Fairmount Business Association 
Cheri Rekow, City of Cincinnati 
Mari Piekutowski, Ohio EPA 
Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA 
Mark Shubak, Strand Associates, Inc. 
Marilyn Wall, Sierra Club 
Dan Murray, EPA 
Jeff Proctor, Hamilton County Monitor 
Margo Warminski, Cincinnati Preservation 
Association 
Mary Huller, QCCDC 
Brian Wamsley, HCP&D 
Dean Niemeyer, HCP&D 
Matt Begany, USEPA 
Bruce Koehler, OKI 

Charles Young, South Fairmount Community Council 
LaToya Moore, Greater Cincinnati Foundation 
Chad Edwards, Emersion Design/USGBC 
Robin Corathers, MCRP 
Dustin Lester, MSD/City Planning 
Karen Ball, Hamilton County/MSD 
Tom Lyon, MSD  
Bryan Williams, CDOTE 
MaryBeth McGrew, University of Cincinnati 
Sam Stephens, City DCD 
Todd Kinskey, HCP&D 
Brian Bohl, HCSWCD 
Chris Manning, Human Nature 
Gary Wolnitzek, Human Nature 
Biju George, MSD 
Joe Thoman, South Fairmount Business Association 
John Lyons, Strand Associates, Inc. 
MaryLynn Lodor, MSD 

 

Lick Run Wet Weather Strategy Overview (MaryLynn Lodor, MSD) 

MSD is in the process of developing alternatives aimed at achieving a 2-billion gallon annual reduction of 

combined sewer overflow from CSO’s in the Lower Mill Creek Watershed. The project options are to be 

identified by June 2012. 

Compliance with the Consent Decree provides an opportunity for strategic reinvestment in the urban 

core neighborhoods where CSOs exist such as the Lick Run watershed, if the community supports that 

approach.  Data shows that people are leaving our urban neighborhoods and that community 

investment has shifted to other areas of the region.  South Fairmount has seen its share of this, and 

nothing at this point indicates that trend will change anytime soon.  MSD has heard from many who 

would like to see people move back closer to the urban core, providing more opportunities for jobs to 

support and grow the local economy. There are currently approximately 5,500 customers in the Lick Run 

watershed.  . 

The estimated cost is $244 million (2006 dollars) for a capital solution to collect the combined sewage.  

The estimated electricity usage for treating 2 billion gallons of combined stormwater and sewage over 

ten years is 547,800 megawatts.  Based on these energy usage estimates, the annual O&M cost of 

treating 2 billion gallons is $1,100 per million gallons.  There are negative environmental considerations 

as well.  The estimated carbon cost of treating 2 billion gallons of combined stormwater and sewage for 
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2 Communities of the Future Advisory Committee                                                                             
Technical  Workshop:  Lick Run          August 4, 2011 

 

a time of ten years is 377,739 metric tons.  This presents the question - is this solution the most cost 

effective, environmentally sustainable and economically viable?  This watershed has large amounts of 

green space; it is not a typical urban watershed.  This means there are many advantages to help support 

a source control solution (removing stormwater at its source and conveying it to the Mill Creek). 

In this context, MSD wants to make an investment that helps the long-term sustainability of the 

community.  We feel the opportunity is now to begin this process, and we need continued partnership 

with us to develop solutions that meet the regulatory mandates while also fulfilling the community’s 

vision. 

We need to ask ourselves two questions - first, how can we develop a solution that could help address 

the core CSO problem within this watershed, and second are there other community challenges that we 

can also address as part of this solution? 

The potential wet weather solution could  incorporate solutions to other needs throughout the 

community – including transportation, parks and other utilities. The wet weather strategy incorporates 

source control, conveyance and storage, and product control into the overall approach. 

The timeline mandates that the Lower Mill Creek Plan must be submitted to the Regulators by 

December 2012, and this could be the tunnel default option or a hybrid approach as offered by the Lick 

Run Alternative.  MSD’s design objective for alternatives is that it be a cost effective CSO reduction 

solution that delivers measureable benefits to ratepayers and others, while also providing water quality 

improvements.  The strategic approach combines natural conveyance systems with some water 

detention in the upper reaches of the watershed.  MSD’s  next steps are to gather more input from the 

community through next week’s design workshop. 

Lick Run Hybrid Approach for Water Quality and Quantity (John Lyons, Strand) 

 Technical evaluations have been performed for a range of conveyance options for the  stormwater 

runoff once it has been removed from the combined system.  The basic design of the conceptual urban 

waterway under consideration is a hybrid system that includes both an open  channel  system and an 

underground conduit for conveying stormwater. This was a system-wide analysis of the entire Lick Run 

Watershed, starting with identifying the 64 catchment areas and 220 or more entry points for 

stormwater to enter the system.     

The design objectives include developing a cost effective combined sewer overflow reduction using 

targeted source control and conveying stormwater across an urban landscape.  Additional design 

objectives include providing water quality improvements and developing an economically and 

environmentally sustainable approach for MSD and the Communities of the Lick Run Watershed. 

The design constraints that must be managed include existing utilities, topography/grade, stormwater 

volume, stormwater peak flows, roadways, traffic, architectural/historical issues, environmental factors 

and public safety.  Flows from smaller, more frequent storms would generally be conveyed through the 

box conduit, while only flows from larger storms would be conveyed in the open system.  Determining 
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the extent and frequency of fluctuations in flow conveyed by the open channel system is a design detail 

that could be refined as the concept is advanced to design.  It was noted that there is considerable 

flexibility in the hydraulic functionality of this system. 

The quality of the stormwater runoff conveyed through the new stormwater conveyance system is 

another important design consideration.  The current concept plan incorporates a treatment train 

approach in which runoff is directed through a series of water quality Best Management Practices 

(BMP’s) before being discharged to the Mill Creek.  

Public safety is a key  factor in evaluating and comparing different conveyance system configurations. 

Various technical resource publications were reviewed and summarized.  Information contained in the 

NSW Floodplain Risk Management Guidelines indicates that when the product of flow depth and flow 

velocity exceed 10, conditions are considered unsafe for people to be wading in the stream.  A visual of 

the critical factors was reviewed and discussed for clarity. 

Computer models were used to determine depths and velocities (at three locations) for two different 

channel conveyance alternatives . Additional modeling was completed that simulated 2-year, 10-year, 

25-year, 50-year and 100-year storm events.  

Maintenance considerations are very important for the BMP’s or they will fail to operate as designed. It 

was estimated that BMP’s designed to remove floatable materials and coarse sediments  should be 

cleaned 2 - 3 times per year.  It was discussed that the box conduit system would generally be a self-

cleaning system that would require periodic inspections, but would likely not require routine cleaning. 

The designers noted that while a specific concept has been advanced in an effort to evaluate overall 

feasibility, the concept provides considerable flexibility to adjust flow regimes between the open 

channel and the box conduit as well as in the establishment and maintenance of base flows during dry 

weather.  The project includes various large scale retention systems as functional water quality 

enhancement features and as an amenity gateway to the entire area. The number, size and location  of 

these systems is still in the development phases. 

Community Engagement Currently Underway (MaryLynn Lodor, MSD) 

 The community engagement process has been wide-ranging including open houses, website updates, 

direct one-on-one meetings, presentations to various groups, and watershed bus tours.  The Lick Run 

Open House occurred in January, 2011, and watershed tours are currently underway with more planned 

for the fall and winter.  Tours have been well attended and are providing an opportunity for multiple 

parties to physically observe conditions in the watershed. 

The engagement process is continuing with three design workshops, the first of which is scheduled for 

August 11, 2011. Post cards were mailed to households in the Lick Run watershed encouraging 

attendance and seeking input into the overall process. Subsequent events are also planned for October 

and February. 
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Q&A 

1. The open channel system will have bottoms and sides - what will they be constructed of?  Will 

they be made of concrete?  

This has not yet been determined. Final design will identify these features. These items would be 

part of the conversation at the upcoming design workshop. 

 

2. What type of control systems will be used at the points of entry for stormwater? Are you 

including pumps and other mechanical devices? What happens if there is a power outage? 

At this point, all of these systems would be manual in nature and not require electricity for 

operation. Flow regulation gates that would be turned manually to control base flows are 

examples of the design elements that are being considered at this time. 

 

3. Are you planning to use any existing wetlands in your proposed approach? Or possibly 

expanding these wetland systems in order to use a more natural environment for storage and 

conveyance of stormwater? 

The Lick Run Watershed has very steep topography and does not lend itself to having extensive 

wetland systems. We are looking at these features and would include them in the final design 

where feasible. 

 

4. I think the projects at St Francis are very beautiful and they look very nice. But does anyone 

really use them? They look nice from the road – but who can see them?  This is especially true if 

people do not know they are actually there. 

There was a mix of comments regarding actual use of the facility – some say it is widely used and 

people genuinely like to use it. Others think it is underutilized. 

 

5. Given this situation, who will use these proposed systems that you are describing today? 

Shouldn’t you wait to build those things once the private sector is ready to invest in the area and 

promote some redevelopment? 

The private sector will get involved if they feel it makes sense for them to invest or if they feel it 

will benefit the community. These issues will likely get discussed in the workshop. 

 

6. How much of the design so far is incorporating the existing open streams that are currently 

conveying runoff water?  

Examples were offered – Glenway Woods is an example of good candidate for open stream 

system.  However, the current flow is diverted into the combined system. 

 

7. I am having trouble understanding all of these designs, concepts and cost estimates. How much 

money is being set aside to fund any of the above ground amenities? 

There are no specific budget items that are aimed at these items. This would be another area 

that, with more rigorous community feedback, we can determine how best to develop a solution 
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that will meet mutual goals/outcomes.  This will be a topic for consideration through the Lick 

Run Master Plan, which will be an outcome of the design workshops. 

 

8. Do you have any ideas to incorporate a geothermal plan into the scope of these projects? 

Not at this point, but these are items to consider as we develop the overall Master Plan. 

 

9. It would be helpful for me to see some of these designs fashioned into a 3-D model.  Can you 

create models for me and others to see so we can get a better understanding of what you are 

proposing here? 

We do not have any 3-D models at this point in time. We could consider collaborating with the 

University of Cincinnati on this potentially. 

 

10. This project has many challenges facing it. Since water quality is the driving factor here, what is 

being done to promote fish and other aquatic life to be part of the final product? 

The preliminary concepts include pools and other natural channel designs into the hybrid 

approach that will promote aquatic life. 

 

11. What design constraints exist because of the Corps of Engineers? 

MSD has had discussions with the Corps as they must be involved.  So far their feedback to us has 

not shown any major concerns or barriers to our proceeding. 

 

12. There is so much information to digest in these discussions at CFAC meetings. I get confused 

with the size of these systems, the type of storm and what is above/below grade. Can this data 

be placed on the MSD web site so we can study it more? 

MSD will post this information on the CFAC website. 

 

13. What was the base flow rate that was used for flow in this urban waterway? 

Based on the concept currently being evaluated, it was estimated that a base flow of 1500 gpm 

would be required to maintain a reasonable aesthetic quality to the open channel system.  This is 

a design feature that will need to be further evaluated and refined as the mater plan is 

advanced.  

 

14. This plan is huge, but who can stop it from going forward? Can MSD just proceed with the 

option that they select? Who must approve it in the end? 

Ultimately we must gain approval from the County Commissioners.  If  they concur with 

proceeding, we must submit it to the Regulators (USEPA, Ohio EPA and ORSANCO) as a Lower 

Mill Creek alternative.  
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15. If the project is not completed, what will be done with all of the property that has been already 

acquired? 

MSD is committed to source control so property will be used in the near term as part of an 

alternative, or longer term as part of separation that will be on a later timeframe.  Although 

Project Groundwork is still in the high level phase of analyzing options, the Lower Mill Creek 

watershed area must be part of the solution because it contributes the largest amount of 

combined sewer overflows in Hamilton County.  Purchasing properties now  within the 

watershed is cost-effective for MSD ratepayers given the foreclosures, vacancies and property 

abandonment in these struggling communities.   Investing in properties now also offers the 

communities within the watershed greater opportunities to design a vision for the revitalization 

of their neighborhoods that has the greatest likelihood of becoming a reality. 
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Lick Run Catchment
Approximate 

Catchment Area 
(acres)

Total Annual 
Phosphorus 

Load (kg)

Total 
Annual 

Nitrogen 
Load (kg)

Total Annual 
Suspended 
Solids Load 

(kg)

Total 
Annual 

Bacteria 
Load (#)

Fenton Ave 145.7
220 495 50,535 1.29E+08

Grand Ave 271.8
322 752 70,936 2.57E+08

Western Queen City Ave 222.3
483 1,038 88,472 4.28E+08

Eastern Queen City Ave 314.5
331 787 73,531 2.74E+08

Quebec Rd 273.8
241 688 74,851 1.46E+08

Sunset Ave 468.9
792 1,533 149,985 4.52E+08

Wyoming Ave 67.8
116 236 22,752 7.43E+07

White Street 83.3
139 290 26,648 1.02E+08
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PHOSPHORUS NITROGEN SUSPENDED SOLIDS BACTERIA

Basin ID Subcatchment Annual  
Load (kg)

Load Reduction 
(kg)

% Reduction
Annual  

Load (kg)
Load Reduction 

(kg)
% Reduction

Annual  
Load (kg)

Load Reduction 
(kg)

% Reduction
Annual 
Load (#)

Load Reduction 
(#)

% Reduction

DB 14 Eastern Queen City Ave 1,579 395 25% 3,288 658 20% 313,431 172,387 55% 1.10E+09 6.00E+08 55%

DB Guerley Sunset Ave 296 104 35% 599 180 30% 46,518 30,237 65% 2.60E+08 2.00E+08 77%

DB 10 Fenton Ave 220 68 31% 494 129 26% 50,503 30,807 61% 1.30E+08 9.00E+07 69%

DB 09 Fenton Ave 154 45 29% 353 85 24% 34,758 20,507 59% 1.00E+08 7.00E+07 70%

DB 03 Western Queen City Ave 161 43 27% 354 78 22% 28,968 16,512 57% 1.50E+08 1.00E+08 67%

DB 07 Fenton Ave 77 27 35% 169 51 30% 15,654 10,175 65% 5.80E+07 5.00E+07 86%

DB 19 Grand Ave 82 25 30% 205 53 26% 22,413 13,672 61% 4.00E+07 3.00E+07 75%

DB 15 Quebec Rd 70 18 26% 220 44 20% 24,506 13,478 55% 4.20E+07 3.00E+07 71%

DB 17 Quebec Rd 52 17 33% 159 45 28% 16,843 10,611 63% 3.30E+07 3.00E+07 91%

DB 02 Western Queen City Ave 33 14 42% 67 26 39% 5,177 3,676 71% 3.20E+07 3.00E+07 94%

DB 27 Western Queen City Ave 50 13 26% 102 22 22% 11,373 6,483 57% 1.80E+07 1.00E+07 56%

DB 22 Western Queen City Ave 33 12 36% 70 21 30% 6,579 4,276 65% 2.50E+07 2.00E+07 80%

DB 01 Western Queen City Ave 33 11 33% 70 20 29% 6,579 4,145 63% 2.50E+07 2.00E+07 80%

DB 12 Wyoming Ave 29 11 38% 60 21 35% 5,169 3,515 68% 2.60E+07 2.00E+07 77%

DB 24 White Street 31 10 32% 66 17 26% 6,284 3,833 61% 2.00E+07 1.00E+07 50%

DB 23 Grand Ave 19 8 42% 37 14 38% 3,280 2,329 71% 1.40E+07 1.00E+07 71%

DB 16 Quebec Rd 31 8 26% 96 21 22% 11,157 6,359 57% 1.30E+07 8.00E+06 62%

DB 25 White Street 31 8 26% 66 14 21% 6,284 3,582 57% 2.00E+07 1.00E+07 50%

DB 21 Sunset Ave 19 7 37% 48 14 29% 6,109 3,971 65% 8.90E+05 7.00E+05 79%

DB 20 White Street 23 7 30% 48 12 25% 4,437 2,706 61% 1.70E+07 1.00E+07 59%

DB 06 Sunset Ave 19 6 32% 48 12 25% 6,109 3,726 61% 8.90E+05 6.00E+05 67%

DB 08 Fenton Ave 13 4 31% 29 8 28% 2,878 1,813 63% 8.20E+06 6.00E+06 73%

DB 18 Grand Ave 10 4 40% 23 9 39% 1,688 1,199 71% 1.20E+07 1.00E+07 83%

DB 13 Eastern Queen City Ave 10 3 30% 28 6 21% 3,265 1,861 57% 3.60E+06 2.00E+06 56%

DB 04 Sunset Ave 11 3 27% 20 5 25% 2,069 1,179 57% 4.90E+06 3.00E+06 61%

DB 11 Eastern Queen City Ave 5 1 20% 12 3 25% 1,329 811 61% 2.30E+06 2.00E+06 87%

DB 26 White Street 2 1 50% 5 1 20% 473 308 65% 1.50E+06 1.00E+06 67%

59

148



Lick Run Watershed

www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun

62

149



1 | CFAC Policy Sub-committee Meeting (August 5, 2011) Summary  

 

Communities of the Future Advisory Committee (CFAC) 

Policy Sub-committee Meeting Summary 
 

August 5, 2011 

1pm – 3pm at MSD Conference & Administrative Center 

 

In Attendance: 

Chairwoman: Roxanne Qualls, Vice Mayor of the City of Cincinnati 

 

Karen Ball, Hamilton County 

Brian Bohl, Hamilton County Soil & Water 

Liz Blume, CBI 

Michael Burson, Cincinnati Public Schools 

James Cunningham, HUD 

Robin Corathers, MCRP 

Joseph Danyluk, Human Nature 

Denise Driehaus, State Representative 

Jamie Greene, ACP  

Todd Kinskey, HCP&D 

Cecilia Kloecker, Sierra Club 

Dustin Lester, City Planning & Buildings 

MaryLynn Lodor, MSD 

Chris Manning, Human Nature 

Sheryl Mebane, USEPA - ORD 

Dean Niemeyer, HCP&D 

Mark Norman, Vorys, Sater, Seymour and Pease 

Jennifer O’Donnell, Office of the Vice Mayor 

Marianne Piekutowski, Ohio EPA 

Jeff Proctor, Hamilton County Monitor 

Andrew Reynolds, MSD 

Cameron Ross, City Planning & Buildings 

William Shuster, USEPA 

Marilyn Wall, Sierra Club 

Brian Wamsley, HCP&D 

Gary Wolnitzek, Human Nature 

 

CFAC Policy Sub-committee Meeting’s Agenda and Recap:  

The CFAC Policy Sub-committee meeting brought together 26 watershed-planning professionals and community 

leaders to discuss current integrated watershed planning efforts and goals.  Here is the agenda with selected 

highlights: 

 

A. Opening Remarks (Roxanne Qualls, Vice Mayor of City of Cincinnati) 

Ms. Qualls opened the meeting with the discussion of the upcoming Land Development Code, funded in part 

by a HUD Community Challenge Grant offered to the City in partnership with MSD.   The LDC is the next 

step of actually implementing parts of the City’s Comp Plan and is a tremendous opportunity to potentially 

address storm water issues, land development and livable communities as part of the HUD Livability 

Principles.   

 

B. MSD Updates (MaryLynn Lodor, MSD) 

a) Upcoming Lick Run Community Design Workshop reminder – August 11, 2011 at Roberts Paideia 

Academy from 5:30pm to 9pm.  

b) Lick Run Watershed Tours progress report 

i) Nearly 70 people have taken tour 

ii) Last tour before Workshop is on Tuesday August 9th, 2011 from 10am to 12pm 

c) USEPA Strategic Integration Plan summary 

i) Report available at Project Groundwork Website 

ii) Quick Summary of five Framework Actions and five Supporting Actions 

 

C. Introduction to report titled “DRAFT Toolbox of Land Use Policies and Best Practices for 

Addressing Storm Water at the Local and Regional Scale” (Brian Wamsley, HCP&D) 

Prepared by Hamilton County Planning and Development in collaboration with CFAC (July 2011), this 

document is a preliminary catalogue of our local integrated watershed planning efforts and discussions.  

It is intended to be a starting point for creating a dialogue around different policy tools for consideration 
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and use.  The document is evolving and still in draft phase.  Please send any comments, questions, 

suggested additions or edits to Dean Niemeyer and Brian Wamsley at Hamilton County Planning & 

Development   

 

Discussion and Context:  Storm Water Toolbox Document  

 Is MSD pursuing these land-use tools for “credit” under the Consent Decree?  MSD’s focus is on 

large-scale watershed-based CSO reduction projects.  The majority of these projects will be 

“direct” projects (compared to enabled or inform and influence projects) because of the EPA 

mandate that we deliver a long term, sustained reduction that we can assure through the control of 

the land or operation of the system.  MSD is not currently capturing “credit” for private property 

stormwater controls through alternative solutions because the Regulators demand the assurance 

and control.  However, improvements and innovations to standards and policies that support green 

stormwater practices and associated CSO reductions are highly encouraged and supported by MSD 

wet weather strategy and sustainable infrastructure.   

 What is the role of the land use tools?  Land use tools are supportive tools that will help advance 

the overall goals and support sustainable infrastructure and improvements to land development, 

reducing impacts to water quantity and quality.  However, a wide-scale change in land use is not 

critical to MSD ability to address the Consent Decree.   With the Land Development Code, the 

City will conduct a comprehensive analysis of current codes and rules, with the opportunity to 

encourage and incorporate elements of watershed planning into future land-use decisions, which will 

be helpful as it relates to advancing the goal of CSO reduction and better land use planning. 

 MSD’s Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process (SWEP) targets large-scale, strategically selected 

capital projects (e.g. detention/retention basins, bioswales, daylighted streams, underground storage, 

etc.).  MSD has been planning, designing and starting to construct some sustainable infrastructure 

solutions to remove stormwater from entering the combined sewer system.  Some of these 

projects are already underway, given current policies and procedures. 

 MSD is collaborating with many different public and private partners in various watersheds to 

implement direct or enabled impact projects and continuing to inform and influence the public on 

the need for an integrated solution that is focused on water quality as well as water quantity 

reduction.  Through this approach, MSD and partners will be monitoring benefits. 

 CFAC encourages innovative ways to promote examples of small scale, widely distributed BMPs on 

private property (e.g. rain barrels, rain gardens, etc.), and such as the EPA’s Shepherd Creek Pilot 

Project has demonstrated.   

 Emphasis on natural systems integrated into the urban landscape should permeate and flow 

throughout document.  Utilizing natural drainage and stormwater water as a natural resource in the 

urban environment is challenging; but the toolbox could be used to emphasize and highlight the 

opportunities.   

 The document should outline the many environmental benefits of source control such as cleaner 

water bodies, improved habitats, and enhanced recreational areas. 

 

Discussion Outcome:  As part of the Toolbox document, the Policy Subcommittee would like to develop a gap analysis to 

identify polices, approaches that can be adopted by City or County that would be timely and supportive of MSD’s 

Sustainable Infrastructure and the advancement of the City of Cincinnati’s Land Development Code.   

 

Send any comments, questions, suggested additions or edits regarding the DRAFT document to Dean Niemeyer 

and Brian Wamsley at Hamilton County Planning & Development. 
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D. Integrated Watershed Planning Efforts of CFAC Members 

a) Land Development Code update (Dustin Lester, City Planning/MSD) 

i) Expected completion Spring 2014 

ii) Next Step:  City and consultants analyzing current code; looking for outdated, conflicting, or 

inefficient codes and regulations 

b) Form-Based Codes update (Cameron Ross, City Planning) 

i) Looking at Light Imprint for South Fairmount Pilot Project 

ii) If successful, could be scaled up to City’s Form-based Code efforts 

iii) Next Step: City and consultants are preparing for city-wide, form-based codes charrette 

c) Rain Water Harvesting Task Team update 

i) Working on CPS Dater Montessori Rain Water Harvesting System pilot project 

ii) First task meeting included major public stakeholders discussing issues in “good faith” 

iii) Next Step: each regulating authority submitting letter of concerns related to rain water harvesting  

d) Mill Creek Restoration Project, Greenway Trails update (Robin Corathers, MCRP) 

i) Greenway Trails update 

ii) Green Careers in urban environments educational program 

iii) Next step: working on third phase of greenway trail in city, exploring connection to Lick Run 

Watershed, looking for more matching funds 

e) Hamilton County Land Banking update (Todd Kinskey, HCP&D) 

i) Currently in process of finalizing administrative authority and administrative tasks 

ii) Next step: forming Land Reutilization Strategy/Plan for acquisition and disposition of properties 

f) Hamilton County EECBG Building Code Analysis (Todd Kinskey, HCP&D) 

i) Energy efficiency and stormwater part of analysis 

ii) Hamilton County will use report to have workshops with other interested communities 

iii) Next Step: consultant returns with recommendations for County 

 

E. Lick Run Community Design Workshop (MaryLynn Lodor/Chris Manning, Human Nature)  

An Overview of Workshop format was discussed and a sample of Visual Preference Survey and Survey 

Sheet.  Discussions included the need to ensure that expectations are managed, with community visions 

that are implementable, given design opportunities and constraints.  Design Workshop outcomes were 

discussed, including the expected feedback from questionnaires and how they will be integrated into the 

planning for workshop #2. 

 

Discussion was had about how to encourage all ages to participate in the Lick Run Community Design 

Workshop planning efforts, to ensure a broad cross-section of participation:   

o Every residence and business in the Lick Run Corridor was mailed postcard 

o Civic council meetings in South Fairmount, West Price Hill, East Price Hill, and Westwood were 

attended in the months of June and July to inform them of Community Design Workshop and 

flyers were distributed 

o Civic council newsletters included information on the Design Workshop 

o Lick Run Watershed Tours have informed nearly 70 people 

o Orion Academy has a rain garden activity to teach them about storm water natural processes at 

the St. Francis Early Success Project.  

o University of Cincinnati’s Community Design Center invited to Community Workshop  

o What else could we do (suggestion for next design workshop)? 

 Civic class, Master Gardner program for kids, Watershed Tour for kids 
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Handouts: 

 CFAC Policy Sub-committee Meeting Agenda for August 5, 2011 

 “DRAFT Toolbox of Land Use Policies and Best Practices for Addressing Storm Water at the Local and Regional 

Scale” 

 

Looking Ahead: 

The next CFAC meeting is scheduled for Thursday, September 22, 2011 from 10 a.m. to 12 p.m.  In the 

meantime, CFAC Policy committee members can continue to work on the “Toolbox” document and submitting 

any comments to Hamilton County Planning and Development.  If CFAC members have been involved in related 

integrated watershed planning efforts, we would be glad to offer the opportunity to give an update at the next 

CFAC Policy meeting.  

 

Mark your calendars; the date for the Second Lick Run Community Design Workshop has been set for 

Wednesday, October 26, 2011 from 6:30 – 9:00 p.m. at Gilbert A. Dater Montessori.  The address for Dater 

Montessori is 2840 Boudinot Avenue, Cincinnati, Ohio 45238.  We look forward to seeing you there.  

### 
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Communities of the Future 
Advisory Committee

Welcome

September 22, 2011

Agenda

• Updates since May meeting

• Integrating Water Quality with Quantity 

• Lick Run Master Plan
– Community Design Workshop #1

– Community Design Workshop #2
• Feedback on approach, lessons learned and room for 

improvement (more discussion within Breakout #1)

• Breakout Discussions

• Next Meeting: Tentative December 8 or 9, 2011

Presidential Executive Order 13563 
Section2.1.10 (August 23, 2011)

Federal Review of CSO Policies 

• New integrated permitting approach for 
dealing with stormwater flows and CSOs 
– Allow municipalities and utilities to develop plans 

prioritizing wet weather investments

– Continued flexibility

– Combined funding for water/wastewater 
infrastructure needs

Updates Since May 2011 

MSD Sponsored Events

Bethany House Children’s 
Festival

July 2011

(second year)

Lick Run Watershed Tours
(over 70+people)

July - August

Updates Since May 2011 

CFAC Workshops/Events Held

CFAC Lick Run Technical Planning Review
•Lick Run Wet Weather Strategy Overview 
•Lick Run Hybrid Approach for Water Quality and Quantity
•Community Engagement Currently Underway 
•Q&A 

August 4

All CFAC

Land Use Policies & Stormwater Best Practices
•Draft report titled “DRAFT Toolbox of Land Use Policies and Best Practices 
for Addressing Storm Water at the Local and Regional Scale”
•Land Development Code Updates and other relevant topics
•Lick Run Community Design Workshop Overview of Format/Approach
•OUTCOME: Policy Gap Analysis of Land Development Code Policies to 
advance to support MSD Consent Decree needs - underway

August 5

Policy 
Subcommittee 

Policy Gap Analysis: 
•SMU Updating Stormwater Ordinance to address gaps
•Public Partners to assist in advancing supportive policies/rules that 
will assist MSD with Consent Decree negotiations

On-going

Historic & Cultural Section 106 Review 

State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO)

May 2011 

Complete architectural resource 
identification survey

September 2011

Meet with Federal Lead Agency (ACOE):
•Concurrence by Federal Agency of lead status
•Concurrence on National Register eligibility status of 
properties

Late Fall 2011

MSD will begin consultation with 
“consulting parties” 
•CFAC is a consulting party in 106 review, providing 
information about project impacts, mitigation plans 
and approaches

Following concurrence 
with ACOE as Lead 
Agency

Updates Since May 2011 
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On-going 
Ground-truthing of 
alternatives identified 
in Lower Mill Creek 
Coarse Evaluations 
(available on-line) 

Updates Since May 2011 

www.projectgroundwork.org/cfac

Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSDGC)                                                                    September 8, 2011

Anticipated Grant Award Notifications: November 2011

Updates Since May 2011 
Clean Ohio Grant Submittal 

Ohio Department of Development

Assessment/ 
Evaluation Demolition Infrastructure Cleanup 

Remediation

Grant $   221,785 $   395,735 $   661,834 

Local 
Match

$    78,956 $ 271,641 $ 65,780

Total Project Amount: $1,695,731

Grant Request: $1,279,354

Local Dollars to be Allocated if Awarded:  $137,200

Anticipated Grant Award Notifications: November 2011

Updates Since May 2011 Upcoming Events
Urban Water Sustainability Leadership 
Conference ,
Milwaukee, WI: October 4, 2011

St. Francis Court Apartments
“Learning Gardens”
•Developing educational and volunteer opportunities 
for local residents and area schools

Lick Run Watershed Tours
(October)

“Make a Difference Day” cleanup 
St. Clair Park, South Fairmount 
October 22, 2011

Internal 
Understanding

Passage 1

Community 
Involvement

Passage 2
Political 
Support

Passage 3

Federal Policy 
Solutions

Passage 4

The “Getting to Yes” Pipeline

Is it the Truth? Is it FAIR to 
all concerned? Will it build 

GOODWILL and 
BETTER 
FRIENDSHIPS Will it be 

BENEFICIAL to all 
concerned?

Rotary 4 Way Test INTEGRATING WATER QUALITY 
WITH QUANTITY

155



Integrating Water Quality with Quantity

– Basin Cycle
(potential 4 year rotation)

– Planning began early 
2011

Water Quality Monitoring

Water Quality Monitoring
Mill Creek Basin (2011)
– Approx 100 sites, 

geometric, spatially derived 
for collection of biological, 
chemical and physical 
water quality data 

– 2012 Development of an 
Integrated Priority System 
for identification of: 

• stressors 
• water quality impacts 
• water quality actions

Analysis by USEPA
Watersheds & Regional BMPs

• St Francis Apartments
– Effectiveness of basin for retention, water quality

• Quebec Heights/Glenway Woods
– Effectiveness of pre , post, peak flows

– Water quality sampling

• Urban Soils & Hydrology Survey
– Evaluate the characteristics of urban soils

• Buried Streams
– Comparing nutrient cycle in covered vs. daylighted stream systems

• Water Quality Sampling
– Sampling at Cincinnati State and EPA (pervious pavers)

• Biological Response to Green Systems

LICK RUN MASTER PLAN

Development of a Lick Run Master Plan
Workshop #1 (August)
• Visual preference and 

surveys

Workshop #2 (October)
• Review alternatives and 

options

Workshop #3 (February)
• Review Preliminary 

Master Plan
Draft Master Plan for 

Submittal to Policy 
Makers for Consideration 

Communities of the Future Solution
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Lick Run Master Plan Componentsck Run Master Plan Components Building Communities of the Future Solutions

20

COMMUNITY DESIGN 
WORKSHOPS

Community Design Workshop #1

August 11, 2011

Community Design Workshop #1

Community Design Workshop #1 Break-out Sessions

Introduction
Facilitators provided a brief overview of the content and objectives of the 

break-out session

Visual Preference Survey
Facilitators explained VPS displays

Questions
Attendees responded to questions to provide feedback about priorities, ideas, 

and concerns
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“Make Lick Run beautiful and 
exciting and bring it into a 
very urban setting, where 
many people can enjoy it.”

- Citizen employed in South 
Fairmount

Waterway Character

Respondents preferred a natural-looking waterway that is compatible with an urban 
setting and that encourages interaction.

Well-planted, green features should be integrated throughout the proposed 
conveyance corridor to improve water quality. 

Water Quality Features

Special Water Features

The waterway character should include in-stream water features like mini waterfalls, 
pools and riffles. Interactive elements should also be incorporated, where possible. 

The general preference was for open gathering spaces that allow for passive recreation and 
for community events. The potential open space network should include an assortment of 
active recreational uses, with an emphasis on bike and pedestrian trails.

Gathering Spaces & Recreational Uses

“Focus on destinations, safety, 
walkability, local foods and 
community amenities.”

- South Fairmount Resident

Architectural Types & Styles

Architectural types and styles should primarily be historic and traditional with the 
potential for well-integrated modern architecture.

Respondents preferred mixing uses as part of a vibrant live/work zone, reusing 
existing buildings where possible, and including basic services (e.g., grocery store, 
pharmacy) in the business district.

Building Uses
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Parking

Parking needs in the business district would be best served by a mixture of on-street 
and surface lots integrated between buildings.

Respondents preferred neighborhood-scale street corridors with spaces for gathering, 
improved lighting, and plenty of amenities. Nearly all respondents said existing traffic patterns 
need to change for the business district to be successful.

Streets

“Historic buildings are important, 
but it is also about the people, the 
culture.”

-Citizen’s comment during 
break-out session

34

“Green planning should be the 
overall vision for the community.”

- South Fairmount Resident

Green Planning Principles

Respondents supported integrating green planning principles, like green 
infrastructure, for responsible and sustainable stormwater management.

The watershed’s physical assets (e.g., forested hillsides, parks, and open spaces) should be 
preserved and responsibly managed for environmental benefits.

Natural Resources

Connectivity

Respondents overwhelmingly supported complete streets concepts , improving 
pedestrian safety, and enhancing watershed connectivity with accessible trail networks 
that complement the immediate surroundings.

Aesthetic preferences focused on natural materials like wood and stone. Structures and 
bridges should be well integrated with the watershed’s unique physical characteristics.

Aesthetics
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Exit Survey Results Exit Survey Results

QUESTIONS – FEEDBACK ON 
DESIGN WORKSHOP #1

Community Design Workshop #2

Wednesday, October 26, 2011
6:00 – 9:00
Gilbert A. Dater Montessori
2840 Boudinot Avenue (45238)

Objective
Review conceptual alternatives 
and options

Create a watershed planning 
framework

Community Design Workshop #2

Doors Open/Sign-In (6:00)

Introduction (6:30)
Project background
Summary of CDW#1 results
Objective of CDW#2
Technical basis & design constraints

Small Group Sessions (7:30)
Watershed-Wide Opportunities
Central Valley Focus Area Alternatives

Community Design Workshop #2
Watershed-Wide Opportunities
Gain community input on a watershed planning framework
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Community Design Workshop #2

Present a series of conceptual alternatives for three distinct zones 
within the proposed conveyance corridor and ask participants to 
identify strengths & weaknesses of each zone concept

Central Valley Focus Area Alternatives Breakout Discussions

• Policy Subcommittee (Room 106)
– Gap Analysis Discussion 

• Inform & Influence Subcommittee (105)
– Design Workshop #2 Planning
– Creation of “champions” that work partnership 

with MSD and its partner agencies

• Economic Development Subcommittee (129)
– Lick Run Project Area Economic Development 

Needs:  Short-term vs. Long-Term
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Communities of the Future Advisory Committee Meeting 

 
September 22, 2011; 10 AM – 12PM 
MSD Administrative Building, Rooms 105/106/129 
 
In Attendance: 
Margo Warminski, CPA 
JoAnne Metz, San Antonio 
Brian Wamsley, HCP&D 
Dean Niemeyer, HCP&D 
Sharon Jean-Baptiste, MSD 
Markiea Gore, Cincinnati Community Development 
Chris Jones, Greater Cincinnati Energy Alliance 
Joe Thoman, South Fairmount  
Barry Cholak, South Fairmount 
Charles Young, S.F. Community Council 
Todd Kinskey, HCP&D 
Dustin Lester, City Planning/MSD 
Dave Gamstetter, Cincinnati Parks 
John Johnston, United Dairy Farmers 
Tim Kling, United Dairy Farmers 
Mari Piekutowski, Ohio EPA 
Kari Klug, Sierra Club 

Sam Stephens, Cincinnati Community Development 
Laith Alfaqih, MSD 
Dennis Smith, South Fairmount Business Association 
Elliot Ellis, S.F. Community Council 
Bruce Koehler, OKI  
Jennifer O’Donnell, Office of Vice Mayor Qualls 
Cecilia Kloecker, Sierra Club 
Mary Huller, Q.C. Catalytic Development Corp. 
Brian Bohl, HC Soil and Water Conservation District 
Matt Trokan, Sierra Club 
Robin Corathers, Mill Creek Restoration Project 
Ray West, Interfaith Business Builders 
MaryLynn Lodor, MSD 
Tony Parrott, MSD 
Karen Ball, Hamilton County 
Chris Manning, Human Nature 
Joseph Danyluk, Human Nature

 

Meeting Agenda and Recap: 

 
A.  Welcome & Introductions (Tony Parrott) 

 

B.  Updates since May meeting (Tony Parrott) 

 

1. Presidential Executive Order 13563 – Federal Review of CSO Policies 
A new Presidential Executive Order indicates a new permitting approach that allows 
municipalities to develop plans to prioritize CSO and wet weather investments.  This order would 
provide continued flexibility and combined funding for water/wastewater infrastructure needs.   

 
2. CFAC Workshops/Events Held 

Since the last meeting on August 4, 2011, there have been several events related to our 
stormwater planning efforts: 
 Bethany House Children’s Festival (July 2011) 
 Lick Run Watershed Tours (July – August, over 70+ people) 
 CFAC Lick Run Technical Planning Review (August 4, 2011) 
 Land Use Policies and Stormwater Best Practices Meeting (August 5, 2011) 

 
3. Policy Gap Analysis (On-going) 

The City of Cincinnati Stormwater Management Utility (SMU) is updating the City Stormwater 
Ordinances to address gaps to meet the NPDES Phase II requirements.  Tony Parrott asked the 
CFAC to assist in advancing supportive policies/regulations/codes that could support MSD with 
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Consent Decree negotiations.  Once the updates have been finalized by the MSD/SMU, they will 
be submitted for approval to the City of Cincinnati Council in early 2012.   

 
4. Historic and Cultural Section 106 Review 

The CFAC was informed of the historic preservation process and efforts as they relate to the 
stormwater planning in the Lick Run corridor: 
 Previous Step: State Historic Preservation Office (May 2011) 
 Current Step: Complete architecture resource identification survey (September 2011) 
 Next Step: Meet with Federal Lead Agency (Army Core of Engineers – Late Fall 2011) 
 Next Step: MSD will begin consultation with “consulting parties” (CFAC is a consulting 

party in 106 review) 
 

5. Clean Ohio Grant Submittal 
The Ohio Department of Development (ODOD) administers a Clean Ohio Fund for Brownfield 
Revitalization, which MSD has applied for to implement a sustainable infrastructure installation 
called the Beekman Early Success Project (ESP).  This ESP could turn a former fire station and 
city storage area for equipment into a public amenity featuring a walking trail, a meadow with 
native vegetation, and rain gardens.  The grant request was $1,279,354, which would cover a 
large portion of the $1,695,731 total project costs amount. The winners of the grant will be 
announced November 2011. 

 
6. Upcoming Events 

Urban Water Sustainability Leadership Conference (October 4, 2011) 
MSD is presenting our stormwater planning efforts at this year’s conference in 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin.  MSD has officially applied to be next year’s host of this 
conference, which would be a major honor for the City of Cincinnati.  

 
St. Francis Court Apartments “Learning Gardens” (TBD) 

There are two spaces at the St. Francis Court Apartments Early Success Project for a 
“learning garden”.  Dave Dyke from the OSU Extension, Hamilton County Horticulture 
Program, is working to find schools interested in this opportunity. 

 
Lick Run Watershed Tours (October) 

Additional Lick Run Watershed Tours will be offered this October, prior to Second Lick 
Run Design Workshop.  The dates will be announced to the CFAC by email once they 
are finalized.  

 
“Make a Difference Day” cleanup (Oct. 22, 2011) 

MSD is organizing a cleanup effort at St. Clair Park in South Fairmount for “Make a 
Difference Day” on October 22, 2011.  If you interested in participating as a volunteer 
please contact MaryLynn Lodor. 

 
C.  Integrating Water Quality with Quantity (MaryLynn Lodor) 

Water Quality Monitoring and Bio-assessment Plan for the MSD Greater Cincinnati Service Area   
Chris Yoder and the Midwest Biodiversity Institute have monitored over 100 sites for a 
four-year cycle beginning July 2007 and scheduled to end October 2011.  They have been 
collecting biological, chemical and physical water quality data.  In 2012, this data will be 
prepared into a report that will develop integrated priority systems and recommend 
actions and potential projects for water quality improvements.   
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USEPA and USGS Water Quality and Quantity Monitoring   
The USEPA and USGS have been analyzing the effectiveness of several best 
management practices including the St. Francis Apartments and Quebec 
Heights/Glenway Woods Early Success Projects.  They have also been conducting a 
watershed analysis that evaluates urban soils and hydrology, buried streams (nutrient 
cycles) and water quality sampling (Cincinnati State and EPA (pervious pavers)).  In 
addition to this they have been studying the biological response to green systems. 

 
 

D.  Lick Run Master Plan (Joseph Danyluk) 

Community Design Workshop #1 
Joseph Danyluk of Human Nature went through a quick review of the first Lick Run 
Community Design Workshop #1, which took place in August at Roberts Paideia 
Academy.  See the presentation of this meeting for details. 

 
Community Design Workshop #2 

The CFAC was then introduced to some prior planning and logistics for the Lick Run 
Community Design Workshop #2, before being asked to provide input on the process.  A 
new location, Dater Montessori, was selected for logistical reasons.  The beginning of 
this meeting will start with a review of the results from the first Community Design 
Workshop and then move to small groups for review and discussion of materials.  The 
materials will include eight conceptual alternatives for the Lick Run corridor between 
Queen City Avenue and Westwood.  
 
The small groups will also look at watershed-wide opportunities for the larger watershed-
planning framework.  These opportunities are framed by four themes: 

 Green Planning Principals 
 Transportation Network Opportunities 
 Trail Network Opportunities 
 Community Development Strategies 

 
Feedback from CFAC 

 “Beginning of process should focus on planning principals” 
 “Need more discussions on jobs and economic development” 
 “The Community Plan needs to be backed up by estimates of costs” 
 “The Lick Run Corridor has an annual aggregate total of $50 million dollars in sales and 

450 jobs (according to Dennis Smith, Owner of Paper Products Company and President 
of South Fairmount Business Association).  We need to make sure that we are not driving 
these away” 

 
E.  Breakout Discussions (Policy, Economic Development, Inform and Influence) 

 
F.  Next Meeting: Tentative December 8 or 9, 2011 

The CFAC will get an email once the date is finalized. 
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CFAC Policy Sub-committee Meeting Summary 

 
Background 

At the August 5, 2011 CFAC Policy Sub-committee meeting a major topic that arose was the City of 
Cincinnati Stormwater Code Compliance efforts.  Members of the Policy Sub-committee believed that 
these ordinances needed to be addressed in a separate process than the Land Development Code (LDC) 
process because this would delay the stormwater code revisions until the implementation of the LDC in 
2014.   
 

At the September 22, 2011 CFAC meeting, Tony Parrot announced that MSD is anticipating the 
Stormwater Code Compliance efforts to be submitted for approval to the City Council in early to mid 
2012.  Once the ordinances are finalized, they would be shared with the CFAC. 
 
For the Policy Sub-committee discussion, our group focused on the stormwater policy gaps as they fit into 
the Stormwater Code Compliance process and the Land Development Code process.  There seemed to be 
some confusion among the Policy Sub-committee as to which ordinances are being addressed with each 
of these two major processes.   
 
Questions regarding Stormwater Regulations Discussed: 
 

 Are downspout disconnection regulations going to be submitted with the other mandatory 
NPDES Phase 2 stormwater regulations for approval by 2012? 

 Will the Post Construction Stormwater Management Codes go beyond the minimum standards set 
by the NPDES permit?  

 What is the status of Rainwater Harvesting code revisions?  
 Will Riparian Corridor Regulations be submitted with the 2012-stormwater regulations?   
 Will revisions to City Stormwater Regulations apply equally to both separated sewer areas and 

combined sewers areas or are there exceptions in the MS4 permit for the latter? 
 What is the status of the MSD Green Initiative: Off-set Credit Policy for Green Controls (2009)?  

Could it still be implemented? 
 

Low Impact Development 

Some members of the Policy Sub-committee would like to see MSD pursue a more aggressive strategy 
for encouraging low impact development (LID) on private property.  Other members believe that MSD is 
already pursuing low impact development through the land-use ordinances incorporated into the City of 
Cincinnati Land Development Code.  Specifically mentioned, the Light Imprint Tool is being advanced as 
a means for incorporating LID into the environment based on the land use transect.  It was acknowledged, 
that more could be done regarding the incorporation of LID. 
 
Policy Gaps 

Furthermore, with the role of the CFAC as an “advisory” agent, we started brainstorming the policy 
“gaps” that would improve the future regulatory environment for wet weather projects.   
It was suggested that we develop a table to focus the discussion of the Policy Sub-committee.  The table 
below could be used as a tool for discovering the actions and status of these stormwater regulation gaps. 
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Policy Gaps 
Issue/Ordinance Task Authority Status/Action 

1. Weeds Ordinance Parks? drafted- awaiting approval? (Update: 
Approved 2011) 

2. NPDES Stormwater Code Compliance MSD/SMU drafted? 

3. Downspout Disconnection    

4. Rainwater Harvesting  Follow up with Rainwater Harvesting 
Task Force (Bob Knight, Emersion 
Design – Green Partnership for Greater 
Cincinnati) 

5. Green Streets  CDOTE  

6. Parking Regulations City Planning  

7. Riparian Setback  MSD/SMU/City 
Planning/HCSWD 

 

8. Off-set Credit Policy MSD drafted (2007-2009), status? 

9.  Easement Sharing 
 

MSD  

10.  Land Use Controls:  Long-term 
assurances (e.g. easements) 

MSD  

 
 
1.  Weeds Ordinance 

Many of the perennials that are used in bio-infiltration and natural habitat restoration projects are 
classified as “weeds” under the municipal weed ordinance.  The Policy Sub-committee brought up a 
concern that the proposed Weed Ordinance revisions from 2009, which would resolve this matter, were 
not approved.  The next morning, one of the members of the Policy Sub-committee announced that this 
set of revisions was indeed passed in June 2011 and provided the new Weed Ordinance for reference. 
 
2. NPDES permit - City of Cincinnati Stormwater Code Compliance 

There was confusion regarding the revised stormwater regulations and if they applied equally to 
combined sewer areas under an MS4 permit.  One of the members pointed out that there would be some 
conflict/overlap between MSD’s Rules and Regulations and the revised Stormwater Regulations for 
NPDES Phase II compliance.   
 
3. Downspout Disconnection  

Some members of the Policy Sub-committee believe that the regulations for downspout disconnection 
have been drafted for inclusion into the revised stormwater regulations to be submitted for approval 2012.  
Some question arose to the barriers that have been overcome and still need to be overcome to allow for 
this.     
 
4. Rainwater Harvesting 

The status of the Rainwater Harvesting code/regulation conflicts was unclear.  Some members mentioned 
the efforts of the Rainwater Harvesting Task Force, a project of the Green Partnership of Greater 
Cincinnati, and inquired to the progress that they have made and the barriers that they have encountered.  
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Could the regulations prohibiting rainwater harvesting be amended at the same time as the NPDES 
Stormwater Code revisions? 
 
5. Green Streets 

A green streets plan for the City of Cincinnati was discussed as a potential policy gap.   
 
6. Parking Regulations  

CFAC Policy Sub-committee members agreed that the parking lot regulations for all jurisdictions could 
be re-examined in the context of stormwater improvements.  It was specifically brought up that the 
parking lot regulations could encourage or mandate curb cuts for vegetated islands and maximum parking 
limits for the purposes of stormwater management.    
 
Another suggestion was to encourage dual use parking lots. A Policy Sub-committee member gave an 
example of a dual use parking lot, the Cincinnati Zoo, which has solar panels above the parking lot. 
Likewise, examples were given of places with pervious pavers for overflow parking areas that allow 
vegetation to grow through them most of the year and then reclaimed when needed for the extra parking 
capacity.  These concepts and more should be examined for incorporation into parking lot regulations. 
 
7. Riparian Corridor    

Riparian corridor regulations were another identified policy gap.  Would they be included with the revised 
stormwater regulations in 2012?  Since large segments of the Mill Creek tributaries have been culverted 
to sewers or channelized, would riparian corridor regulations even have much of an effect? 
 
8. Off-set Credit Policy for Green Controls 

One of the CFAC Policy Sub-committee members mentioned the MSDGC Green Initiative: Off-set Credit 
Policy for Green Controls.  The off-set credit policy initiative was studied by MSD between 2007 to 
2009.   CFAC Members would like more information on this initiative as it would be a tremendous utility 
for incentivizing low impact development on private properties.  A report of the Off-set Credit Policy for 
Green Controls was forwarded to members of the Policy Sub-committee afterwards for review.          
 
9.  Easement Sharing 

Some members of the CFAC Policy Sub-committee mentioned that MSD’s easement policy could be a 
policy gap worth studying.  The concern with easement sharing was that each utility company/department 
is moving towards a policy of exclusive access, which is causing a larger footprint of disturbance in 
natural areas where utilities are run through.   
 
10.  Land Use Controls: Long-term Assurances  

The conversation regarding land use controls and long-term assurances started from the August 5, 2011 
Policy Subcommittee meeting. There were two similar but different issues raised in this discussion.   
 
The first issue was regarding the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between MSD and landowners 
with MSD’s Enabled Impact Projects such as demonstrations or Early Success Projects (ESPs); these 
would not be enough to gain credit under the Consent Decree.  MSD explained that long-term assurances 
would not matter in the case of ESPs because are small scale given the magnitude of the volume needed 
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to reduce but the enabled impact projects are good demonstration projects that are beneficial as a resource 
and educational tool for community residents and partner organizations.  This issue was briefly mentioned 
again at the September 22, 2011 Policy Breakout Meeting.  
 
The second separate but related issue was concerning the potential stormwater land use controls (i.e. Low 
Impact Development, Light Imprint, and Best Management Practices) that the City of Cincinnati is 
studying for possible incorporation into the Land Development Code (LDC).  What long-term assurances 
could be tied to private properties to guarantee that LID practices remained in place and functioning as 
intended? Would MSD get credit under the Consent Decree for private property LID with long-term 
assurances?  The complicated and difficult questions that the CFAC raised should be explored as MSD’s 
Project Groundwork and the City of Cincinnati’s LDC moves forward. 
 
Next CFAC Policy Sub-committee Meeting 

The Policy Sub-committee would like to schedule a meeting a follow up (November 10) to go further into 
the policy “gaps” identified centering on storm water management.  This date was tentative and CFAC 
Policy Subcommittee members will be informed when the date is finalized.    
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CFAC Inform & Influence Sub-committee Meeting Summary 

September 22, 2011 
 
Discussion: 
 
The subcommittee meeting focused on gathering input on the Lick Run Community Design Workshop 
#2, scheduled for October 26, 2011 at Gilbert A. Dater Montessori (elementary school). 
 
An overview of the workshop was presented by MaryLynn Lodor of MSD and Joseph Danyluk of Human 
Nature. 
 
The workshop will begin at 6:00 p.m. for registration and an optional 30-minute open house for 
newcomers and other interested attendees.  Following the open house will be an overview presentation to 
discuss the Lick Run Alternative project, the results of the first workshop, and the purpose of the second 
workshop.  The participants will then split up into groups of eight to review and discuss watershed-wide 
guidelines and design concepts for the proposed urban waterway in South Fairmount.  The groups will 
review principles and guidelines relating to green planning principles, the transportation network, trail 
opportunities, and community development strategies.  Participants will then have an opportunity to 
evaluate strengths and weaknesses of design concepts for the proposed urban waterway.   The proposed 
urban waterway corridor, covering the area from White Street to Mill Creek, will be split into three zones.  
 
Group members offered the following recommendations, questions and comments: 
 

 Would like to see each group “report out” on highlights of their review/discussion to the entire 
group at the end of the night 

 How are comments going to be gathered?  A designated representative will record and/or collect 
verbal and written comments, and a report (similar to the one developed for the first workshop) 
will be disseminated to the public via a hard copy report and on the Lick Run website. 

 Highlight favorable characteristics of South Fairmount (e.g., $50 million in revenues from local 
businesses; local businesses employ 450), not just the statistics about crime, homelessness 

 Begin with planning principles and talk about how poor planning destroyed South Fairmount  
 Outsiders (those who don’t live in South Fairmount) shouldn’t be making a decision about what’s 

going to happen in South Fairmount 
 Project is bigger than South Fairmount; South Fairmount is a main gateway to the western 

communities, so the project is of vital importance to the whole city  
 Traffic pattern is an issue; need to communicate with DOTE/Metro SORTA 
 MSD should consider geothermal as part of project 
 100-year opportunity that shouldn’t be passed up; need to build trust between MSD and the 

community 
 Don’t oversell what can be delivered 
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CFAC Economic Development Subcommittee Meeting Summary 

September 22, 2011 
 
Discussion: 
 
The Economic Development Subcommittee framed the discussion on the two different (though not 
mutually exclusive) economic development needs in this neighborhood, described as short-term and long-
term.    
 
In the short-term, the retention of businesses impacted or displaced by the proposed Lick Run project 
requires the immediate attention of MSD, City Development staff, and the neighborhood.  The ED 
subcommittee formulated that the next step to address this issue is the creation and distribution of the 
business survey to be distributed at the next South Fairmount Business Association meeting. 
 
Over the long-term, the ED subcommittee has the opportunity to identify and facilitate a variety of 
economic redevelopment opportunities that could be catalyzed by MSD’s investment in the Lick Run 
urban waterway solution.  The subcommittee recommended expanding its membership to involve more 
private-sector economic and residential redevelopment experience, the need to address social issues like 
crime and homelessness, and the possible incorporation of stormwater retention/alternative energy 
technology that could benefit private property owners in the corridor as next steps or future discussion 
items. 
 
Group members offered the following recommendations, questions and comments: 
 

 Local businesses and manufacturers that do not serve the public directly still need to be given 
extra consideration regarding the impacts that the Lick Run urban waterway project would have 
upon their businesses’ long-term viability. 

 South Fairmount has been plagued by many negative economic-social issues over the past, and 
this could discourage future investment. 

 The topography of South Fairmount is not conducive to the current market demand for newer and 
larger manufacturing.   

 The ED subcommittee does not have boundaries from MSD to focus their economic development 
efforts.  Chris Manning from Human Nature explained that once the Lick Run Community 
Master Plan was finished, there would be a target area with boundaries. 

 MSD should convene a group of developers and realtors to discuss economic development 
opportunities/limitation in the Lick Run corridor. 

 The ED subcommittee strategy should focus on key neighborhood blocks to get a vision and to 
develop interest from private-sector developers. 

 The Lick Run Corridor has an annual aggregate total of $50 million dollars in sales and 450 jobs 
(according to Dennis Smith, Owner of Paper Products Company and President of South 
Fairmount Business Association (SFBA)). 

 MSD has convened with various business owners in the Lick Run corridor to inform them of the 
services that the Department of Community Development has to offer.  The Department of 
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Community Development continues to meet with affected property owners to discuss property 
acquisition and relocation options.  A survey was developed to capture more information from the 
approximately 40 business owners in the SFBA.  The ED subcommittee reviewed the survey and 
made suggestions for improvement. 

 Another entity (other than ED subcommittee) should take the lead on addressing long-term 
residential housing issues and opportunities. 

 Geothermal and other alternate energy technologies have not been explored by MSD, but they are 
receptive to any private-sector interest wanting to explore this technology.  

 Chris Manning from Human Nature explained that the next Lick Run Community Design 
Workshop would have some focus on a framework for green buildings and energy efficiency. 
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Communities of the Future Advisory Committee 
December 15, 2011  

MSD Wastewater Engineering & Education Center 

Inform & Influence Subcommittee Meeting Summary 

  

 
In Attendance: Laith Alfaqih, Bloody Run Watershed Project Manager, MSD 

Karen Ball, MSD/Hamilton County Liaison 

Terry Cole, MSD (consultant) 

   Chad Edwards, Emersion Design/USGBC 

   Elliott Ellis, President, South Fairmount Community Council 

Bruce Koehler, Ohio-Indiana-Kentucky Regional Council of Governments and   

Mill Creek Watershed Council of Communities 

   Jen Eismeier, Mill Creek Watershed Council of Communities 

Eileen Frechette, Kings Run Watershed resident (Wooden Shoe Drive) 

Cecilia Kloecker, Sierra Club    

Deb Leonard, MSD (consultant) 

MaryLynn Lodor, MSD 

Dean Niemeyer, HCP&D 

   Kathy Schwab, LISC 

   Steve Slack, Kings Run Watershed resident (Wooden Shoe Drive) 

   Dennis Smith, Paper Products Company 

Marilyn Wall, Sierra Club 

   Brian Wamsley, HCP&D 

   Margo Warminski, Cincinnati Preservation Association 

   Charles Young, Vice President, South Fairmount Community Council   

  

Handouts:  Meeting Agenda 

   Open House Planning Matrices 

Cincinnati Enquirer –“Portune Lobbies for Easier Sewer Fixes” (12/14/2011) 

    

Overview: 

 

MaryLynn Lodor of MSD gave an update on community outreach conducted to date in the Lower Mill 

Creek watershed, including tours of the Lick Run watershed, two Lick Run community design 

workshops (the most recent held on October 26, 2011) and a community cleanup at St. Clair park in 

South Fairmount. 

 

MSD is currently working to produce a summary brochure from the second Lick Run community design 

workshop that will be mailed to attendees of the first two workshops. 

 

A third Lick Run community design workshop is tentatively planned for February at Orion Academy in 

South Fairmount. 

 

MSD is now beginning planning for open houses (based on the Lick Run open house held in January 

2011) in the three other sub-watersheds within Lower Mill Creek:  Bloody Run, Kings Run and West 

Fork.  They will be scheduled for the January-early March 2012 timeframe. 

 

MSD would like to engage CFAC members to participate as community liaisons at these events. 
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Following the overview, discussions focused on the following: 

 Stormwater Issues:   

o A committee member asked for an update on the “Sustainable Infrastructure Policy Gap 

Analysis” that is being developed by the CFAC Policy Subcommittee.  Another 

committee member asked for a copy of the latest document and noted that action steps 

need to be taken regarding the policy gaps.  MaryLynn explained that members of the 

CFAC Policy Subcommittee have reviewed the document and identified items of 

interest.  The document is now undergoing review by MSD, the City of Cincinnati 

Stormwater Utility (SMU), Hamilton County Storm Water District and Hamilton 

County Planning Development.  Once the review is complete, the gap analysis 

document will be posted on the CFAC website. 

o Committee members asked about erosion control/stormwater runoff from local 

construction projects.  It was explained by another committee member that the 

Hamilton County Storm Water District has enforceable Soil and Erosion Rules and 

Regulations but they have not yet been adopted by the City of Cincinnati.  SMU has 

submitted revised ordinances to the Director of Sewers to enforce soil and erosion 

control within city limits, and the Director of Sewers plans to submit them to City 

Council in January for formal approval. In the meantime, Hamilton County residents can 

report soil and erosion issues to the Hamilton County Soil & Water Conservation 

District at (513) 772-7645.  If you live in a jurisdiction that has adopted the Hamilton 

County Storm Water District regulations, the Soil & Water office will let you know and 

then direct you to contact your local public works department.  If you do not, Soil & 

Water cannot take enforcement action against the entity creating the erosion issue, but 

can recommend erosion control practices.   

 Default Tunnel Solution 

o A committee member asked whether the tunnel would stop at CSO 5, Hopple Street, 

or the Hamilton County Fairgrounds.  MSD explained that a decision has not been made 

yet about the location where the tunnel would stop and all of these issues are still under 

review and consideration by MSD. 

 

 Open House Planning: 

o The group talked about other forms of outreach that could be used to engage the 

communities in each watershed.  Suggestions included information series at public 

libraries, lectures at libraries, Green Umbrella website, contact list and events. 

o MSD is planning an open house for the West Fork watershed from 6:30 – 9:00 p.m. 

Thursday, February 26, 2012 at North Presbyterian Church in Northside. 

o MSD is planning an open house for the Bloody Run watershed from 6:30 – 8:30 p.m. 

Thursday, February 9, 2012 at Woodward Career Technical High School.   

o MSD is planning an open house in the Kings Run watershed from 5:30-7:30 p.m. 

Thursday, March 1, 2012 at Harmony Lodge in Spring Grove Village.   

 

 Lick Run Businesses: 

o The group talked about how to get South Fairmount businesses more involved in Lick 

Run Community Design Workshop #3.  Through the CFAC Economic Subcommittee, 

MSD is surveying South Fairmount businesses to determine their interest in relocating.  
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Meetings with South Fairmount Business Association are scheduled to take place in 

January before next workshop 

 

 CSO 5 in South Fairmount: 

o A committee member mentioned the recent theft of brass pins and arms from the flap 

gates at CSO 5 in South Fairmount.  MSD is aware of the theft and is in the process of 

fabricating new steel replacement parts and will install them as soon as possible.  Metal 

theft is a problem plaguing MSD and many other entities and private citizens.   

 

 Kings Run Watershed: 

o Two guest attendees from Wooden Shoe Drive (Spring Grove Village) in the Kings Run 

watershed discussed the volume of stormwater overflows that will be eliminated in 

Kings Run as part of MSD’s proposed projects. They would both like to continue 

working with MSD and volunteered to act as liaisons to Wooden Shoe residents on 

planning efforts and to be involved in the Kings Run Open House planning process.  
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Communities of the Future Advisory Committee  
Policy Subcommittee Meeting 
 
MSD Administration Building, Room 106 
1081 Woodrow Street, Cincinnati, Ohio 45204 
Friday, March 9, 2012, 1:30 p.m. to 3 p.m. 
 

Meeting Attendees 

Roxanne Qualls, Robin Corathers, Marilyn Wall, Dave Gamstetter, MaryLynn Lodor, Todd Kinskey, 
James Cunningham, Jon Grosshans, Dustin Lester, Brian Bohl, Brian Wamsley, Dean Niemeyer, Bruce 
Koehler, Jen Eismeier, Cameron Ross, Jennifer O’Donnell, Karen Ball, Mari Piekutowski,  Chris Manning, 
Sharon Jean-Baptiste, Laith Alfaqih 
 

Meeting Agenda 

I. Welcome and Introductions – Ms. Qualls, Vice Mayor of Cincinnati 
II. CFAC Policy Subcommittee Updates and Announcement Items – MaryLynn Lodor, MSDGC 
III. Lick Run Watershed Planning Principles – Chris Manning from Human Nature 
IV. Special Guest – Jon Grosshans from USEPA Region 5 
V. Lower Mill Creek Watershed Action Plan – Jen Eismeier from Mill Creek Watershed 

Council of Communities 
VI. Wrap up – Meeting Adjourned (3PM) 

 

Meeting Summary and Key Discussion Items 

Ms. Lodor called the meeting to order and asked everyone for a brief introduction.  She then 
summarized the key topics from the last CFAC Policy Subcommittee Meeting by reminding everyone of 
the Sustainable Infrastructure Gap Analysis report and discussion and then asked Mr. Wamsley to give 
the group a quick status update on the progress of a couple major action items from the report.   

Mr. Wamsley announced that on February 28th, 2012 at the City Council Livable Communities Meeting 
that City Council passed municipal ordinance revisions necessary for compliance with the National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase II Permit.  Another major action item identified 
from the S.I. Gap Analysis was a shared storm water design manual amongst Hamilton County Storm 
Water District (HCSWD), the City of Cincinnati Stormwater Management Utility (SMU), and the 
Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD).  Progress on this manual has begun thru 
preliminary talks and discussion between these core partners.   Also, the City’s Land Development 
Code (LDC) effort, which has already began, is going to be a major tool for implementing several 
remaining identified gaps in the S.I. Gap Analysis report, including revised parking lot code and stream 
corridor protection.  The LDC is expected to be completed and adopted in early-mid 2014.  
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Mr. Manning then discussed the Lick Run Watershed Planning Principles.  Mr. Manning gave the Policy 
Subcommittee a quick summary of the community’s feedback from the Lick Run Watershed Community 
Design Workshop #3, which is a primary process for informing the development of the Lick Run Master 
Plan.  The Lick Run Watershed Master Plan is further refined by incorporating a number of different 
planning frameworks such as neighborhood districts, transects, transportation corridors, water quality 
management principles and more.  Mr. Manning explained the dovetails between the Lick Run 
Watershed Master Plan and the City’s current efforts; form-based codes (FBC), the Master Plan, the 
Land Development Code and others.     

A couple of questions on this presentation followed.  “Would the Lick Run Watershed Master Plan be 
presented to the County Commissioners at the March 28th meeting”?  Ms. Lodor responded that the 
commissioners would have a large amount of technical information provided and presented on March 
28, but that the Lick Run Watershed Master Plan wouldn’t be ready until mid-April (tentatively).  
Another question, “would all storm water coming off the hillside be treated, as a matter of policy” in 
the Lick Run Watershed Master Plan?  Several answers followed that together concluded that this was a 
general policy goal but real world factors such as cost, maintenance, ownership, design feasibility, etc., 
must always be considered. 

Next, Mr. Grosshans’ presentation followed which focused on brownfield restoration projects across 
Region 5, the Federal Choice Neighborhoods program and the Envision Cincinnati meeting, which he had 
just attended.  The Envision Cincinnati Meeting focused on the possibility of foundations helping to finance 
green infrastructure projects.  Mr. Grosshans also praised the Project Groundwork approach of MSD as 
exemplifying the holistic “Integrated Watershed Planning Framework” approach to sewer and storm 
water re-investment.    

Ms. Eismeier, from the Mill Creek Watershed Council of Communities, then presented an update about 
the Lower Mill Creek Watershed Action Plan (LMC-WAP) to the CFAC Policy Subcommittee.  The 
LMC-WAP is in the early stages of data gathering and planning and Ms. Eismeier was encouraging the 
CFAC to join in this exciting and productive effort.  Ms. Lodor brought up the benefits of conducting a 
watershed action plan, including the ability to be eligible for water quality improvement project grants 
available from several local and state agencies.  Ms. Corathers from the Mill Creek Restoration Project 
mentioned that the LMC-WAP is important for developing a holistic understanding of our local rivers, 
to find other solutions than just MSD’s Project Groundwork to help our waters.  Ms. Qualls requested 
that the Port Authority be contacted to participate in this effort.   

At 3:10 p.m. the meeting was adjourned by Ms. Lodor.  A tentative date for the next entire CFAC was 
set as Friday, April 13, 2012.  The CFAC will be notified thru email once this date is confirmed.  
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CFAC Policy Subcommittee
March 9, 2012

I. Welcome and Introductions

II. CFAC Policy Subcommittee Updates and Announcement Items

III. Lick Run Watershed Planning Principles – Chris Manning

IV. Special guest ‐ Jon Grosshans from USEPA Region 5, 
Sustainable Communities 

V. Lower Mill Creek Watershed Action Plan – Jen Eismeier

VI. Wrap Up ‐ Meeting Adjourned (3 PM)

CFAC Policy Subcommittee Updates and Announcement Items
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Policy Gap Corrective Action Status

Lack of design specifications Stormwater Design Manual Collaborative process 
initiated and underway

NPDES Compliance City Ordinance Revisions Approved on March 28, 
2012 at Livable Communities 
Council Meeting

Water quality volume 
reduction  requirement

City Ordinance Revisions & 
SMU Rules and Regulations

Approved on March 28, 
2012 at Livable Communities 
Council Meeting

Parking Code does not 
consider impervious cover 
reduction as goal

Land Development Code • LDC underway, 
• Lick Run as Guide for 

LDC and form based 
codes efforts

1. Draft USEPA Integrated Watershed Policy Framework

2. Policy Gap Analysis: Major Findings

LICK RUN WATERSHED
MASTER PLAN

Chris Manning
Lick Run Watershed 

Multidisciplinary Design Team

Foundations for Complementary 
Efforts

March 9, 2012

Watershed-Based Planning Approach

Alternative Solutions: Lick Run Alternative Project South Fairmount: Existing Conditions
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Community-Identified Cultural & Historical
Resources Early Success Projects / Enabled Impact Projects

Preliminary Urban Waterway Concept

The Base Project

Urban Waterway Alignment & Water Quality 
Features

Storm Sewer 
Conveyance

Box

Storm Sewer 
Conveyance

Box

Wetland 
Forebay
Wetland 
Forebay

Daylighting
Feature

Daylighting
Feature

Bioswale/
Rain 

Gardens

Bioswale/
Rain 

Gardens

Outfall
Feature
Outfall
Feature

Urban
Waterway

Urban
Waterway Pond &

Wetland
Pond &
Wetland

New Storm Sewers/
Overland Flow

New Storm Sewers/
Overland Flow

Proposed 
Separated Sewer

Proposed 
Separated Sewer

The Base Project

Maintenance Access, Sidewalks & Trails

The Base Project

Content in the Master Plan Submittal
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Foundations for Planning Efforts

Guiding principles based on :
• Feedback from Community Design Workshops
• CFAC Input
• Project Groundwork  community benefits
• HUD Livability Principles

Foundations for Planning Efforts

Foundations for Planning Efforts Foundations for Planning Efforts

Foundations for Planning Efforts Foundations for Planning Efforts

Application of the watershed transect to sustainable 
systems
• Alternative energy
• Stormwater management features
• Land use
• Building codes
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Foundations for Planning Efforts Foundations for Planning Efforts

Trail Network: Community Core Trail Network: Watershed Connectivity

Watershed Connectivity –
connecting areas within the 
watershed

Foundations for Planning Efforts Transportation Planning
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Foundations for Form-Based Codes

Preliminary Long-Term Vision Plan

Foundations for Form-Based Codes

Proposed urban design guidelines are based on:
• Physical characteristics (e.g., sewer infrastructure, setbacks, roadways)
• Community preferences for scale, styles and land uses
• Integrated network of stormwater BMPs
• Enhanced internal and external connectivity

Foundations for Form-Based Codes Foundations for Form-Based Codes

Discussion

JON GROSSHANS, USEPA
USEPA Sustainable Communities, Region 5

30
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Lick Run Watershed Partnerships

 HUD‐DOT‐EPA Partnership
 EPA sponsored “Road map” for partner 

efforts

 Encourages foundation involvement

 Lick Run Watershed
 Water quality improvements 

mandated

 South Fairmount community –
Reinvestment

 Foundation Involvement 
 Knowledge sharing

 Capacity building

 Planning and Community 
Development

 Toledo, OH ‐ JEEP site redevelopment
 Toledo Community Foundation

 Flint, MI ‐ Auto sector site redevelopment
 Redevelopment planning for ten sites

 Detroit, MI ‐ Auto sector site redevelopment
 Philadelphia, PA – Green infrastructure financing
 NRDC Report

 Chicago, IL – Regional planning implementation
 Foundations as project partners
 Continually challenging each other to step up
 Planning and staff support

Foundation Involvement -
Examples

• Provide open recreational space

• Revive investments in declining housing stock

• Create more walkable and bikeable neighborhood

• Reduces supply of vacant land 
• Bolster image of city, improving urban aesthetics 
• Create value for adjacent property, increase property taxes

• Reduce the urban heat island effect

• Facilitate job creation

• Facilitate regionalism and smart growth

• Cleanup, control, or contain legacy contamination

• Address EJ concerns

Economic, Societal, Environmental

Beyond Water Quality
What’s the Community Value?

 Cincinnati – one of many
CSO communities 

 Knowledge transfer between
cities and regions
 Replicable
 Building Capacity
 Community Process
 Co‐benefits

Foundation Involvement

Planning and 
Community 

Development

Capacity Building

Participation and 
Partnership

Knowledge Sharing

 Cincinnati foundations part of working group
 Partners in state and federal grant applications
 Local capacity building needed
 Community Council
 No CDC coverage
 Local business communication
 Lacks institutions

Window of Opportunity

 Sewer districts must improve water quality…
 However, the community co‐benefits need plans too:

• Open space and trail opportunities
• Location, Design, Access, Maintenance

• Walking and biking improvements
• Very auto‐oriented development patterns

• Active community engagement
• Transit access to jobs

 Project can yield new housing investment and economic 
development, but only if there is advance planning

 Foundations can assist in filling this planning gap 

Community Development &  
Planning
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Next Steps 

• New partners Opportunities??

• Foundations

• Universities

• Nonprofits

• Other Private 
Sources

• National Foundation’s 
Roundtable

Questions

JEN EISMEIER
ROBIN CAROTHERS

Watershed Action Plan

39

Lower Mill Creek Watershed Action Plan
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‐15 sub‐watersheds
‐15,355 acres
‐19.3 billion gallons of 
stormwater runoff
‐10 County jurisdictions
‐34 City neighborhoods

LMC‐WAP Local Guides and Examples

• Ohio EPA – A Guide to Developing Local Watershed Action Plans in Ohio (1997)

• Upper Mill Creek Watershed Management Plan (2005)

• The Banklick Watershed Action Plan (Kenton and Boone County) (2005)

• And more…
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LMC‐WAP Process

• WAP Plan Initiation Partners
– Mill Creek Watershed Council of 

Communities

– Mill Creek Restoration Project

– Cincinnati Parks

– Cincinnati Dept. of Planning and Buildings

– OKI Regional Council of Governments

– Hamilton County Planning and 
Development

– Hamilton County Soil and Water 
Conservation District

– MSDGC
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Why LMC‐WAP?

• Complements many existing 
efforts

• Information needs to be 
compiled

• MSD has completed 
considerable data and analysis 
through watershed‐based CSO 
reduction solutions

• Funding opportunities/doors 
can be opened by having a 
completed WAPLo
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MSD Mill Creek Watershed Bioassessment 2011
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LMC‐WAP MSD Solutions
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Projects Built  100% by  
MSD: Open or Pipe 
conveyance systems, 
HRTs, Green Roofs 

Projects Built  100% by  
MSD: Open or Pipe 
conveyance systems, 
HRTs, Green Roofs 

MSD serves as enabler of 
BMP’s (10MG) with 
Partners – public and 
private

. 

MSD serves as enabler of 
BMP’s (10MG) with 
Partners – public and 
private

. 

Working at the 
policy level with 
local, state and 

federal 
agencies & 

educating the 
public 

Working at the 
policy level with 
local, state and 

federal 
agencies & 

educating the 
public 

Water Quality/ 
Quantity 
Benefits

LMC‐WAP and CFAC 

• How can CFAC help?
– Help to advance & complete the 

WAP

– Join the work group

– Help get the word 
out to community 
councils and 
watershed 
stakeholders

– Celebrate the Mill 
Creek as an asset 
to our region

• Consider potential local
WRRSP projects for 
Consideration once WAP is complete

Lo
w

er
 M

il
l C

re
ek

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 A

ct
io

n
 P

la
n

Mill Creek Yacht Club paddlers at the Western Hills Viaduct

OTHER ISSUES/DISSCUSSION

47
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A-3: Community Engagement Materials 
 

  
Fact Sheets: Project Groundwork, Lower Mill Creek Watershed, Lick Run Watershed, Kings Run 
Watershed, West Fork, Bloody Run Watershed
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Project Groundwork

Project Groundwork is the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati’s (MSD) plan for reducing or 
eliminating sewer overflows into local streams and rivers.  This multi-year and multi-billion dollar initiative is 
the largest public works project in the history of our community.   

What’s the Challenge?
For most people, sewers are “out of sight” as well as “out of 
mind.”

But below our streets lies a maze of sewers that transports 
wastewater from our homes and businesses to one of seven 
major treatment plants across Hamilton County.

The majority of this buried infrastructure was designed to meet 
the needs of an earlier generation and not our modern society.  
Today, parts of this sewer system are deteriorating because of 
age, and during heavy rains, portions of the system do not have 
the capacity to manage all wastewater flows. 

As a result, billions of gallons of raw sewage — mixed with 
stormwater — overflow from our sewers each year into local 
rivers and streams and can also back up into basements. 

Overflows are not only nuisances;  they can affect the quality of 
streams and rivers, carry unsightly debris into communities and 
degrade aquatic wildlife and habitats. 

The vast majority of overflows occurs from combined sewers, 
which carry both sewage and stormwater in the same pipe.  
Combined sewers are typically located in the older areas of 
Hamilton County, where many of the pipes are over 100 years 
old. 

Hamilton County is among the top five locations in the nation 
for urban combined sewer overflows (CSOs).  Overflows can 
occur as many as 105 times a year at some locations. 

What’s the Solution?
To resolve this public health and environmental issue, MSD has 
embarked on the largest public works project in the history of 
our community to rebuild and improve our sewer system. 

Called Project Groundwork, this multi-year and multi-billion 
dollar initiative includes hundreds of sewer improvements and 
stormwater control projects. 

Federal and state regulators, including the U.S. EPA, Ohio 
EPA and the Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation Commission 
(ORSANCO), have mandated that MSD capture, treat or 
remove at least 85% of the billions of gallons of annual 
overflows from combined sewers and eliminate all overflows  
from dedicated sanitary sewers.

A Three-Pronged Approach
To reduce or eliminate sewer overflows, MSD is focusing on 
three different strategies:  

•	 Construction of larger sewers to transport wastewater to 
treatment plants or large underground storage tunnels to 
capture sewer overflows before they discharge into local 
waterways.

•	 Upgrading of existing treatment plants to handle more 
wastewater or construction of enhanced high-rate treatment 
facilities to treat sewer overflows prior to discharge back into 
local waterways. 

•	 Sustainable stormwater management strategies that prevent 
overflows by reducing the amount of stormwater entering 
combined sewers during heavy rains.  These solutions eliminate 
the need to convey and treat essentially “clean” water.  
Examples include stormwater detention or retention basins, 
construction of dedicated stormwater sewers or restoration of 

existing or defunct streams.

Fact Sheet

To better protect public health and the environment, MSD 
must rebuild and improve our sewer system. 
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How Does it Work?
Project Groundwork is being conducted in two phases:  Phase 1 
(2009-2018) and Phase 2 (after 2018). 

Phase 1, estimated to cost about $1.145 billion, must be 
completed by 2018 (or before) and includes: 

•	 109 construction projects, including seven bundles (or 
groupings of multiple projects) across Hamilton County 

•	 Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy - a solution to eliminate 
up to 2 billion gallons of CSOs from the Mill Creek 

•	 Special projects to address, reduce and/or eliminate 
overflows, including MSD’s Sewer Backup Program (SBU).

Phase 2, estimated to cost about $2.1 billion, will be completed 
after 2018.  This phase has not yet been fully developed but is 
anticipated to include: 

•	 More than 250 construction projects across Hamilton 
County. 

What are the Benefits of the Program?
Project Groundwork is designed to make our communities 
cleaner, healthier and more environmentally, socially and  
economically sustainable.  Some benefits include: 

•	 Reducing CSOs into rivers and streams. 

•	 Eliminating sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs) in a typical 
year. 

•	 Eliminating sewage backups into basements caused by 
MSD’s public sewer. 

•	 Creating jobs and business revenues for local contractors.

•	 Encouraging more recreational use of waterways and  
potentially serving as a catalyst for urban renewal.

Who is Paying for Project Groundwork?
Project Groundwork is funded mainly by MSD customers 
through monthly or quarterly sewer bills, but MSD is seeking 
additional funding sources. 

To keep the program affordable and beneficial to ratepayers, 
MSD is committed to finding sustainable solutions that are 
cost-effective and meet the environmental, social and  
economic needs of affected communities.

Our 180-year-old sewer system must be improved to meet the 
needs of our modern society. 

August 2012

Need More Information?
•	 Visit www.projectgroundwork.org

•	 Contact the MSD Engineering Customer Service 

Line at (513) 557-3594 or MSD.Communications@ 

cincinnati-oh.gov
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Lower Mill Creek Watershed

What’s the Challenge?
When it rains, raw sewage — mixed with stormwater — 
overflows from our sewers into local rivers and streams and  
can also back up into basements. 

The vast majority of overflows occur from combined sewers, 
which carry both sewage and stormwater in the same pipe. 
Combined sewers are typically located in the older areas of 
Cincinnati and Hamilton County.

When large amounts of stormwater enter combined sewers, 
these pipes — many built more than 100 years ago — are often 
filled beyond their capacity.  To relieve pressure on the sewer 
line and prevent widespread flooding and sewage backups, 
combined sewers were designed to overflow directly into local 
waterways through outfalls known as combined sewer  
overflows or CSOs. 

Hamilton County is among the top five locations in the nation 
for urban CSOs.  Overflows occur as many as 105 times a year 
at some locations.

Fact Sheet

What’s the Solution?
To resolve this public health and environmental issue, MSD has 
embarked on the largest public works project in the history of 
our community to rebuild and improve our sewer system. 

Called Project Groundwork, this multi-year and multi-billion 
dollar initiative includes hundreds of sewer improvements and 
stormwater control projects. 

Federal and state regulators, including the U.S. EPA, Ohio 
EPA and the Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation Commission 
(ORSANCO), have mandated that MSD capture, treat or 
remove at least 85% of the billion of gallons of annual overflows 
from combined sewers and eliminate all overflows from 
dedicated sanitary sewers.

A Three-Pronged Approach
To reduce or eliminate sewer overflows throughout Hamilton 
County, MSD is focusing on three different strategies:  

•	 Construction of larger sewers to transport wastewater to 
treatment plants or large underground storage tunnels to 
capture sewer overflows before they discharge into local 
waterways.

•	 Upgrading of existing treatment plants to handle more 
wastewater or construction of enhanced high-rate treatment 
facilities to treat sewer overflows prior to discharge back into 
local waterways. 

•	 Sustainable stormwater management strategies that prevent 
overflows by reducing the amount of stormwater entering 
combined sewers during heavy rains.  These solutions eliminate 
the need to convey and treat essentially “clean” water.  
Examples include stormwater detention or retention basins, 
construction of dedicated stormwater sewers or restoration of 

streams.

Sewer overflow at CSO 5 in South Fairmount

As part of Project Groundwork, the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD) is currently evaluating 
sewer improvements in the Lower Mill Creek watershed.  These improvements - known as the Lower Mill Creek 
Partial Remedy - seek to eliminate up to 2 billion gallons of combined sewer overflows (CSOs) into the Mill Creek 
by 2018.  MSD is seeking feedback on potential solutions and will be taking public comments through September 3, 
2012.

Lower Mill Creek, photo taken by Bruce Koehler, OKI
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Focus on Lower Mill Creek Watershed
The Lower Mill Creek watershed, which drains into the Mill 
Creek, contributes more than half of the total overflows that 
occur annually from combined sewers in Hamilton County. 

Under Project Groundwork, MSD must eliminate up to 2 billion  
gallons of CSOs from this watershed by 2018 (during Phase 1 of 
MSD’s Consent Decree).  These improvements are known as the 
Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy.  

Potential Solutions for Lower Mill Creek

To achieve this specific goal, MSD is evaluating different 
solutions to eliminate the overflows:

•	  One solution is a traditional “grey” approach that includes 
a deep underground storage tunnel and enhanced high-
rate treatment facility to capture and treat overflows.

•	 Another solution is a sustainable/hybrid approach that 
primarily seeks to control overflows by reducing the 
amount of stormwater entering combined sewers during 
heavy rains.  Examples include constructing new storm 
sewers, installing stormwater detention or retention basins 
and restoring streams.  MSD is currently exploring this 
approach in the Bloody Run, Kings Run, Lick Run and 
West Fork watersheds.

The solutions are detailed and compared in the Lower Mill 
Creek Partial Remedy “Alternatives Evaluation Preliminary 
Findings Report,” which is available for public review and 
feedback at www.projectgroundwork.org/lowermillcreek.    

MSD – with guidance from Cincinnati City Council and the 
Hamilton County Commissioners – must submit its preferred 
solution to federal and state regulators by December 2012. 

The Lower Mill Creek Watershed
The Lower Mill Creek watershed includes numerous smaller 
watersheds that drain into the Mill Creek, eight of which 
significantly contribute to the volume of CSOs in Hamilton 
County.  

The watershed covers approximately 40,000 acres (62.5 
square miles) in the heart of Hamilton County.

Billions of gallons of stormwater runoff each year are generated 
from this watershed.  A large percentage the watershed’s 
stormwater enters combined sewers and is a primary source of 
the overflow problem. 

Public Feedback
MSD is seeking feedback on the Lower Mill Creek Partial 
Remedy and will be taking public comments on the potential 
solutions through September 3, 2012.

There are numerous opportunities for you to participate and 
provide feedback:

•	 Attend	a	Community	“Town	Hall”	Meeting:

 — 6-8 p.m., August 16, 2012 at the MSD Administration  
 Building, 1081 Woodrow Street in Lower Price Hill 

 — 7-9 p.m. August 23, 2012 at the MSD Wastewater  
 Collection facility, 225 W. Galbraith in Hartwell

•	 Review	the	Lower	Mill	Creek	Partial	Remedy		 	
 Report, available at www.projectgroundwork.org/  
 lowermillcreek.  

Comments can be submitted in the following ways:

•	 At	the	Community	Town	Hall	meetings	–	either		 	
 verbally or by comment card 

•	 By	email	at	MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov	

•	 By	phone	at	MSD’s	Engineering	Customer	Service		 	
 Line, (513) 557-3594.  

All comments will be submitted to Cincinnati City Council and 
the Hamilton County Commissioners.

August 2012

Need More Information?
•	 Visit www.projectgroundwork.org/lowermillcreek

•	 Contact the MSD Engineering Customer Service 

Line at (513) 557-3594 or MSD.Communications@ 

cincinnati-oh.gov

The Lower Mill Creek watershed includes numerous smaller 
watersheds such as Bloody Run, Denham, Kings Run, Lick Run 
and West Fork. 
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Lick Run Watershed 

As part of Project Groundwork, the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD) is currently evaluating 
sewer improvements in the Lick Run watershed to reduce combined sewer overflows (CSOs).  This watershed, part 
of the larger lower Mill Creek Watershed, includes portions of South Fairmount, East Price Hill, West Price Hill 
and Westwood. 

What’s the Challenge?
When it rains, raw sewage — mixed with stormwater — overflows 
from our sewers into local rivers and streams and can also back up 
into basements. 

The vast majority of overflows occur from combined sewers, which 
carry both sewage and stormwater in the same pipe. Combined sew-
ers are typically located in the older areas of Cincinnati and Hamilton 
County.

When large amounts of stormwater enter combined sewers, these 
pipes — many built more than 100 years ago — are often filled 
beyond their capacity.  To relieve pressure on the sewer line and 
prevent widespread flooding and sewage backups, combined sewers 
were designed to overflow directly into local waterways through 
outfalls known as combined sewer  
overflows or CSOs. 

Hamilton County is among the top five locations in the nation for 
urban CSOs.  Overflows occur as many as 105 times a year at some 
locations.

What’s the Solution?
To resolve this public health and environmental issue, MSD has 
embarked on the largest public works project in the history of our 
community to rebuild and improve our sewer system. 

Called Project Groundwork, this multi-year and multi-billion dollar 
initiative includes hundreds of sewer improvements and stormwater 
control projects. 

Federal and state regulators, including the U.S. EPA, Ohio EPA and 
the Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation Commission (ORSANCO), 
have mandated that MSD capture, treat or remove at least 85% of 
the 14 billion gallons of annual overflows from combined sewers and 
eliminate all overflows —  about 100 million gallons annually —  from 
sanitary only sewers.

A Three-Pronged Approach
To reduce or eliminate sewer overflows, MSD is focusing on three 
different strategies:  

•	 Storage and conveyance:  Constructing larger sewers to 
transport wastewater to treatment plants, or constructing large 
underground storage tunnels to capture excess wastewater

•	 Treatment (product control):  Upgrading existing treatment 
plants to handle more wastewater, or constructing enhanced 
high-rate treatment facilities to treat flows at the CSO outfall 
prior to discharge

•	 Source control:  Controlling CSOs by reducing the amount 
of stormwater entering combined sewers during heavy rains.  
Source control solutions eliminate the need to convey and treat 
essentially “clean” water.  These solutions are called “source 
control” because they control the source of the problem:  
stormwater. 

Fact Sheet

Sewer overflow at CSO 5 in South Fairmount190



Focusing on Lower Mill Creek Watershed
The Lower Mill Creek watershed, which drains into the Mill 
Creek, contributes more than 7 billion gallons or >50% of the 
total overflows that occur annually from combined sewers in 
Hamilton County. 

Under Project Groundwork, MSD must eliminate 2 billion  
gallons of CSOs from this watershed by 2018.  The Lower Mill 
Creek watershed includes numerous smaller watersheds,  
including Lick Run.

Two Different Solutions
To achieve this goal, MSD is evaluating two different solutions:

•	  The default solution — which uses a combination of  
“storage and conveyance” and “treatment” — is a deep 
storage tunnel (30 feet in diameter and 1.5 miles long). 
Excess flows are captured and stored during rain events 
and then discharged to an enhanced high rate treatment 
(EHRT) facility.

•	  Alternative solutions — which include “source control”  
projects — will help control stormwater in a number of  
sub-watersheds within Lower Mill Creek. 

MSD must submit its preferred solution to the U.S. EPA by 
December 2012. 

Lick Run Watershed in Lower Mill Creek
The Lick Run watershed is home to CSO 5, the largest CSO in 
Hamilton County. 

Every year, 1.7 billion gallons of combined sewage and 
stormwater overflow from CSO 5 — located at the east end of 
Queen City Avenue — into the Mill Creek.  Of that total, less 
than 25% is sewage — the rest comes from stormwater and 
what used to be natural stream flow.   

The Lick Run watershed covers about 2,700 acres on 
Cincinnati’s west side.  It includes Cincinnati’s South Fairmount 
neighborhood and portions of East and West Price Hill and 
Westwood.  It is roughly bounded by Harrison Avenue to the 
north, Ferguson Avenue to the west, Glenway Avenue to the 
south and the Mill Creek to the east.

The watershed was named after a the Lick Run stream that 
once ran between Queen City and Westwood avenues and 
discharged into Mill Creek.  The stream was enclosed within 
the 19.5-foot-diameter Lick Run combined sewer, which runs 
under 3,700 feet of streets and buildings in South Fairmount.   
When it rains, the Lick Run sewer can become filled beyond its 
capacity.  Excess untreated flow is diverted through the CSO 5 
outfall to the Mill Creek.

Alternative Solution in Lick Run
MSD is currently evaluating an alternative solution for reducing 
CSOs in the Lick Run watershed through sustainable stormwater 
management projects, which reduce the amount of stormwater that 
enters combined sewers during rainstorms.  This alternative solution 
is potentially more cost effective than traditional solutions to reduce 
or eliminate overflows. 

To reduce overflows through CSO 5, MSD is evaluating a series 
of stormwater sewer separation projects throughout the  
watershed.  

Natural drainage and stormwater flows would be directed 
to the Mill Creek via a series of underground storm sewers 
and natural, aboveground waterways, while sewage and a 
much smaller volume of stormwater would continue to be 
transported by the Lick Run interceptor to the Mill Creek 
treatment plant. 

This solution — known as the Lick Run Alternative — would 
eliminate about 800 million gallons of CSO volume a year from 
CSO 5.

Proposed Daylighting of Lick Run in South Fairmount
MSD is exploring — with community input — the concept of 
diverting or “daylighting” stormwater and natural drainage in 
the South Fairmount valley to a naturally overflowing above 
ground waterway and retention pond. 

This solution would not only reduce sewer overflows and 
improve water quality, but could provide an attractive 
community amenity in South Fairmount and could spark urban 
renewal.

Pilot Projects in Lick Run 
In partnership with Cincinnati Parks, MSD has initiated several 
pilot stormwater control projects in the watershed, including 
two large bioinfiltration basins (rain gardens) at the St. Francis 
Court Apartments, 1860 Queen City Avenue;  a rain garden at 
Immanuel United Christ Church, 1520 Queen City Avenue;  and 
the planting of more than 2,500 trees along the 2100 block of 
Queen City Avenue and at Rapid Run Park.

Your Input
Any potential alternative solutions in the Lick Run watershed are 
in the early evaluation stages and will require approval by the 
Hamilton County Commissioners and U.S. EPA.

We welcome your voice in the decision-making process.  

April 2012

Need More Information?
For more information contact:

MSD Engineering Customer Service Line  

at (513) 557-3594  

or MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov

or visit:  www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun
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Kings Run Watershed  
Kings Run Sub-Watershed 

Fact Sheet

As part of Project Groundwork, the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD) is currently evaluating 
sewer improvements in the Kings Run watershed to reduce combined sewer overflows (CSOs).  This watershed 
overlaps the Cincinnati neighborhoods of College Hill, Northside, Spring Grove Village and Winton Hills and 
the jurisdiction of Springfield Township.

What’s the Challenge?
When it rains, raw sewage — mixed with stormwater — 
overflows from our sewers into local rivers and streams and  
can also back up into basements. 

The vast majority of overflows occur from combined sewers, 
which carry both sewage and stormwater in the same pipe. 
Combined sewers are typically located in the older areas of 
Cincinnati and Hamilton County.

When large amounts of stormwater enter combined sewers, 
these pipes — many built more than 100 years ago — are often 
filled beyond their capacity.  To relieve pressure on the sewer 
line and prevent widespread flooding and sewage backups, 
combined sewers were designed to overflow directly into local 
waterways through outfalls known as combined sewer  
overflows or CSOs. 

Hamilton County is among the top five locations in the nation 
for urban CSOs.  Overflows occur as many as 105 times a year 
at some locations.

What’s the Solution?
To resolve this public health and environmental issue, MSD has 
embarked on the largest public works project in the history of 
our community to rebuild and improve our sewer system. 

Called Project Groundwork, this multi-year and multi-billion 
dollar initiative includes hundreds of sewer improvements and 
stormwater control projects. 

Federal and state regulators, including the U.S. EPA, Ohio 
EPA and the Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation Commission 
(ORSANCO), have mandated that MSD capture, treat or 
remove at least 85% of the 14 billion gallons of annual overflows 
from combined sewers and eliminate all overflows — about 100 
million gallons annually — from sanitary only sewers.

A Three-Pronged Approach
To reduce or eliminate sewer overflows, MSD is focusing on three 
different strategies:  

•	 Storage and conveyance:  Constructing larger sewers to 
transport wastewater to treatment plants, or constructing large 
underground storage tunnels to capture excess wastewater

•	 Treatment (product control):  Upgrading existing treatment 
plants to handle more wastewater, or constructing enhanced 
high-rate treatment facilities to treat flows at the CSO outfall 
prior to discharge

•	 Source control:  Controlling CSOs by reducing the amount 
of stormwater entering combined sewers during heavy rains.  
Source control solutions eliminate the need to convey and treat 
essentially “clean” water.  These solutions are called “source 
control” because they control the source of the problem:  
stormwater. 

CSO 483 contributes the highest overflow volume of all the 
CSOs in the Kings Run Watershed. 
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Focusing on Lower Mill Creek Watershed
The Lower Mill Creek watershed, which drains into the Mill 
Creek, contributes more than 7 billion gallons or >50% of the 
total overflows that occur annually from combined sewers in 
Hamilton County. 

Under Project Groundwork, MSD must eliminate 2 billion  
gallons of CSOs from this watershed by 2018.  The Lower Mill 
Creek watershed includes numerous smaller watersheds,  
including Kings Run.

Two Different Solutions
To achieve this goal, MSD is evaluating two different solutions:

•	 Default solution — which uses a combination of  
“storage and conveyance” and “treatment” — is a deep 
storage tunnel (30 feet in diameter and 1.5 miles long). 
Excess flows are captured and stored during rain events 
and then discharged to an enhanced high rate treatment 
(EHRT) facility.

•	  Alternative solutions — which include “source control”  
projects — will help control stormwater in a number of  
sub-watersheds within Lower Mill Creek. 

MSD must submit its preferred solution to the U.S. EPA by 
December 2012. 

Kings Run Sub-Watershed
The Kings Run sub-watershed is part of the larger Kings Run 
Watershed and overlaps the Cincinnati neighborhoods of  
College Hill, Spring Grove Village and Winton Hills and the 
jurisdiction of Springfield Township.  

The Kings Run sub-watershed was named after the Kings Run 
tributary, which transports natural drainage from forested 
hillsides and stormwater runoff from developed areas to the 
Mill Creek.

Two CSO locations — CSO 217 and CSO 483 — within the Kings 
Run sub-watershed contribute approximately 300  
million gallons of combined sewer overflow annually to the Mill 
Creek.  

CSOs 217 and 483
CSO 217, located immediately east of Winton Road, between 
Kings Run Drive and Dutch Colony Drive, discharges into the 
Kings Run tributary.  As the Kings Run tributary flows south, 
natural stream water, stormwater and sewer overflow are piped 
back into the combined sewer system, eventually traveling to 
CSO 483, which overflows into the Mill Creek. 

Alternative Solution  
in Kings Run Sub-Watershed
MSD is currently evaluating an alternative solution for reducing 
CSOs in the Kings Run watershed through sustainable stormwater 
management projects, which reduce the amount of stormwater that 
enters combined sewers during rainstorms.  This alternative solution 
is potentially more cost effective than traditional solutions to reduce 
or eliminate overflows. 

The following types of sustainable stormwater management 
projects are currently under consideration in the Kings Run  
sub-watershed:

•	 Constructing Stormwater Detention Basins

 − Taking advantage of separate storm sewers and natural 
wooded ravines to intercept stormwater runoff, storing it in 
existing low points and bleeding it back into the combined 
sewer system at a reduced rate.

•	 Separating Storm and Sanitary Flows

 − Separating Gray Road Landfill runoff from the combined 
sewer system with a new storm sewer crossing Winton Road.

 − Installing storm sewers on Winton Road, Kings Run Road and 
Winton Ridge Road.

 − Installing new combined sewer along Kings Run Road and 
converting 14’ x 8’ of existing sewer to storm only sewer with 
direct discharge to Mill Creek.

•	 Improving Development Detention Basin

 − Maximizing available volume for increased control of  
discharge to Kings Run Stream.

 − Incorporating stormwater quality measures to treat  
runoff prior to discharge to Kings Run Stream.

•	 Implementing Phased Stream Restoration

 − Modifying the stream at CSO 217 outfall to stabilize banks, 
minimize future erosion and improve conveyance of CSO 
discharge downstream.

 − Considering additional stream restoration of Kings Run 
Stream for implementation after construction of Phase 2 
infrastructure.

Under MSD’s Wet Weather Improvement Plan, the solution for the 
Kings Run watershed includes relief sewers, separation, regulator 
improvements, EHRT and phase 2 of an underground storage tunnel.

Your Input
Any potential alternative solutions in the Kings Run watershed are in 
the early evaluation stages and will require approval by the Hamilton 
County Commissioners and U.S. EPA.

We welcome your voice in the decision-making process.  

Need More Information?
For more information contact: 

MSD Engineering Customer Service Line at  
(513) 557-3594  
or MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov 
or visit:  www.projectgroundwork.org/kingsrun

Kings Run Tributary
April 2012193



West Fork Watershed 

What’s the Challenge?
When it rains, raw sewage — mixed with stormwater — 
overflows from our sewers into local rivers and streams and  
can also back up into basements. 

The vast majority of overflows occur from combined sewers, 
which carry both sewage and stormwater in the same pipe. 
Combined sewers are typically located in the older areas of 
Cincinnati and Hamilton County.

When large amounts of stormwater enter combined sewers, 
these pipes — many built more than 100 years ago — are often 
filled beyond their capacity.  To relieve pressure on the sewer 
line and prevent widespread flooding and sewage backups, 
combined sewers were designed to overflow directly into local 
waterways through outfalls known as combined sewer  
overflows or CSOs. 

Hamilton County is among the top five locations in the nation 
for urban CSOs.  Overflows occur as many as 105 times a year 
at some locations.

What’s the Solution?
To resolve this public health and environmental issue, MSD has 
embarked on the largest public works project in the history of 
our community to rebuild and improve our sewer system. 

Called Project Groundwork, this multi-year and multi-billion 
dollar initiative includes hundreds of sewer improvements and 
stormwater control projects. 

Federal and state regulators, including the U.S. EPA, Ohio 
EPA and the Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation Commission 
(ORSANCO), have mandated that MSD capture, treat or 
remove at least 85% of the 14 billion gallons of annual overflows 
from combined sewers and eliminate all overflows — about 100 
million gallons annually — from sanitary only sewers.

A Three-Pronged Approach
To reduce or eliminate sewer overflows, MSD is focusing on three 
different strategies:  

•	 Storage and conveyance:  Constructing larger sewers to 
transport wastewater to treatment plants, or constructing large 
underground storage tunnels to capture excess wastewater

•	 Treatment (product control):  Upgrading existing treatment 
plants to handle more wastewater, or constructing enhanced 
high-rate treatment facilities to treat flows at the CSO outfall 
prior to discharge

•	 Source control:  Controlling CSOs by reducing the amount 
of stormwater entering combined sewers during heavy rains.  
Source control solutions eliminate the need to convey and treat 
essentially “clean” water.  These solutions are called “source 
control” because they control the source of the problem:  
stormwater. 

 

Fact Sheet

West Fork Creek upstream after a small rain event West Fork Creek downstream after a small rain event

As part of Project Groundwork, the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD) is currently evaluating 
sewer improvements in the West Fork watershed to reduce combined sewer overflows (CSOs).  This watershed, part 
of the larger Lower Mill Creek Watershed, includes portions of the City of Cheviot and Green Township, and seven 
Cincinnati neighborhoods:  College Hill, East Westwood, Fay Apartments, Mt. Airy, Northside, South Cumminsville 
and Westwood. 
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Focusing on Lower Mill Creek Watershed
The Lower Mill Creek watershed, which drains into the Mill Creek, 
contributes more than 7 billion gallons or >50% of the total 
overflows that occur annually from combined sewers in Hamilton 
County. 

Under Project Groundwork, MSD must eliminate 2 billion gallons of 
CSOs from this watershed by 2018.  The Lower Mill Creek watershed 
includes numerous smaller watersheds, including West Fork.

Two Different Solutions

To achieve this goal, MSD is evaluating two different solutions:

•	 Default solution — which uses a combination of “storage and 
conveyance” and “treatment” — is a deep storage tunnel (30 
feet in diameter and 1.5 miles long).  Excess flows are captured 
and stored during rain events and then discharged to an 
enhanced high rate treatment (EHRT) facility.

•	  Alternative solution — which includes “source control”  
projects — will help control stormwater in a number of  
sub-watersheds within Lower Mill Creek. 

MSD must submit its preferred solution to the U.S. EPA by 
December 2012. 

West Fork Watershed in Lower Mill Creek
The West Fork watershed covers more than 6,000 acres within 
the City of Cincinnati, City of Cheviot and Green Township and 
seven Cincinnati neighborhoods:  College Hill, East Westwood, Fay 
Apartments, Mt. Airy, Northside, South Cumminsville and Westwood. 

This watershed was named after West Fork Creek, which transports 
natural drainage from forested hillsides and stormwater runoff from 
developed areas to Mill Creek.  West Fork Creek flows naturally on 
the hillsides but is channelized (concrete sides and bottom) in the 
valley where it parallels West Fork Road. 

Fifteen CSO locations within the watershed contribute more than 
300 million gallons annually of sewer overflow.  The majority of this 
overflow is stormwater runoff from forested hillsides (including Mt. 
Airy Forest, the City’s largest park) and natural stream flow from 
upper reaches of the creek.  

Alternative Solution in West Fork
MSD is currently evaluating an alternative solution for reducing 
CSOs in the West Fork watershed through sustainable stormwater 
management projects, which reduce the amount of stormwater that 
enters combined sewers during rainstorms.  This alternative solution 
is potentially more cost effective than traditional solutions to reduce 
or eliminate overflows. 

The following types of sustainable stormwater management 
projects are currently under consideration in the West Fork 
watershed:

•	 Sewer separations (to remove stormwater from the combined 
sewer by constructing a dedicated stormwater sewer line) 

•	 Stormwater detention basins (Martha Basin and North Basin)

•	 Stabilizing existing open channels to create a dedicated open 
conveyance for stormwater that has been diverted from the 
combined sewer.

•	 Restoring portions of West Fork Creek into a naturalized 
waterway and floodplain

Your Input
Any potential alternative solutions in the West Fork watershed 
are in the early evaluation stages and will require approval by the 
Hamilton County Commissioners and U.S. EPA.

We welcome your voice in the decision-making process.  

April 2012

2010    2011    2012    2013    2014    2015    2016    2017    2018

September 2011
MSD intends to submit a 

preliminary plan (that evaluates 
alternatives to the tunnel) to 
federal and state regulators

2018
All Phase 1 projects in the 

Lower Mill Creek watershed 
must be completed

July 2012
MSD must submit a revised plan (known 
as the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy) 

to federal and state regulators for review

December 2012
MSD must submit a final plan 
to federal and state regulators

March 2012 
MSD must submit a revised plan (known as 

the Mill Creek partial remedy) to federal and 
state regulators for review

December 2012 
MSD must submit a final plan to federal and 
state regulators

2018 
All Phase 1 projects in the Lower 

Mill Creek watershed must be 
completed

Need More Information?
For more information contact:

MSD Engineering Customer Service Line  

at (513) 557-3594  

or MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov

or visit:  www.projectgroundwork.org/westfork

West Fork channel

September 2011 
MSD intends to submit a preliminary plan 

(that evaluates alternatives to the tunnel) to 
federal and state regulators
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Bloody Run Watershed 

As part of Project Groundwork, the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD) is currently evaluating 
sewer improvements in the Bloody Run watershed to reduce combined sewer overflows (CSOs).  This watershed, 
part of the larger Lower Mill Creek Watershed, includes portions of Amberley Village, Columbia Township, Golf 
Manor, Norwood and three Cincinnati neighborhoods:  Bond Hill, Pleasant Ridge and Roselawn.

What’s the Challenge?
When it rains, raw sewage — mixed with stormwater — 
overflows from our sewers into local rivers and streams and  
can also back up into basements. 

The vast majority of overflows occur from combined sewers, 
which carry both sewage and stormwater in the same pipe. 
Combined sewers are typically located in the older areas of 
Cincinnati and Hamilton County.

When large amounts of stormwater enter combined sewers, 
these pipes — many built more than 100 years ago — are often 
filled beyond their capacity.  To relieve pressure on the sewer 
line and prevent widespread flooding and sewage backups, 
combined sewers were designed to overflow directly into local 
waterways through outfalls known as combined sewer  
overflows or CSOs. 

Hamilton County is among the top five locations in the nation 
for urban CSOs.  Overflows occur as many as 105 times a year 
at some locations.

Fact Sheet

What’s the Solution?
To resolve this public health and environmental issue, MSD has 
embarked on the largest public works project in the history of 
our community to rebuild and improve our sewer system. 

Called Project Groundwork, this multi-year and multi-billion 
dollar initiative includes hundreds of sewer improvements and 
stormwater control projects. 

Federal and state regulators, including the U.S. EPA, Ohio 
EPA and the Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation Commission 
(ORSANCO), have mandated that MSD capture, treat or 
remove at least 85% of the 14 billion gallons of annual overflows 
from combined sewers and eliminate all overflows — about 100 
million gallons annually — from sanitary only sewers.

A Three-Pronged Approach
To reduce or eliminate sewer overflows, MSD is focusing on three 
different strategies:  

•	 Storage and conveyance:  Constructing larger sewers to 
transport wastewater to treatment plants, or constructing large 
underground storage tunnels to capture excess wastewater

•	 Treatment (product control):  Upgrading existing treatment 
plants to handle more wastewater, or constructing enhanced 
high-rate treatment facilities to treat flows at the CSO outfall 
prior to discharge

•	 Source control:  Controlling CSOs by reducing the amount 
of stormwater entering combined sewers during heavy rains.  
Source control solutions eliminate the need to convey and treat 
essentially “clean” water.  These solutions are called “source 
control” because they control the source of the problem:  
stormwater. 

CSO 181 is the one of MSD’s largest combined sewer overflow 
locations. 
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Focusing on Lower Mill Creek Watershed
The Lower Mill Creek watershed, which drains into the Mill 
Creek, contributes more than 7 billion gallons or >50% of the 
total overflows that occur annually from combined sewers in 
Hamilton County. 

Under Project Groundwork, MSD must eliminate 2 billion  
gallons of CSOs from this watershed by 2018.  The Lower Mill 
Creek watershed includes numerous smaller watersheds,  
including Bloody Run.

Two Different Solutions
To achieve this goal, MSD is evaluating two different solutions:

•	 Default solution — which uses a combination of  
“storage and conveyance” and “treatment” — is a deep 
storage tunnel (30 feet in diameter and 1.5 miles long).  
Excess flows are captured and stored during rain events 
and then discharged to an enhanced high rate treatment 
(EHRT) facility.

•	  Alternative solution — which includes “source control”  
projects — will help control stormwater in a number of  
sub-watersheds within Lower Mill Creek. 

MSD must submit its preferred solution to the U.S. EPA by 
December 2012. 

Bloody Run in Lower Mill Creek
The Bloody Run Watershed covers more than 2,200 acres in central 
Hamilton County and includes portions of Amberley Village, Columbia 
Township, Village of Golf Manor, the City of Norwood and three 
Cincinnati neighborhoods:  Bond Hill, Pleasant Ridge and Roselawn.  

This watershed was named after the historic Bloody Run Creek 
that once ran through the watershed and discharged into the Mill 
Creek, but Bloody Run Creek was ultimately piped underground into 
the combined sewer system.  The creek was named after a Native 
American ambush in 1794.  

Every year, about 600 million gallons of raw sewage — mixed with 
stormwater and natural drainage — overflow into the Bloody Run 
channel from CSO 181, one of MSD’s largest overflow locations. 

Alternative Solution in Bloody Run 
MSD is currently evaluating an alternative solution for reducing 
CSOs into the Bloody Run channel through sustainable stormwater 
management projects, which reduce the amount of stormwater that 
enters combined sewers during rainstorms.  This alternative solution 
is potentially more cost effective than traditional solutions to reduce 
or eliminate overflows. 

The following types of sustainable stormwater management 
projects are currently under consideration in the Bloody Run 
Watershed:

•	 Construction of dedicated stormwater sewers throughout the 
watershed to remove stormwater from combined sewers and 
transport it to the Bloody Run channel via a large-scale storm 
water detention basin.

•	 Construction of a large-scale stormwater detention basin in the 
TechSolve Business Park in Bond Hill.  The basin would receive 
stormwater from upstream storm sewers, detain it for a period 
of time, then discharge it to new downstream storm sewers 
that would convey it directly to the Bloody Run channel.

•	 Installation of “Green Streets” along a portion of Carthage 
Avenue in Norwood.  This project would include small rain 
gardens (or bioinfiltration basins) that bump out into the street 
to capture stormwater.

•	 Installation of real-time computer controls in the combined 
sewer system at CSO 181 to reduce overflows into the Bloody 
Run channel.

•	 Potential restoration of a portion of the Bloody Run channel.

The default solution for the Bloody Run watershed — if an 
alternative solution is not approved — is an enhanced high-rate 
treatment facility at CSO 181 that would capture and treat combined 
sewer overflows prior to discharge into the Bloody Run. 

Pilot Project in the Bloody Run Watershed
In partnership with Cincinnati Parks, MSD has initiated a 
pilot stormwater project at Roselawn Park in the Cincinnati 
neighborhood of Roselawn.  The project includes two 
bioinfiltration basins (e.g., rain gardens) that will help reduce the 
amount and slow the rate of stormwater runoff that enters the 
combined sewer system.  Construction is scheduled to begin in 
summer 2012.

Your Input
Any potential alternative solutions in the Bloody Run watershed 
are in the early evaluation stages and will require approval by the 
Hamilton County Commissioners and U.S. EPA.

We welcome your voice in the decision-making process.  

April 2012

The Bloody Run channel conveys sewage and stormwater 
overflow from CSO 181 to the Mill Creek.

Need More Information?
For more information contact:

MSD Engineering Customer Service Line  

at (513) 557-3594  

or MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov

or visit:  www.projectgroundwork.org/bloodyrun
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A-3: Community Engagement Materials 
 

Brochures: Sustainable Solutions for Project Groundwork and Building Better Sewers for a Cleaner 
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Sustainable
Solutions

Groundwork
Project

for

During heavy rains, raw sewage mixed with 
storm water overflows from sewers into our local 
streams and rivers and backs up into basements.  
The culprit?  A sewer system designed to meet 
the needs of an earlier generation, but not our 
modern day society.

To rebuild and improve this sewer infrastructure, 
the Greater Cincinnati community is embarking on 
one of the largest public works projects in its 200-
plus year history.

Called Project Groundwork, this multi-billion-
dollar construction initiative is designed to protect 
the environment and public health and improve 
our communities.

Developed by the Metropolitan Sewer District of 
Greater Cincinnati (MSD), Project Groundwork 
will primarily use traditional “gray infrastructure” 
like new sewers, upgraded treatment plants, 
and storm water storage structures to reduce or 
eliminate sewage overflows into the environment 
and backups into homes and businesses.

But MSD also hopes to use “green” or 
“sustainable” infrastructure to keep billions of 
gallons of storm water out of the sewers.

for Project Groundwork
Sustainable Solutions
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MSD is currently studying the effectiveness 
of different types of sustainable 
infrastructure in reducing the volume 
of storm water runoff reaching MSD’s 
combined sewer system.  Combined sewers 
carry both sewage and storm water.

This study is focusing on local watersheds 
where combined sewers are used, typically 
older neighborhoods in our community.  

Three levels of sustainable infrastructure are 
being evaluated:

Communities of the Future is MSD’s new 
watershed-based approach that combines 
localized and regional storm water controls and 
traditional gray infrastructure with urban renewal 
for blighted areas.

Communities of the Future is a way to resolve 
sewer overflows, while simultaneously addressing 
community issues such as economic development, 
affordable housing, transportation, public health, 
crime, safety, and aesthetics. 

This approach often integrates a sustainable 
solution such as stream daylighting with restoring 
a local waterway, creating an urban park, and 
renovating vacant buildings. 

The outcome is a solution that offers economic, 
social, and environmental benefits.

MSD is currently pursuing potential “Communities 
of the Future” opportunities in Carthage and 
South Fairmount, both located in the Lower Mill 
Creek watershed. 

Communities 
of the Future

Sustainable

Localized storm water controls include green 
roofs, rain gardens, rain barrels, bioswales, 
pervious pavement, and other smaller-scale 
projects that control storm water in a specific area.  
MSD is currently partnering with 12 local 
organizations, including Cincinnati Public Schools, 
the Cincinnati Zoo and Botanical Garden, and 
the city’s Department of Transportation and 
Engineering, to design and construct nearly 50 
different “demonstration” projects.  

Examples of current projects include:

•	 Pervious	pavers,	
underground drains and a 
rainwater harvesting tank, 
and a small green roof 
and pervious concrete 
sidewalk in an educational 
garden at the new main 
entrance to the 

 Cincinnati Zoo.    

•	 Porous	concrete	sidewalks,	urban	tree	planters,	
underground drains, and a rain garden in 
Oakley Square.

Localized 
Storm Water Controls

Infrastructure Regional storm water controls are cost-effective 
ways to remove large volumes of storm water 
from the combined sewer system.  Examples 
include controlling runoff from hillsides or 
“daylighting” former streams turned into 
combined sewers.

This effort is focusing on the Lower Mill Creek 
watershed area, located to the west and northwest 
of downtown Cincinnati.  About 2 billion gallons 
of raw sewage and storm water overflow from 
combined sewers in this area each year, making 
it the largest contributor to combined sewer 
overflows (CSOs) in Hamilton County.

The current Project Groundwork remedy is a 
$244 million tunnel (about 1.2 miles long and 30 
feet in diameter) that will be used to store excess 
sewage and storm water during heavy rains.  
MSD hopes to supplement or replace it with 
more sustainable solutions.

Regional 
Storm Water Control

For more information and a list of Phase I projects, 
please visit the Project Groundwork website at 

www.projectgroundwork.org. 

Questions? Please email us at 
MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov 

or call Jack Rennekamp at (513) 244-1363.
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Building better sewers

cleaner
future

for a

To help protect the environment 
and public health and improve our 
communities, Hamilton County, Ohio 
is embarking on one of the largest 
public works projects in its 200-plus 
year history.

Called Project Groundwork, this major 
construction initiative is designed to:

•	Reduce	or	eliminate	sewage	overflows	
into	local	rivers	and	streams	and	sewage	
backups into basements.

•	Create	solutions	that	benefit	communities 
on an environmental, social, and 

 economic level.

•	Revitalize	the	economy	through	creation	of 
jobs	and	growth	opportunities	for	

 local businesses.

Project Groundwork
 in your community
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A program of the Metropolitan Sewer District 
of Greater Cincinnati.
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What’s the Problem? Who is Paying for 
Project Groundwork?
Project	Groundwork	is	expected	to	cost	more	than	
$3 billion. 

This	major	program	is	being	funded	mainly	by	
MSD	customers	through	monthly	or	quarterly	
sewer	bills,	but	MSD	is	seeking	additional	
funding sources. 

To	keep	the	program	affordable	and	beneficial	
to	ratepayers,	MSD	is	committed	to	finding	
sustainable solutions that are cost-effective and 
meet the environmental, social, and economic 
needs of affected communities.

Below	our	streets	and	yards	lies	a	maze	of	sewers	
that	transport	wastewater	from	our	homes	and	
businesses to one of 10 treatment plants across 
Hamilton	County.		

Out of sight and out of mind, much of this 
infrastructure	was	designed	to	meet	the	needs	of	an	
earlier	generation,	but	not	our	modern	day	society.		

Today,	parts	of	this	system	are	deteriorating	due	
to age, and portions are not big enough to handle 
wastewater	flows,	especially	during	heavy	rains.		

Every	year,	about	14.1	billion	gallons	of	raw	
sewage	and	storm	water	overflow	into	local	rivers	
and streams and back up into basements.   

To better protect public health and the 
environment,	wastewater	utilities	across	the	
nation	like	ours	–	the	Metropolitan	Sewer	District	
of	Greater	Cincinnati	(MSD)	–	are	being	required	
to	improve	their	sewer	systems.

The solution is Project Groundwork, a multi-
year	construction	program	comprised	of	hundreds	
of	sewer	improvement	and	storm	water	control	
projects across our area.  

Project	Groundwork	uses	sustainable	infrastructure	
–	sewer	improvements	that	provide	economic,	
social,	and	environmental	benefits	to	our	
communities,	now	and	in	the	future.		

Sustainable	infrastructure	can	be	“gray”	
infrastructure,	“green”	infrastructure,	or	a	blend	
of	the	two.		

Gray	infrastructure,	such	as	new	sewers,	upgraded	
treatment	plants,	and	storm	water	storage	
structures, helps manage or control the volume 
of	sewage	and	storm	water	in	our	sewers.		

Green infrastructure, such as pervious paving, 
bioretention basins, and stream separations, 
helps	keep	storm	water	out	of	the	sewers.

Project	Groundwork	will	be	conducted	in	two	phases:		

Phase 1 (2009-2018)
Phase 1 includes 45 construction projects across 
Hamilton	County	that	must	be	completed	by	or	
before 2018.  

Phase 2 (after 2018) 
Phase 2 includes about 256 construction projects 
across	Hamilton	County.	

What’s the Solution?

For more information and a list of Phase I projects, 
please	visit	the	Project	Groundwork	website	at	

www.projectgroundwork.org. 

Questions? Please email us at 
MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov 

or call (513) 244-1300.202
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Lick Run Alternative Project
�ursday, February 23, 2012

6:00 - 9:00 p.m. 
(starts promptly at 6:00 p.m.)

Orion Academy
in South Fairmount

1798 Queen City Ave., Cincinnati, OH 45214 
Map on back.

We Need Your Input...
to make our rivers and streams cleaner and healthier.

Community Design Workshop #3

Community Design Workshop #2 204



MSD
1600 Gest Street
Cincinnati, OH  45204

For more information about the Lick Run 
project and to view results from previous Lick 
Run Community Design Workshops, please visit 

Location of 
 Community Design Workshop #3

N

Please Join Us . . .
Please join us on �ursday, February 23, 2012, to view and provide input on a 
preliminary Lick Run Master Plan.  �e plan, which incorporates public input 
from the �rst two community design workshops, will contain a preliminary 
design concept for the proposed urban waterway in South Fairmount. 

�e meeting will begin promptly at 6:00 p.m. with a presentation, followed by 
small group sessions to review and discuss the plan.  No RSVPs are necessary.  
You do not need to have attended any of the past workshops to attend this one.  
We encourage your participation and input at any stage of the process. 

to the Mill Creek.  �is project would 
eliminate about 800 million gallons of 
combined sewer over�ows (CSOs) 
annually.  It is an “alternative” to a deep, 
underground storage tunnel and enhanced 
high-rate treatment facility.
�e central element of this alternative 
project would be an urban waterway in 
South Fairmount between Queen City and 
Westwood avenues east of White Street.

�e Lick Run project — located in South Fairmount and portions of East and 
West Price Hill and Westwood — is a series of underground storm sewers and 
natural, aboveground waterways to transport stormwater and drainage to the

What’s the Lick Run Alternative?

Queen City Ave. 
one way 

parking

parking

W
ic

kh
am

 P
l.

M
er

to
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St
. 

enter only

ex
it 

on
ly

Over�ow parking at St. 
Francis Ct. Apts., a tenth 
of a mile west. 

parking

Orion Academy

www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun.  
You can also call the MSD Engineering Customer Service Line at (513) 557-3594 or 
email MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov.
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�ursday, January 26, 2012
6:30 - 9:00 p.m. 

North Presbyterian Church 
in Northside

4222 Hamilton Ave., Cincinnati, OH 45223 
Map on back.

We Need Your Input...
to make our rivers and streams cleaner and healthier.

Open House
West Fork Watershed
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is hosting an open house for residents, property 
owners and businesses in the West Fork watershed. 

�is watershed includes portions of the City of Cheviot and Green 
Township and seven Cincinnati neighborhoods:  College Hill, 
East Westwood, Fay Apartments, Mt. Airy, Northside, South 
Cumminsville and Westwood.  
 

Please join us to talk one on one with MSD representatives, 
local leaders, and city and county o�cials to discuss potential 
sewer improvements.

Open House

Drop by anytime between 6:30-9:00 p.m.
to talk one on one (there will be no formal presentation).

For more information, please contact Sharon 
Jean-Baptiste at (513) 244-5105 or email 
MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov

MSD
1600 Gest Street
Cincinnati, OH  45204

North Presbyterian Church
4222 Hamilton Ave.

Cincinnati, OH 45223
(in Northside)

O
ne W

ay

One Way

Location of West Fork Open House
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Kings Run Watershed
�ursday, March 1, 2012

5:30 - 7:30 p.m. 
Harmony Lodge

in Spring Grove Village
646 East Epworth Ave., Cincinnati, OH 45232 

Map on back.

We Need Your Input...
to make our rivers and streams cleaner and healthier.

Open House

        
Kings Run, a tributary of Mill Creek
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Street parking is available along 
North Edgewood and East Epworth 
avenues in addition to the lots pictured.  

For more information, please call the MSD 
Engineering Customer Service Line at 
(513) 557-3594, or email
MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov 

Kings Run Open House Location

Harmony 
Lodge

Matthew
United 
Christ-
Church

Public
Parking

Additional parking

EntranceAdditional parking

Spring Grove Ave. 

E. Epworth Ave. 

W
in

to
n 

Rd
. 

N
. E

dg
ew

oo
d

M
itc

he
ll 

Av
e. 

Winton 
Community 
Free Methodist
Church

Kings Run Revision Invitation_back2_noedit.pdf   1   2/14/2012   12:16:24 PM
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Tweets to announce two Community Town Hall Meetings

213



 
 

A-3: Community Engagement Materials 
 

FAQs: Lick Run Watershed FAQ, Frequently Asked Questions about the Lower Mill Creek Partial 
Remedy, Project Groundwork FAQs
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Lick Run Watershed 
FAQs

1.  What is the “Lick Run Alternative?”
The Lick Run Alternative is a series of sewer separation projects 
that are intended to remove stormwater and natural drainage 
from the combined sewer system in the Lick Run watershed.  

This concept, currently under evaluation by MSD, is a potential 
alternative to a default deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate 
treatment facility required by MSD’s Consent  Decree with the 
U.S. EPA, Ohio EPA and ORSANCO (the Regulators).  

Totaling approximately 70,000 linear feet of stormwater pipes 
and natural conveyance systems , the Lick Run Alternative 
would capture natural drainage and stormwater from the 
watershed and convey it to the Mill Creek.   The projects would 
start in the hillsides east of Ferguson Avenue and end in the 
valley in South Fairmount.

A major component of the Lick Run Alternative is a stormwater 
conveyance system, possibly an urban waterway or “daylighted 
stream,” in South Fairmount between Queen City and 
Westwood Avenues east of White Street.

If implemented, the projects are estimated to reduce the annual 
volume of sewer overflows into Mill Creek through CSO 5 (an 
outfall at the end of Queen City Avenue) by about 800 million 
gallons annually.

2.  What’s a sewer separation project?
A combined sewer carries both sewage and stormwater in the 
same pipe.   Most of the older neighborhoods in Cincinnati (and 
some of the suburbs) have combined sewer systems.  There are 
about 772 communities across the U.S. with an aging combined 
sewer system, mainly located in the Northeast , Great Lakes 
area and the Pacific Northwest.

A sewer separation project removes stormwater and natural 
drainage from the combined sewer and conveys stormwater 
through dedicated infrastructure without sanitary sewage 
flow.   New storm sewers can be built or the existing combined 
sewers can be rehabilitated to convey stormwater only.   In that 
case, new sanitary sewers would be constructed.  

The Lick Run Alternative mainly involves the construction of 
new stormwater infrastructure. 

The stormwater and natural drainage would be carried 
directly to the Mill Creek, instead of contributing to combined 
sewer overflows at CSO 5 or being treated at the Mill Creek 
wastewater treatment plant.  

1

3.  Why is MSD interested in an urban waterway or  
“daylighted stream” as the stormwater conveyance system in 
South Fairmount?

The Lick Run watershed was named after “Lick Run,” a historic, 
natural stream that once ran between Queen City and  
Westwood Avenues and emptied into Mill Creek.

In the early 1900s, the stream was enclosed within a 19.5-foot-
diameter combined sewer called the Lick Run interceptor, 
which runs under 3,700 feet of streets and buildings in South 
Fairmount.

MSD is evaluating the construction of a stormwater conveyance 
system adjacent to the combined sewer to carry natural drain-
age and stormwater to Mill Creek.  This project is one of the 14 
projects within the 2,700-acre watershed that is being  
evaluated as part of the Lick Run Alternative.  

Daylighting is turning a stream that has been enclosed by a 
combined sewer back into a naturally flowing above ground 
waterway.

This conveyance system could be built as an open stream, 
which would provide water quality benefits and a community 
amenity that could lead to parks and green-space improve-
ments, among others.

4.  What is the status of the Lick Run Alternative?
MSD is still in the early planning and technical evaluation stages 
for a comprehensive, watershed-based solution in the Lick Run 
watershed and construction of any stormwater conveyance 
systems would not be anticipated until 2015. 

Over the next year, MSD will hold three separate public design 
workshops (anticipated for:  ~July 2011, ~October 2011 and 
~February 2012) to explore and define the stormwater  
conveyance project in South Fairmount.  

The outcome of the public workshops will be a Master Plan for 
Lick Run, which will be presented for consideration by elected 
officials and local authorities.

5.  Will the Lick Run Master Plan be publicly presented prior 
to submission to the Regulators?
Yes, MSD will be working with residents, businesses and  
property owners in the Lick Run watershed to develop a Lick 
Run Master Plan. MSD will publicly present the Lick Run Master 
Plan to the Lick Run watershed community.  The plan will 
reflect the desired solution of the community, including public, 
City and County input.  

The plan will be developed and publicly unveiled prior to MSD 
seeking legislative and regulatory approval for the project.
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The Regulators are requiring MSD to design a “storage and  
conveyance” solution coupled with a “treatment/product  
control” solution.  The underground storage tunnel – about 30 
feet in diameter and 1.2 miles long – would store excess flows 
during heavy rains and eventually discharge to an EHRT.

The Consent Decree also provides that MSD may explore  
alternatives, which can include a “source control solution,” as 
one of the alternatives to the tunnel.   Source control solutions 
can be just as effective as the other solutions, but potentially 
cost less per gallon to operate and maintain and provide  
potential community benefits.  By removing stormwater from 
the combined sewer, MSD can reserve capacity in the combined 
sewer for flows that cannot be separated.  Source control can 
also allow MSD to “right size” pipes and treatment facilities for 
the remaining reduced flow volumes.

9.  If U.S. EPA approves the tunnel and not the alternatives, 
will MSD still make source control improvements in Lick Run?
Yes, but only over a much longer horizon and only as resources 
allow.   MSD is committed to source control solutions to reduce 
or eliminate sewer overflows throughout its service area and 
operate and maintain the sewer system.

10.  How much will the Lick Run Alternative cost?
It is too early to provide specific dollar figures at this point in 
time. MSD will be able to provide additional details once the 
project is in the design phase.

11.  How much will sewer bills go up as a result of the Lick Run 
Alternative?
Sewer bills will not go up specifically as a result of the Lick Run 
project.  

The Lick Run Alternative is part of Project Groundwork, a  
multi-year program to rebuild and improve MSD’s sewer system.  
Project Groundwork includes hundreds of sewer improvements 
and stormwater management projects across MSD’s service 
area.   

Project Groundwork is primarily funded by MSD customers 
(ratepayers) through monthly or quarterly sewer bills.   MSD 
is also seeking grants wherever possible to defray these costs.  
There is no government funding source that is available to pay 
for sewer improvements that are mandated by the U.S. EPA, 
Ohio EPA and ORSANCO.  Therefore, MSD ratepayers are  
supporting the cost of the entire program and not any one  
project in particular.

Rate increases are expected to continue to fund the anticipated 
$3.5 billion+ cost of Project Groundwork, whether the Lick Run 
alternative goes forward or not.  The Hamilton County Commis-
sioners approve all MSD rate increases and MSD is conducting 
a rate study to determine future rate and debt service coverage 
needs.

12.  Will all stormwater be removed from the combined sewer 
system in Lick Run?
No.  It is too costly and not feasible to fully separate all storm-
water from the combined sewer system in Lick Run.  

If implemented, the proposed projects of the Lick Run Alterna-
tive would reduce the annual volume of sewer overflows into 
Mill Creek through CSO 5 (an outfall at the end of Queen City 
Avenue) by about 800 million gallons annually.

2

6.  What is the approval process and timeline for the Lick 
Run Alternative?
Following the development of a Lick Run Master Plan (see  
Questions #4 and 5), MSD will likely seek the legislative approval 
of the City Planning Commission Cincinnati City Council, and the 
Hamilton County Commissioners to advance the project. 

Design of the Lick Run project must begin prior to regulatory  
approval in order to meet the compliance schedule.  Concurrently, 
MSD is also pursuing design of a default tunnel as is outlined by 
the Consent Decree.  

In December 2012, MSD must submit its preferred Lower Mill 
Creek Partial Remedy (LMCPR) – the default tunnel or the  
“alternative solution” – to the Regulators.  

The Lick Run project would be  one part of the “alternative  
solution;” additional source control/sustainable infrastructure 
projects also are being considered, including in  West Fork,  
Denham, Kings Run and Bloody Run watersheds.  

The Regulators are anticipated to make a determination regarding 
an alternative remedy by the second quarter of 2013.

If the Lick Run solution is approved as part of the LMCPR,  
construction on a conveyance system would likely need to begin 
by 2015 to be complete by 2018.

7.  How many alternative solutions are there?
Under the Consent Decree, MSD must eliminate 1.6 billion gallons1 
of combined sewer overflows (CSOs) in the Lower Mill Creek area 
by 2018.  The Lick Run Alternative would eliminate about 800  
million gallons.  MSD is evaluating additional source control 
projects in the West Fork, Kings Run, Denham and Bloody Run 
watersheds to achieve the remaining reductions.  

1A reduction of 400 million gallons has already been achieved 
through other controls at CSO outfalls.

8.  Why doesn’t MSD just proceed with the construction of the 
default underground storage tunnel?
MSD and local elected leaders are seeking the best and most 
cost-effective strategy to resolve overflows in the Lower Mill 
Creek watershed (which includes Lick Run) and the rest of MSD’s 
service area.  

Every project under Project Groundwork is evaluated against one 
of three strategies MSD is using to reduce and eliminate  
combined sewer overflows in its service area:

•  Storage and conveyance:  constructing larger sewers to  
 transport wastewater to treatment plant or building under 
 ground storage tunnels to capture excess wastewater

•  Treatment/Product control:  upgrading existing treatment  
 plants to handle more wastewater or constructing enhanced  
 high-rate treatment (EHRT) facilities to treat flows at the   
 CSO outfall

•  Source control:  as a foundation of the wet weather strategy,  
 source control is a more sustainable solution to control the  
 source of the overflow problem – stormwater and natural  
 drainage.

These solutions include sewer separations to remove stormwater 
from combined sewers, detention and retention basins to control 
runoff from hillsides and other controls such as rain gardens,  
pervious pavement and rainwater harvesting systems. 
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13.  Are engineering plans available for the various  
stormwater separation projects that make up the Lick Run 
Alternative?
Concept drawings are available at  
http://www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun/watershed/concepts.htm 
for the stormwater conveyance system between Queen City 
and Westwood avenues east of White Street.   These concepts 
will be further explored and evaluated at design workshops 
scheduled for later in 2011, with the intent of developing a Lick 
Run Master Plan by early 2012.

90% design drawings have been completed for the Harrison 
Avenue sewer separation since it is part of a Cincinnati 
Department of Transportation & Engineering roadway 
improvement project that is anticipated to start around January 
2012.  

30% design drawings have been completed for the other 
proposed strategic sewer separation projects in the hillsides.

14.  If an urban waterway (“daylighted” stream) is 
implemented, how will MSD maintain water in the stream and 
other water features (e.g.,  detention pond) on a year-round 
basis?
MSD will take this into consideration when designing the 
project.  Potential solutions include reconnecting natural 
drainage-ways and springs into the stormwater conveyance 
system.

15.  Can MSD promise urban renewal/economic development 
if Lick Run is “daylighted?”

No, MSD cannot make any such promises of economic 
revitalization.  However, by doing the sewer project differently 
and making investments such as daylighting and installing 
infrastructure that addresses community flooding and 
stormwater problems, there is opportunity for greater benefits.

There are also national examples of community renewal 
resulting from daylighting streams and employing innovative 
concepts in stormwater management strategies.

You can download Case Studies from  
www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun/watershed/lickrun.htm.  
Where it can, MSD would work with all development partners, 
such as the City of Cincinnati, Hamilton County, State of Ohio 
and others to promote economic development.

16.  How will traffic be affected by this project?
The Lick Run Alternative is still in the early planning and 
technical evaluation stages, so potential effects on traffic are 
many years away. 

However, if the project proceeds, traffic could be affected in 
several ways, including:

Normal traffic delays caused by construction work.   The • 
specific impacts on traffic will be managed like any other 
construction project and communicated to the public.

Potential changes to the flow of traffic, to be determined • 
though design.

17.  Why is MSD constructing rain gardens at St. Francis Court 
Apartments?  
In partnership with the Cincinnati Parks Board, MSD is conduct-
ing a number of smaller-scale pilot projects in the Lick Run 
watershed to demonstrate to the community how stormwater 
can be managed through sustainable stormwater controls.  

The St. Francis Court Apartments project at 1860 Queen City 
Avenue is the largest pilot project within the Lick Run water-
shed to date.  It involved converting two unused parking lots 
into upper and lower bioinfiltration basins (also known as rain 
gardens).  A walking path was also added as a community  
amenity to help bring people closer to this innovative storm-
water solution and potentially leverage other investments to 
enhance the natural stormwater solution.  

MSD has also completed a reforestation project in the 2100 
block of Queen City Avenue and at Rapid Run Park and a rain 
garden at Immanuel United Church, 1520 Queen City Avenue.  
A project is also planned for San Antonio Church, corner of 
Queen City Avenue and White Street. 

For more details on the pilot projects, visit  
http://www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun/community/ for 
more details.

18.  Why are rain barrels not encouraged in Cincinnati?
The City of Cincinnati does not currently allow downspouts to 
be disconnected from the combined sewer system.   Therefore, 
connecting downspouts to a rain barrel without reconnecting 
the overflow to the combined sewer is prohibited by city  
ordinance at this point in time.   The City is working to modify 
the ordinance language to allow residents to divert rainwater 
into storage vessels.

19.  Why doesn’t MSD provide incentives for things that 
people can do in their backyards, like installing a rain garden 
or rain barrel?
MSD encourages properties owners to take action to control 
stormwater on their own property  
(http://www.projectgroundwork.org/howtohelp/index.htm).

However, as a public agency, MSD must focus its resources on 
projects that remove large volumes of stormwater from com-
bined sewers in order to meet existing regulatory requirements. 

MSD is currently planning and designing sustainable infrastruc-
ture solutions throughout its service area.  

MSD is also partnering with local organizations and agencies 
through its “green demonstration program” to install and  
monitor the effectiveness of infrastructure such as rain gardens, 
green roofs, pervious paving and rain barrels.
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20.  Where is MSD purchasing property?
MSD is currently purchasing some property from interested, 
voluntary sellers who own property in South Fairmount  
between Queen City and Westwood avenues east of White 
Street.

This is the area where a stormwater conveyance system,  
possibly an urban waterway or “daylighted stream,” could 
potentially be constructed and is where the historic Lick Run 
stream used to flow.

MSD is also evaluating new storm water systems in the hillsides 
of the watershed; however, much of this work can be conduct-
ed in the public right-of-way (e.g., streets) and therefore, would 
not require the purchase of private properties. 

21.  Would MSD purchase property outside this specific area 
in South Fairmount?

MSD would consider purchasing additional property if the 
property could benefit the project in some manner (e.g., 
construction staging, detention, water quality improvements, 
additional stormwater controls could be implemented).

22.  If the Lick Run Alternative is still under evaluation (and 
not final), why is MSD purchasing properties?
Although the projects are still in the conceptual stages,  
property is being purchased now to facilitate compliance with 
MSD’s obligations to U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA to eliminate 1.6  
billion gallons of overflows under the current milestones.   

MSD must implement a solution by 2018 and property acquisi-
tion can take many years.   Property acquisition will be part of 
the Regulators’ evaluation of the project feasibility.

23.  Does MSD have eminent domain authority? Will MSD  
exercise it with this project and force property owners out?
MSD’s preference is always to work cooperatively with  
property owners and negotiate acquisition at a fair market 
value or come to other mutually acceptable agreements.  MSD 
does have eminent domain authority for sewer infrastructure 
projects but would exhaust other options before exercising it.  

24.  Will MSD allow businesses and property owners to re-
main in their same location within the proposed project area 
in South Fairmount or move to another site within the project 
area?
MSD will work with businesses and property owners who desire 
to stay in their same location or to move to another site within 
the proposed project area in South Fairmount.   MSD will also 
assist any property owner who wishes to relocate to another 
property elsewhere in the Lick Run watershed or outside the 
watershed. 

 The City of Cincinnati is also interested in assisting businesses 
thrive in their current location or a new location.  The City of 
Cincinnati Community Development Department  has two de-
velopment officers assisting with business retention and  
relations.

Please see questions 27 and 28 for additional information.  

25.  Who should a property owner contact regarding selling 
property or staying in the same location?
For questions about selling your property or staying in the 
same location, please contact the MSD acquisition  
representative, Ms. Beth Sutherland at:   (513) 244-1340 or  
beth.sutherland@cincinnati-oh.gov.   

26.  If a  business relies heavily on the cheap rent and high 
traffic volume that can be found in South Fairmount, how will 
MSD compensate property owners for this loss?
Properties being considered for purchase will be appraised by 
a third-party, independent appraiser using fair market value.  
The value of commercial properties will include the impact of 
its location and traffic volumes.

27.  Who is responsible for the relocation of businesses,  
property owners and tenants?
MSD is handling the relocation of qualified businesses, property 
owners and tenants through the federal Uniform Relocation Act 
(URA) in terms of providing comparable replacement locations or 
housing , housing/rental assistance payments and move payments.  

For additional information, please contact the MSD relocation  
representative, Ms. Brenda Brown, at (513) (513) 557-7184 or 
brenda. brown@cincinnati-oh.gov.

28.  What is the role is the City of Cincinnati’s Community Devel-
opment department?
The City’s Community Development Department  is interested in 
seeing local businesses thrive in their current location or a new 
location within the City of Cincinnati.  

The department can offer incentives, grants and financing tools.

For more information, please contact development officers  
Markiea Gore at (513) 352-6146 or Markiea.Gore@cincinnati-oh.
gov  or Sam Stephens at (513) 352-6251 or Samuel.stephens@
cincinnati-oh.gov.

29.  What will MSD do with the property it has purchased if the 
project is not approved?
As mentioned in the answer to Question #9, MSD is committed 
to a source control solution in Lick Run.  If the U.S. EPA does not 
approve the Lick Run Alternative as part of Project Groundwork, 
MSD would still look to undertake source control, but could only 
accomplish it over much longer timelines and only as limited  
resources would allow. 

Purchased property would be used for either short/long term  
solutions, as well as for construction staging and implementation.   

Any excess property not needed for a project could also be  
publicly resold. 

30.  How many properties does MSD currently own (title  
transferred to MSD)?
As of May 20, 2011, MSD currently owns 21 properties (comprised 
of 26 tax parcels) between Queen City and Westwood avenues in 
South Fairmount east of White Street.  
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31.  How will the properties be maintained after MSD acquires 
them?
Each property and its needs will be evaluated on a case-by-case 
basis.  Once property is acquired, it will be secured by boarding 
all windows and doors to prevent unauthorized access.  MSD will 
be responsible for property maintenance, including lawn mowing, 
trash and debris removal.   

MSD will be posting signs on all buildings it has acquired notify-
ing the public to keep out of the building.   The Cincinnati Police 
Department has been working with MSD and is committed to 
providing surveillance on these properties.  

Please contact the Cincinnati Police Department, District 3, at 
513-263-8300 to report any crime in the area or suspected illegal 
activity.  

Please contact Ms. Brenda Brown, the MSD Property Management 
Specialist, at (513) 557-7184 to report any issues regarding  
property maintenance.

32.  Is MSD going to demolish structures on purchased  
properties?
Each property and its needs will be evaluated on a case-by-
case basis.   Prior to any demolition, MSD will conduct all  
applicable environmental, archeological and historical reviews.  
In the interest of public safety, buildings will be secured and 
may be torn down soon after acquisition pending the outcome 
of applicable reviews.   MSD will grade and reseed all proper-
ties where buildings have been razed.   

A notification letter will be sent out to adjacent property  
owners and community leaders about two to three weeks prior 
to any demolitions.

33.  Is there any requirement for residents to keep a basic 
structural appearance for their property after the project is 
complete?
Currently, there is no requirement for structural appearances 
of any existing buildings.   Any properties that remain after the 
project is completed will be required to adhere to existing  
zoning or other property codes required by the City of  
Cincinnati.

34.  Is there any cost for a property owner who elects to stay 
put in spite of the Lick Run Alternative moving forward?
Any properties that are not impacted by the project can 
continue to be used as they are today. There are no additional 
costs anticipated for such property owners as a result of the 
Lick Run Alternative.

35.  Is the City of Cincinnati fire station in South Fairmount 
being considered for closure due to the Lick Run Alternative 
project?
Please contact the City of Cincinnati Fire Department for this 
information at (513) 352-6220.   

36.  What are opportunities for public involvement?
Over the next year, MSD anticipates holding three separate 
public design workshops (anticipated in ~July 2011, ~October 
2011 and ~February 2012) to explore and define the proposed 
stormwater conveyance project in South Fairmount.  The exact 
dates and times will be well publicized in the community and 
on the Lick Run website (www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun).

In addition, an MSD representative would be happy to meet 
with you or present to your organization to answer questions 
and address concerns.  To schedule a presentation or meeting, 
please contact Ms. MaryLynn Lodor at (513) 244-5535 or  
marylynn.lodor@cincinnati-oh.gov.  

37.  Does MSD plan to put information about the Lick Run 
Alternative on a web site?
Information regarding this project is located at  
www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun.  This website will be  
periodically updated with new information as the project  
progresses. 

Need More Information?
If you would like to ask additional questions, please submit 

them to MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov  

or contact Ms. MaryLynn Lodor at (513) 244-5535 or  
MaryLynn.Lodor@cincinnati-oh.gov.

5
as of 5-20-11
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Frequently Asked Questions about the 
Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy

1.  Have the project costs for the Lick Run Alternative 
doubled?
No.  In August 2010, the construction cost developed for the 
Lick Run Alternative was estimated to be approximately $130 
million.  In order to make an apples-to-apples comparison to 
the default solution (the tunnel), capital costs were added to 
the $130 million construction cost for a total estimated cost 
of $195 million (referenced in the study for Lick Run).  Capital 
costs include construction costs plus the costs for engineering, 
inspection, financing, right-of-way acquisition, and other capital 
related expenses. 

To say that the cost has doubled for the sustainable alternative 
project proposed for Lick Run is not accurate.  The $317 million 
project estimate not only includes the Lick Run Alternative 
but also includes projects in the West Fork and Kings Run 
watersheds, as well as the real-time control facility in the Bloody 
Run watershed. 

2.  Why has the cost estimate for the tunnel changed 
from the original estimate?
At the direction of the USEPA, the default tunnel solution was 
conceptualized in the final Wet Weather Improvement Plan 
(WWIP) as a default planning level conceptual solution.  All 
parties (the Regulators, Hamilton County, City of Cincinnati and 
MSD) knew the default tunnel solution cost was a conceptual 
planning estimate, and that it was developed without any field 
engineering or analysis undertaken to inform the conceptual 
cost.  This approach is standard practice on capital improvement 
projects of this magnitude as it reduces the cost for ratepayers 
of an initial detailed analysis that may not be relevant as the 
project advances and the concepts are revised. 

3.  What if the original project cost exceeds 
community affordability?
Because of the concern about potential costs, the Regulators, 
City of Cincinnati and Hamilton County negotiated “triggers” 
within the Consent Decree that could provide more time or other 
modifications should the costs exceed the original estimate.  

As part of the Lower Mill Creek study outlined in the final WWIP, 
the Consent Decree allows for an examination of alternatives 
to the default tunnel through a three-year study which include 
refinements to the planning level costs.  As part of this study, an 
updated default “grey” solution was developed and designed 
to nearly 60% level of detail based on detailed field engineering 
that provided a more accurate assessment of the project 
realities.  The design was developed to achieve a significant 
volume reduction of the combined sewer overflows (CSOs) 
within the Lower Mill Creek in order to achieve the goals of the 
final WWIP.  All of these changes resulted in the updated cost 
estimate.

4.  Will this project the Lower Mill Creek Partial 
Remedy meet the Consent Decree requirements?
Yes, any Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy (LMCPR) will comply 
and meet requirements under the final WWIP and Consent 
Decree. 

5.  Will the proposed solutions for the project meet 
water quality standards?
Any LMCPR will comply and meet requirements under the final 
WWIP and Consent Decree to comply with the Clean Water 
Act.   Under the Clean Water Act, water quality standards apply 
to streams, not projects.  The statement referenced from the 
presentation to the City of Cincinnati, “Any approach the co-
defendants pursue will NOT achieve the fecal coliform standard,” 
refers to the fact that after a ¾-inch rainstorm, the Mill Creek as 
it enters Hamilton County does not meet the bacteria standard - 
regardless of any impact or improvement to the MSD combined 
system.  The bottom line?  Even if all the CSOs were removed, 
the Mill Creek would still not meet the bacteria (fecal coliform) 
standards because the standard is being exceeded at the county 
line, well upstream of the first overflow. 

6.  How does MSD determine where to invest 
resources?
MSD is committed to improving public health and the 
environment.  With compliance with the Consent Decree and 
final WWIP, MSD is committed to finding the most cost-effective 
solutions for its ratepayers.  MSD conducts detailed engineering 
and technical analysis, and considers USEPA’s integrated 
approach to work with partners to identify those cost-effective 
solutions. 

7.  How are project costs being covered – who is 
paying for this?
MSD is committed to ensuring that MSD ratepayers only pay 
for MSD responsibilities.  MSD is collaborating with multiple 
governmental, nonprofit and other entities to find the best 
and lowest cost to achieve compliance.  The complexity of 
“integrated” solutions requires continual engagement with 
multiple agencies across Hamilton County and the City of 
Cincinnati to ensure parks, roadways, community development, 
and other issues are integrated properly.  MSD has worked 
diligently to track costs and account for them in good faith.
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8.  How is MSD addressing historical and cultural 
issues under the proposed Lick Run Alternative 
concept?
Historical and cultural issues have been an important area 
of focus in MSD’s efforts to-date on developing the Lick Run 
Alternative concept.  MSD has had discussions with its citizen 
advisory committee (the Communities of the Future Advisory 
Committee or CFAC), and federal agencies.  Community 
members have also provided input, as historical and cultural 
issues were prominently featured in the three community 
design workshops where input was solicited from the South 
Fairmount community.  

Given the current status of the proposed project, a federal lead 
agency has not been defined for compliance with Section 106; 
Section 106 is an obligation of a federal agency to perform.  
However MSD has taken actions to initiate a process consistent 
with Section 106 regulatory standards.  This assessment 
of potential project affects on historic properties has been 
undertaken by MSD out of an abundance of due diligence and 
commitment to community input.  

In light of the fact that this stage of the project will not involve 
federal agency compliance with Section 106, MSD has decided 
to take a Best Management Practice (BMP) approach to 
cultural resource management interests.  This approach was 
developed to consider and address potential historical issues 
and move forward on decisions under an established BMP 
process so that a lead agency - should one be defined in the 
future - can review and understand project related decisions, 
including community input.

Need More Information?
Visit www.projectgroundwork.org/lowermillcreek

Contact the MSD Engineering Customer Service Line at  

(513) 557-3594 or MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov
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Project Groundwork
FAQs

1.  What is a sewer overflow?
A sewer overflow is a discharge of raw sewage mixed with 
stormwater that overflows from a sewer into local streams and 
rivers.  Overflows occur when there is too much wastewater 
for the sewer system, pump station, or treatment plants to 
handle, such as after heavy rainstorms.  To relieve pressure 
in the system and to minimize backups into homes and 
businesses, excess sewage is discharged into local waterways. 
State and federal regulations require the Metropolitan Sewer 
District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD) and sewer agencies across 
the country to reduce overflows and meet Clean Water Act 
requirements.

2.  Why are sewer overflows a concern?
Sewer overflows affect the quality of water and our quality of 
life.  They degrade our streams and rivers, can impact public 
health, and are aesthetically unpleasant.

After heavy rains, many Hamilton County streams and rivers do 
not meet Ohio state standards for recreational activities such 
as wading or swimming.  Habitat for fish and other aquatic 
organisms is also degraded.

Overflows are a main source of E. coli bacteria in local water.  If 
you swallow water with high levels of E. coli, you can become 
ill.  Raw sewage can also contain viruses and other pathogens.

Sewer overflows also often result in odors and leave unsightly 
sewer debris behind.

3. Are we required to eliminate sewer overflows?
There are different requirements for managing overflows from 
the combined sewer system and overflows from the sanitary 
sewer system.  The volume coming from combined sewer 
overflows (CSOs) in Hamilton County is much greater than 
from sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs); however, regulations 
are more stringent for SSOs since sanitary sewers are not 
supposed to release untreated sewage into the environment at 
all.  Our goal is to eliminate SSOs and significantly reduce CSOs 
by implementing affordable controls. 

4.  What is a combined sewer?
A combined sewer is a large diameter sewer that carries both 
stormwater and sanitary sewage (wastewater from your drains 
and toilets) to a treatment plant for treatment.

In Hamilton County, combined sewers are generally found in 

1

older portions of our community, like the City of Cincinnati. 
They comprise about 40% of our current sewer system and 
date back nearly 180 years in some areas.

During heavy rains, combined sewers are often filled beyond 
their capacity.  To relieve pressure on the sewer line and 
prevent widespread flooding and sewage backups into 
buildings, combined sewers were designed to overflow directly 
into local streams, creeks, and rivers through outfall structures 
known as combined sewer overflows or CSOs.  At the time they 
were built, CSOs were an acceptable way of handling excess 
flows, but their environmental impacts are now controlled 
under the present regulations of the federal Clean Water Act.

By the mid-20th century, new construction of combined sewers 
was largely discontinued in favor of separate sanitary and 
stormwater sewers.

5.  What is a sanitary sewer?
Sanitary sewers are small diameter pipes that are not designed 
to carry stormwater.  In Hamilton County, sanitary sewers are 
commonly found in newer areas of Cincinnati and suburban 
“bedroom communities” that surround the city.  Stormwater is 
handled by a separate line.

During heavy rains, however, stormwater can enter sanitary 
sewer lines through manholes, defective sewer pipes, and 
illicit connections (e.g., downspout connected directly to the 
sanitary sewer).  If the sanitary sewer line is filled beyond 
capacity, it will overflow through SSO relief structures 
(constructed as part of manholes) or through manhole lids 
into local waterways, adjacent yards, and streets. SSOs are 
considered a greater danger to public health than a CSO and, 
therefore, are not permitted under the Clean Water Act.

6.  Do other cities have sewage overflows?
Yes.  The Hamilton County community is not alone in this 
problem.  There are roughly 772 communities across the U.S. 
with aging combined sewer systems, according to the U.S. EPA.

These older, urban communities are mainly located in the 
Northeast and Great Lakes regions and the Pacific Northwest.

Like Hamilton County, many are under federal orders to resolve 
their sewer overflow issues.  Regionally, these areas include 
Northern Kentucky and Louisville, Columbus and Toledo, 
Indianapolis, Pittsburgh, and St. Louis.

Project Groundwork is a multi-year and multi-billion-dollar initiative to rebuild our sewer system and improve 
our local communities.  This fact sheet answers commonly asked questions about Project Groundwork and 
Cincinnati’s sewer system. 

222



11.  What is the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater 
Cincinnati? 
MSD manages the collection and treatment of about 184 million 
gallons of wastewater each day and actively maintains nearly 
3,000 miles of sanitary and combined sewers.  MSD currently 
operates seven major wastewater treatment plants and three 
smaller plants.  MSD serves about 231,000 customers in 43 
municipalities and townships in Hamilton County, including the 
City of Cincinnati.  MSD is committed to continually maintaining 
and improving its wastewater collection and treatment systems 
for the betterment of both public and environmental health.

12.  How can I help improve water quality?
We need you to join us in solving the problem of raw sewage 
and pollution in our waterways.  Everyone has a role: individual 
citizens, government, non-profit organizations, businesses, 
industry, and community groups.  Here’s how to help:

•	 Keep stormwater out of the sewer system whenever 
possible through the use of green infrastructure (rain 
gardens, pervious paving, green roofs, rain barrels).

•	 Keep certain materials out of your sink drains, floor drains, 
toilet, or sewers.

•	 Schedule a presentation on Project Groundwork in your 
community by contacting us at (513) 557-3594 or MSD.
Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov.  

Visit http://projectgroundwork.org/howtohelp/index.htm to 
learn more about how you can help reduce stormwater from 
entering the sewer system. 

2

7.  How much will Project Groundwork cost?
Phase 1 (2009-2018) of Project Groundwork is estimated to 
cost about $1.145 billion (in 2006 dollars).

Phase 1 includes construction of 115 projects and design of 
62 additional projects by December 30, 2018.  During Phase 
1, MSD is required to meet 109 compliance milestones for 
permitting, construction start, and construction finish dates.

The Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy is a special focus of Phase 
1, as MSD is required to eliminate a significant volume of CSOs 
from the Mill Creek by 2018.  

Phase 2 (after 2018) is estimated to cost $2.1 billion (in 2006 
dollars).  It comprised of about 256 construction projects 
across Hamilton County.

8.  How much are my rates going to go up?
MSD expects sewer rates will continue to rise over the life of 
Project Groundwork.  We will work to limit increases as much as 
possible.  But, predicting rates five years from now — much less 15 
or 20 years from now — is difficult.  There is a lot of uncertainty. 
The economy, construction costs, the size of our customer base 
and inflation all are question marks.  However, we will constantly 
look for the best solutions at the fairest price, keeping your safety 
— as well as your pocketbook — in mind.

9.  What are Consent Decrees?
Because resolving sewer overflows is a long-term project and 
can be very expensive, MSD began negotiating with the U.S. 
EPA, the U.S. Department of Justice and the State of Ohio 
in 1997 to develop an overflow reduction plan that would be 
supported by the government but also affordable for local 
ratepayers. This process resulted in a Global Consent Decree, 
which is an agreement among all parties about what will be 
accomplished and when, and is enforced and monitored by a 
federal judge.

10.  When will you start to fix overflows?
We have already begun.  MSD has been concerned about 
overflows for several decades and has been continually 
improving the sewer system to keep raw sewage out of our 
waterways.  As of January 2012, we have eliminated 82% of 
our SSOs, and CSOs have been reduced by 880 million gallons.   
We have invested more than $549 million to improve our 
infrastructure.
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Newsletter Articles
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A-3:  Community Engagement Materials

Media Advisories and Press Releases
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www.msdgc.org 
www.projectgroundwork.org 
 

Every day, the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD) protects the public’s health and the environment through 
professional water reclamation and watershed management.  As we collect and treat more than 180 million gallons of sewage daily 
from 43 municipalities, villages, and townships in Greater Cincinnati through 3,000 miles of sanitary or combined sewers, MSD serves 
you with honesty, integrity, accountability, and respect. 

Media Contact: Cassandra Hillary/513-244-5133 
Cassandra.Hillary@cincinnati-oh.gov 

 
The 
Metropolitan 
Sewer District 
of Greater 
Cincinnati 
(MSD) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1600 Gest Street 
Cincinnati, Ohio 
45204 

 

MSD TO HOST THIRD COMMUNITY DESIGN WORKSHOP  
 

Cincinnati (February 21, 2012) - MSD is hosting its third Lick Run Community Design 

Workshop on Thursday, February 23, 2012.   

 

This workshop is the third in a series of three designed to gather public input on the 

proposed Lick Run Alternative project, a storm sewer separation project that would 

eliminate about 800 million gallons of combined sewer overflows (CSOs) annually in 

the Lick Run watershed. 

 

At the meeting, participants will be asked to view and provide input on a preliminary 

Lick Run Master Plan, which contains a preliminary design concept for an urban 

waterway in South Fairmount.  

 

The meeting will be held from 6:00 – 9:00 p.m. at the Orion Academy in South 

Fairmount, located at 1798 Queen City Avenue, Cincinnati, OH  45214.   

 

No RSVPs are necessary, and you do not need to have attended either of the 

previous workshops to attend this one. 

  

The Lick Run watershed includes portions of South Fairmount, East and West Price Hill 

and Westwood. 

 

For more information about the Lick Run project, please visit 

www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun. You can also call the MSD Engineering 

Customer Service Line at (513) 557-3594 or email MSD.Communications@cincinnati-

oh.gov. 
 
 

### 
 

 

February 21, 2012 
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Video stills from Project Groundwork and Lick Run videos
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Video Stills of Project Groundwork Video
located at www.projectgroundwork.org
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Video Stills of Lick Run Video
located at www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun
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Interactive Kiosk:  Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process
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Posters from Public Meetings 
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KINGS RUN: WHAT’S THE ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION?
MSD is currently evaluating the use of “alternative” source control solutions in the Kings Run sub-watershed to reduce CSO overflow volume by approximately 230 
million gallons in a typical year, based on a Phase 1 alternative.

Existing Sanitary Sewer

Existing Storm Sewer

Existing Combined Sewer

Proposed Separation Drainage (CSO 217)

Proposed Detention Basin

Proposed Storage Tank

Proposed Separation Drainage (CSO 483)

Proposed Detention Basin Drainage

Proposed Combined Sewer

Potential Phased Stream Restoration

Proposed Sanitary Sewer

Proposed Storm Sewer

Phase 2 Treatment/Storage

Legend

Kings Run Sub-Watershed: Overview of Proposed Source Control Solutions

Source Control Solutions
Source control solutions under consideration in the Kings Run sub-watershed include:

• Construct Stormwater Detention Basins (Pond 1, Pond 2, Pond 3)
 - Take advantage of separate storm sewers and natural wooded ravines to intercept stormwater  

 runoff, store it in existing low points, and bleed it back into the combined sewer system at a   
 reduced rate.

   

  Benefits: Reduced CSO volume in a typical year; Greater control of rainfall events; Reduced    
 combined sewer storage or treatment in the Phase 2 future project 

  

• Separate Storm and Sanitary Flows
 - Separate Gray Road Landfill runoff from the combined sewer system with a new storm sewer  

 crossing Winton Road.
 - Install storm sewer on Winton Road, Kings Run Road, and Winton Ridge Road.
 - Install new combined sewer along Kings Run Road and convert 14’x 8’ existing sewer to storm  

 only with direct discharge to Mill Creek.
     

     Benefits: Reduced CSO volume in a typical year; Greater control of rainfall events; Reduced    
 combined sewer storage or treatment in Phase 2 

   

• Improve Development Detention Basin (Pond 4)
 - Maximize available volume for increased control of discharge to Kings Run Stream.
 - Incorporate stormwater quality measures to treat runoff prior to discharge to Kings Run Stream.
     

     Benefits: Mitigation of downstream erosion; Improved stream quality
   

• Phased Stream Restoration
 - Modify stream at CSO 217 outfall to stabilize banks, minimize future erosion, and improve    

 conveyance of CSO discharge downstream.
 - Consider additional stream restoration of Kings Run Stream for implementation after      

 construction of Phase 2 infrastructure.
     

     Benefits: Stabilization of adjacent property; Improved stormwater quality, stream habitat, and  
 local aesthetics

KINGS RUN
SUB-WATERSHED

KINGS RUN
SUB-WATERSHED

LUDLOW RUN
SUB-WATERSHED

LUDLOW RUN
SUB-WATERSHED
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WEST FORK: WHAT’S THE ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION?
MSD is currently evaluating the use of alternative source control solutions in the West Fork watershed to reduce or eliminate a number of CSOs.

Stormwater

Underflow to
Treatment Plant

CSO

Proposed SystemExisting System

Underflow to
Treatment Plant

CSO

River/Stream

Proposed Detention / Storage

West Fork Watershed BoundaryProposed Interceptor

Proposed Sanitary Sewer

Proposed Stream Restoration

Proposed Open Channel

Proposed Storm Sewer

Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO)

Legend

West Fork Watershed: Overview of Proposed Source Control Solutions

Goals of a Source Control Solution
The goals of a source control solution are to: 

Reduce the volume of CSOs at a cost potentially less per gallon 
as compared to traditional CSO technologies, 

Improve water quality, and

Provide a potential community benefit

MSD’s proposed source control solution for the West Fork watershed 
is an investment in new infrastructure that will help to reduce CSOs 
and reduce flooding along West Fork Creek.

1

2

3

Source Control Solutions
Source control solutions under consideration include:

• Installing separate storm sewers
 (to remove stormwater from the combined sewer by constructing a dedicated 

stormwater sewer line)

• Constructing open channels
 (to remove stormwater from the combined sewer by constructing a dedicated open 

conveyance)

• Constructing stormwater detention basins

• Restoring portions of West Fork Creek into a naturalized waterway
 and floodplain

Summary of Wet Weather Volume
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River/Stream

Bloody Run Watershed BoundaryProposed Detention

Proposed Storm SewerCombined Sewer Overflow (CSO)

RTC

Legend

Bloody Run Watershed: Overview of Proposed Source Control Solutions

BLOODY RUN: WHAT’S THE ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION?BLOODY RUN: WHAT S THE ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION?

Source Control Solutions
Source control solutions under consideration in Bloody Run include:

• Installing separate storm sewers
 (to remove stormwater from the combined sewer by constructing a dedicated 
 stormwater sewer)
   

• Constructing a large-scale detention basin with water quality
 features
   

• Constructing a Real Time Control (RTC) facility in the combined 
 sewer 
   

• Constructing green streets that enhance performance of
  stormwater separation 
   

• Restoring portions of Bloody Run Creek

MSD is currently evaluating the use of alternative source control solutions in the Bloody Run Watershed to reduce annual CSO volume.

Goals of a Source Control Solution
The goals of a source control solution are to: 

Reduce the volume of CSOs at a cost potentially less per gallon 
as compared to traditional CSO technologies, 

Improve water quality, and

Provide a potential community benefit

MSD’s proposed source control solution for the Bloody Run 
watershed is an investment in new infrastructure that will reduce 
CSOs, improve water quality, and provide a potential community 
benefit.

1

2

3

Underflow to
Treatment Plant

CSO

Existing System Proposed System

Stormwater

Underflow to
Treatment Plant

CSO

Summary of Wet Weather Volume
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A-3:  Community Engagement Materials

3D Model of Lick Run Watershed
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A-4:  Project Website

Project Groundwork Screen Shot
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Project Groundwork In Your Community

To improve the quality of our lives — through cleaner
streams, improved protection of public health, and
enhancements to the communities where we work, live, and
play — Hamilton County, Ohio is embarking on one of the
largest public works projects in its 200-plus year history.

Called Project Groundwork, this major initiative is designed to:

Reduce or eliminate sewage overflows into local rivers
and streams and sewage backups into basements.

Benefit Hamilton County communities through
environmentally, socially, and economically sustainable
solutions to these current problems; and

Revitalize the economy through creation of jobs and
growth opportunities for local businesses.

Project Groundwork is your program. It's an investment in
your community for generations to come.

Projects

For information on specific Project Groundwork intiatives,
please select from the list below:

Choose a project

Reports

Several reports of interest are available from the list below,
with the most recent items first. For more reports on Project
Groundwork activities, please visit the Reporting page.

Choose a report

Project Groundwork Partners

The Project Groundwork Partners program recognizes our
vital partners in developing solutions to the sewer
infrastructure challenges faced by our community. Read
more...

Communities of the Future

What's New?

NEW: Visit the Lower Mill Creek page to
find out the latest information on the
Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy, MSD's
plan for substantially reducing combined
sewer overflows (CSOs) into the Mill
Creek by 2018.

NEW: Reaffirmation of MSD's

Commitment to Water Quality

Green Roof Loan Program

USEPA Partnership for Sustainable

Communities Report

RECR8OhioRiver: iPhone App and

Website

In the News (links to news sites)

Executive Director Discusses Lower

Mill Creek Partial Remedy on Local
12 Newsmakers

MSD Executive Director Tony Parrott
appeared on Local 12 Newsmakers with
Dan Hurley Sunday, August 19, 2012.
They discussed the potential solutions to
address Combined Sewer Overflows
(CSOs) in the Mill Creek.

Project Groundwork Featured on

WVXU's Impact Cincinnati

MSD’s efforts to develop sustainable
solutions to watershed management were
the focus of WVXU's Impact Cincinnati
broadcast on February 23, 2012.

Want to Learn More?

Explore the issue in more detail on the
"Problem" page, or, to schedule a
presentation on Project Groundwork in
your community, please contact us at
(513) 557-3594 or
MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov.

PROBLEM | SOLUTION | PROJECTS | HOW TO HELP | FAQ | COMMUNITY BENEFITS | CONTACT US
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Lower Mill Creek Watershed

The Lower Mill Creek Watershed covers
approximately 40,000 acres (62.5 square miles)
in the heart of Hamilton County. (Click image for
larger view.)

The Lower Mill Creek watershed, which drains into the Mill
Creek, contributes more than half of the billions of gallons that
overflow annually from combined sewers across Hamilton
County.

Under Project Groundwork, MSD will eliminate a substantial
volume1 of these combined sewer overflows (CSOs) from the
Lower Mill Creek Watershed by 2018 (during Phase 1 of
MSD's Consent Decree).

Potential Solutions

To achieve this goal, we are evaluating potential solutions,
including:

Traditional "Grey" Alternative: This includes a deep,
underground storage tunnel, pump station and
enhanced high-rate treatment facility to capture and
treat CSOs.

Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative: This solution seeks to
control CSOs by primarily focusing on reducing the
amount of stormwater entering combined sewers during
heavy rains. Examples of sustainable solutions include
new storm sewers, stormwater detention or retention
basins, and restoration of existing or defunct streams.

We have been focusing on sustainable stormwater solutions
in the following watersheds:

Lick Run

Kings Run

Bloody Run

West Fork

Map of Lower Mill Creek Watershed

What's New?

NEW: MSD Recommendation for

Lower Mill Creek Solution

On September 26, 2012, MSD
recommended a sustainable/hybrid
solution for substantially reducing
combined sewer overflows (CSOs) into
the Mill Creek by 2018 to the Hamilton
County Board of County Commissioners
and City Council. The Commissioners are
now sponsoring public hearings and a
public comment period on the Lower Mill
Creek Partial Remedy (LCMPR). To learn
more, please download the documents
below:

MSD Recommendation Report,
September 26, 2012

MSD PowerPoint presentations at
the four Hamilton County public
hearings

NEW: Responses to Questions from

Lower Mill Creek Town Halls

Responses to questions asked verbally or
in writing during the MSD-sponsored
community "town halls" on the LMCPR on
August 16 and 23, 2012.

NEW: LMCPR Community Outreach

Report to City and County (9 MB

File)

Compilation of verbal public comments,
written public comments, and exit surveys
received during MSD's public comment
period on the LMCPR (June 26 -
September 4, 2012).

NEW: Reaffirmation of MSD's

Commitment to Water Quality

NEW: Technical Evaluation and

Analysis of Lower Mill Creek

Solutions

List of extensive evaluation and analysis
used to evaluate potential "grey" and
"sustainable/hybrid" solutions to
substantially reduce combined sewer
overflows (CSOs) into the Mill Creek by
2018.

NEW: Frequently Asked Questions

on Lower Mill Creek Solutions

Get the facts on the Lower Mill Creek
Partial Remedy (LMCPR). Learn about
project costs, compliance with the Clean
Water Act and more in the LMCPR FAQs.

NEW: Sustainable Watershed

PROBLEM | SOLUTION | PROJECTS | HOW TO HELP | FAQ | COMMUNITY BENEFITS | CONTACT US
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Proposed Sewer Improvements in the Lick

Run Watershed

The Lick Run watershed is home to Combined Sewer
Overflow (CSO) 5, the largest CSO in Hamilton County.

Every year, about 1.7 billion gallons of raw sewage - mixed
with stormwater - overflow from CSO 5 into the Mill Creek. Of
that total, less than 25% is sewage - the rest comes from
stormwater and what used to be natural stream flow.

The Lick Run watershed covers about 2,700 acres on
Cincinnati's west side. It includes Cincinnati's South
Fairmount neighborhood and portions of East and West Price
Hill and Westwood.

The watershed was named after a stream that once ran
between Queen City and Westwood avenues and discharged
into Mill Creek.

The stream was enclosed within the 19.5-foot-diameter Lick
Run combined sewer, which runs under 3,700 feet of streets
and buildings in South Fairmount.

Today, a combination of wastewater, natural drainage and
stormwater enters the Lick Run combined sewer, located
between Queen City and Westwood avenues.

During dry weather, the flow is conveyed to the Mill Creek
treatment plant in Lower Price Hill where it is treated.

When it rains, the Lick Run combined sewer can become
filled beyond its capacity. Excess flow is diverted - untreated -
through the CSO 5 outfall to the Mill Creek.

MSD is currently evaluating potential sewer improvements in
this watershed to reduce the overflows.

For more information on this proposed project, please visit the
links in the left margin.

Project Groundwork

Project Groundwork is MSD's plan for reducing and
eliminating sewer overflows into local creeks and rivers.

The Lick Run Alternative is part of Project Groundwork.

To find out more about the challenges of combined sewer
overflows (CSOs) and sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs) and
to learn about Project Groundwork solutions and benefits,

Watch the Lick Run and

Communities of the Future

Video!

Community Involvement

Click a headline for more information.

NEW: County Hearings and

Comment Period

The Hamilton County Commissioners are
sponsoring four public hearings and a
public comment period on the Lower Mill
Creek Partial Remedy (LMCPR), starting
Wednesday, September 26, 2012 (view
the public notice):

11:30 a.m. Wednesday, September
26, 2012 in the Commission
Chambers, 138 E. Court Street,
Room 605, Cincinnati, OH 45202

11:30 a.m. Wednesday, October 3,
2012 in the Commission Chambers

• 5:30 p.m. Monday, October 8, 2012
at the MSD Administration Building,
1081 Woodrow Street, Room 104,
Cincinnati, OH 45204

11:30 a.m. Wednesday, October 10,
2012 in the Commission Chambers

The Commissioners will accept verbal
and written comments at the hearings.

The Commission's public comment period
will open on September 26, 2012 and
close on October 26, 2012.

For more information on the Lower Mill
Creek Partial Remedy, visit the Lower Mill
Creek Watershed Home Page.

NEW:  Daylighting of Saw Mill River

(links to New York Times article
about project similar to Lick Run
alternative)

NEW: Lick Run Master Plan — May

2012

Great American Cleanup — April 21,
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Proposed Sewer Improvements in the Kings

Run Watershed

The Kings Run Watershed covers more than 2,200 acres in
western Hamilton County and includes two sub-watersheds:
Kings Run and Ludlow Run.

The Kings Run sub-watershed overlaps the Cincinnati
neighborhoods of College Hill, Spring Grove Village and
Winton Hills, as well as a small part of Springfield Township.
The Ludlow Run sub-watershed overlaps College Hill,
Northside, Spring Grove Village and a small portion of Winton
Hills. The sub-watersheds were named after the Ludlow Run
and Kings Run streams, which transport natural drainage and
stormwater runoff to the Mill Creek, a tributary of the Ohio
River.

During dry weather, the combined sewer system in this
watershed conveys sewage and natural drainage and
stormwater to an interceptor sewer and from there to the Mill
Creek Wastewater Treatment plant in Lower Price Hill.

When it rains, the combined sewer system can become filled
beyond its capacity and overflow.  The overflow is diverted–
untreated–through nine separate CSO outfalls into either
Ludlow Run, Kings Run or directly into the Mill Creek.

Every year, about 500 million gallons of raw sewage–mixed
with stormwater and natural drainage–overflow from this
watershed.

As part of Project Groundwork, MSD is currently evaluating
sewer improvements in this watershed to reduce the
overflows.

For more information on proposed improvements in the Kings
Run Watershed, please visit the links in the left margin.

To find out more about Project Groundwork, click on the links

Community Involvement

NEW: County Hearings and

Comment Period

The Hamilton County Commissioners are
sponsoring four public hearings and a
public comment period on the Lower Mill
Creek Partial Remedy (LMCPR), starting
Wednesday, September 26, 2012 (view
the public notice):

11:30 a.m. Wednesday, September
26, 2012 in the Commission
Chambers, 138 E. Court Street,
Room 605, Cincinnati, OH 45202

11:30 a.m. Wednesday, October 3,
2012 in the Commission Chambers

• 5:30 p.m. Monday, October 8, 2012
at the MSD Administration Building,
1081 Woodrow Street, Room 104,
Cincinnati, OH 45204

11:30 a.m. Wednesday, October 10,
2012 in the Commission Chambers

The Commissioners will accept verbal
and written comments at the hearings.

The Commission's public comment period
will open on September 26, 2012 and
close on October 26, 2012.

For more information on the Lower Mill
Creek Partial Remedy, visit the Lower Mill
Creek Watershed Home Page.

Kings Run Watershed Open

House

On March 1, 2012, MSD hosted an open
house at Harmony Lodge in Spring Grove
Village to introduce Kings Run Watershed
residents to the concept of sustainable
stormwater management and to unveil the
proposed Kings Run Alternative Project
and Ludlow Run Alternative Project.
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Proposed Sewer Improvements in the West

Fork Watershed

The West Fork Watershed covers more than 6,000 acres in
western Hamilton County and includes portions of the City of
Cincinnati, City of Cheviot and Green Township. Within
Cincinnati, the watershed includes parts of seven
neighborhoods: College Hill, East Westwood, Fay
Apartments, Mt. Airy, Northside, South Cumminsville and
Westwood.

The watershed was named after the West Fork Creek, which
transports natural drainage and stormwater runoff to the Mill
Creek and from there to the Ohio River. West Fork Creek
flows naturally on the hillsides within the watershed but is
channelized (with concrete sides and bottom) in the valley
where it parallels West Fork Road. The channelized portion of
the creek is known as the West Fork Channel.

Every year, about 300 million gallons of raw sewage – mixed
with large volumes of stormwater – overflow from combined
sewers in the watershed into the West Fork Channel.
Combined sewers carry both sewage and stormwater in the
same pipe. When it rains, combined sewers can become filled
beyond their capacity and overflow. In the West Fork
Watershed, overflows are diverted - untreated - through 15
separate CSO outfalls into the West Fork Channel.

As part of Project Groundwork, MSD is currently evaluating
sewer improvements in this watershed to reduce the
overflows.

For more information on proposed improvements in the West
Fork Watershed, please visit the links in the left margin.

To find out more about Project Groundwork, click on the links
in the menu at the top.

Community Involvement

NEW: County Hearings and

Comment Period

The Hamilton County Commissioners are
sponsoring four public hearings and a
public comment period on the Lower Mill
Creek Partial Remedy (LMCPR), starting
Wednesday, September 26, 2012 (view
the public notice):

11:30 a.m. Wednesday, September
26, 2012 in the Commission
Chambers, 138 E. Court Street,
Room 605, Cincinnati, OH 45202

11:30 a.m. Wednesday, October 3,
2012 in the Commission Chambers

• 5:30 p.m. Monday, October 8, 2012
at the MSD Administration Building,
1081 Woodrow Street, Room 104,
Cincinnati, OH 45204

11:30 a.m. Wednesday, October 10,
2012 in the Commission Chambers

The Commissioners will accept verbal
and written comments at the hearings.

The Commission's public comment period
will open on September 26, 2012 and
close on October 26, 2012.

For more information on the Lower Mill
Creek Partial Remedy, visit the Lower Mill
Creek Watershed Home Page.

West Fork Watershed Open

House

On January 26, 2012, MSD hosted an
open house at the North Presbyterian
Church in Northside to introduce West
Fork Watershed residents to the concept
of sustainable stormwater management
and to unveil the proposed West Fork
Alternative Project.

More than 40 people attended the event,
which featured seven information stations
related to Project Groundwork and the
West Fork Watershed. MSD partnered
with public and private agencies to plan
and staff the event.
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Proposed Sewer Improvements in the

Bloody Run Watershed

The Bloody Run Watershed covers more than 2,200 acres in
central Hamilton County and includes portions of Amberley
Village, Columbia Township, Village of Golf Manor, the City of
Norwood and three Cincinnati neighborhoods: Bond Hill,
Pleasant Ridge and Roselawn.

The watershed was named after the historic Bloody Run
Creek that once ran through the watershed and discharged
into the Mill Creek, but was ultimately piped underground into
the combined sewer system. The creek was named after a
Native American ambush in 1794.

During dry weather, the combined sewer system conveys
sewage, natural drainage and stormwater to an interceptor
sewer and from there to the Mill Creek treatment plant in
Lower Price Hill where it is treated.  

When it rains, the combined sewer system can become filled
beyond its capacity and overflow.  The overflow is diverted–
untreated–through the CSO 181 outfall into a discharge
channel (called the Bloody Run channel) which transports the
flow to the Mill Creek.

Every year, about 600 million gallons of raw sewage–mixed
with stormwater and natural drainage–overflow into the
Bloody Run channel from CSO 181, one of MSD's largest
overflow locations.

As part of Project Groundwork, MSD is currently evaluating
sewer improvements in this watershed to reduce the
overflows.

For more information on proposed improvements in the
Bloody Run Watershed, please visit the links in the left
margin.

To find out more about Project Groundwork, click on the links
in the menu at the top.

Community Involvement

NEW: County Hearings and

Comment Period

The Hamilton County Commissioners are
sponsoring four public hearings and a
public comment period on the Lower Mill
Creek Partial Remedy (LMCPR), starting
Wednesday, September 26, 2012 (view
the public notice):

11:30 a.m. Wednesday, September
26, 2012 in the Commission
Chambers, 138 E. Court Street,
Room 605, Cincinnati, OH 45202

11:30 a.m. Wednesday, October 3,
2012 in the Commission Chambers

• 5:30 p.m. Monday, October 8, 2012
at the MSD Administration Building,
1081 Woodrow Street, Room 104,
Cincinnati, OH 45204

11:30 a.m. Wednesday, October 10,
2012 in the Commission Chambers

The Commissioners will accept verbal
and written comments at the hearings.

The Commission's public comment period
will open on September 26, 2012 and
close on October 26, 2012.

For more information on the Lower Mill
Creek Partial Remedy, visit the Lower Mill
Creek Watershed Home Page.

Bloody Run Watershed Open

House

On February 9, 2012, MSD hosted an
open house at Woodward Career
Technical High School in Bond Hill to
introduce Bloody Run Watershed
residents to the concept of sustainable
stormwater management and to unveil the
proposed Bloody Run Alternative Project.

Over 40 people attended the event, which
featured seven information sessions
related to Project Groundwork and the
Bloody Run Watershed. MSD partnered
with public and private agencies to plan
and staff the event.

Participants also learned what they can
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RESULTS OF COMMUNITY 
DESIGN WORKSHOP #1

AUGUST 11, 2011

LICK RUN WATERSHED

40%

60%

attendees live, work or own 
property in the Lick Run Watershed

attendees came from outside 
the watershed; many represented
city and county agencies.

113 people 
                  attended the workshop •  89% of respondents support 

the proposed Lick Run Alternative 
as compared to 11% who support 
the deep tunnel

•  90% of respondents felt better 
informed after attending the first 
workshop.

Exit Survey Results:
•  95% of respondents said 
they will attend the second 
workshop

(51% of attendees completed 
the exit survey.)

Major Findings from the Workshop:

•  Some of the most requested recreational amenities were safe walking and biking trails.
•  Historic architectural styles were favored over modern architectural styles for the South Fairmount community. 
•  When asked what was missing from the South Fairmount business district, popular responses included an 

    identi�able business district, a mix of restaurants, and the need for grocery stores and other basic services.

•  84% of respondents feel the proposed urban waterway in South Fairmount could bene�t the community.

On Thursday, August 11, 2011, the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati 
(MSD) hosted its first of three “Community Design Workshops” at Roberts Paideia Academy to gather

 public input on the proposed Lick Run Alternative project.  

What’s the Lick Run Alternative?
The Lick Run project is a series of underground storm 
sewers and natural, above ground waterways to 
transport stormwater and natural drainage to the 
Mill Creek. This storm sewer separation project 
would eliminate about 800 million gallons of 
combined sewer overflows (CSOs) annually.  It is 
an “alternative” to a deep, underground storage 
tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility.

The central element of this alternative project 
would be an urban waterway in South Fairmount 
between Queen City and Westwood avenues east 
of White Street. 

Focus of Community Design Workshop #1
The workshop featured an overview presentation and 
four breakout sessions designed to gather community 
input on the proposed urban waterway in South 
Fairmount and other topics related to the entire Lick 
Run watershed. Community input was collected 
through written surveys and visual preference surveys, 
which used photographs to solicit participant 
preferences on topics ranging from waterway 
characteristics to recreational opportunities. 
The results of the workshop are 
summarized inside. 

What’s Next?
Please join us on Wednesday, October 26, 2011 for the 
Lick Run Community Design Workshop #2.  The 
workshop will be held from 6:30-9:00 p.m. at Gilbert A. 
Dater Montessori (elementary school), 2840 Boudinot 
Avenue, Cincinnati, OH  45238. Attendees will review and 
discuss design concepts for the urban waterway in South 
Fairmount.  The workshop will also cover draft stormwater 
management guidelines and land development principles 
for the overall watershed.  All were developed with input 
from Community Design Workshop #1. 

The information from the first and second workshops will 
be used to prepare a preliminary draft Lick Run Master 
Plan, to be unveiled at the Lick Run Community Design 
Workshop #3, anticipated in winter 2012.  The Master 
Plan will contain the selected design concept for the 
proposed urban waterway, as well as future guidelines and 
principles for the entire watershed.   

What if I missed the first meeting?
We encourage your participation and input at any stage 
of the process.    
 

Lick Run Community Design Workshop #1
The Hillsides and Ridgetop 
Neighborhoods session 
focused on the entire 
Lick Run Watershed.

Based on a visual preference and written survey, 
respondents preferred:

•  Using rain gardens, street planters, vegetated bumpouts in 
 streets, etc. to manage stormwater throughout the watershed.

•  Preserving and responsibly managing the forested hillsides, 
 parks and open spaces in the watershed.

•  “Complete Streets” concepts with dedicated bike lanes, 
 street trees and bike racks, bus shelters and trailheads to 
 encourage alternative modes of transportation.   

•   Improved pedestrian safety.

•  Connecting different areas of the watershed through a 
 network of trails.

•  Using natural materials such as wood and stone in structures 
 and bridges throughout the watershed.

Most preferred images 
(59% participated in survey)

“Green planning should be the overall vision 
for the community.”                 

 - SOUTH FAIRMOUNT RESIDENT

Cover photo credit:  www.citrusheights.net

For more information about the Lick Run project,  visit: 
www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun. You can also contact 
MaryLynn Lodor at (513) 244-5535 or send an email to 
MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov.

Breakout Session Survey Results:
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The Open Space Corridor 
session focused on the 
proposed urban waterway 
in South Fairmount 
between Queen City and 
Westwood avenues east of 
White Street.

The Community Core 
session focused on the 
South Fairmount business 
district.

The Historic Fabric session 
focused on historical and 
cultural resources in the 
community.

“Make Lick Run beautiful and exciting and bring it 
into a very urban setting, where many people can 
enjoy it.”

- CITIZEN EMPLOYED IN SOUTH FAIRMOUNT

“Historic buildings are important, but it is also about the 
people, the culture.”

- CITIZEN’S COMMENT DURING BREAK-OUT SESSION DISCUSSIONS

Based on a visual preference and written survey, 
respondents preferred:

•  A natural-looking waterway that fits in with an urban 
 neighborhood and encourages community interaction.

•  Water quality features such as rain gardens and 
 ponds to be integrated with the urban waterway to 
 improve water quality.
 
•  Mini-waterfalls, pools and riffles in the waterway.

•  Open gathering spaces along the waterway that allow for 
 passive recreation (e.g., picnicking) and for community 
 events.  

•   Assortment of recreational opportunities along the 
 waterway with an emphasis on bike and pedestrian trails.

Based on a visual preference and written survey, 
respondents preferred:

•  Historical and traditional architecture.

•  Mix of residential homes, businesses, schools, churches, etc.

•  Reusing existing buildings where possible.

•  Including basic services (e.g., grocery store, pharmacy) in 
 the business district.
 
•  Small, green areas for civic spaces and common areas for 
 community events.

•  Mix of on-street parking and surface parking lots between 
 buildings.

•  Improved street lighting and safer sidewalks and crosswalks.

•  3 to 4-story buildings with wide sidewalks and public 
 gathering spaces.

    Note: Nearly all respondents said existing traffic patterns 
    would need to change for the business district to be successful.

Respondents were asked to identify places of local 
cultural and historical signi�cance in South Fairmount.    
The properties identi�ed below were selected by two or 
more people:

“Focus on destinations, safety, walkability, local 
foods and community amenities.”

- SOUTH FAIRMOUNT RESIDENT

 
Cincinnati & Westwood Railroad
Panther Athletic Complex
C&O Railroad
San Antonio Church
Central Fairmount School
St. Francis Court Apartments
Vitt & Sterner Funeral Home
Orion Academy
Row Houses on Westwood
South Fairmount Recreation Area
Water Works Pumping Station
St. Clair Park
Theodore Roosevelt School
Lunkenheimer Factory
Western Hills Viaduct 

MSD is currently working with the Ohio Historic Preservation 
Office and other public agencies to identify and mitigate 
project effects to historic properties in the South Fairmount 
area.  MSD is also conducting extensive review and gaining 
public input prior to deciding upon the need for demolitions.
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Most preferred images 
(66% participated in survey)

Most preferred images
(73% participated in survey)

Most frequently identi�ed historic 
buildings in South Fairmount
(44% participated in survey)
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RESULTS OF COMMUNITY INPUT

COMMUNITY DESIGN WORKSHOP #2

LICK RUN WATERSHED

OCTOBER 26, 2011

What’s the Lick Run Alternative?
The Lick Run project is a series of underground storm 
sewers and natural, above ground waterways to 
transport stormwater and natural drainage to the Mill 
Creek.  This storm sewer separation project would 
eliminate about 800 million gallons of combined sewer 
overflows (CSOs) annually.  It is an “alternative” to a 
deep, underground storage tunnel and enhanced 
high-rate treatment facility.

The central element of this alternative project would 
be an urban waterway in South Fairmount between 
Queen City and Westwood avenues east of White 
Street. 

The information from the first and second workshops 
will be used to prepare a preliminary Lick Run Master 
Plan, to be unveiled at the Lick Run Community Design 
Workshop #3, anticipated in February 2012.  The 
Master Plan will contain the refined design concept for 
the proposed urban waterway, as well as future  
guidelines and principles for the entire Lick Run 
watershed.

We encourage your participation and input at any stage 
in the process.  

The workshop featured an overview presentation and 
small group work sessions to review and discuss design 
concepts for the proposed urban waterway in South 
Fairmount.  The workshop also covered transportation 
network opportunities, green planning principles and 
trail network opportunities.  All were developed with 
input from Community Design Workshop #1.  The 
results of Community Design Workshop #2 are   
summarized inside.

What’s Next?

What if I missed the first two meetings?

Additional InformationFocus of Community Design Workshop #2

Small Groups Work Session Feedback:

Exit Survey Results:

Lick Run Community Design Workshop #2

On Wednesday, October 26, 2011, the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati
 (MSD) hosted its second of three “Community Design Workshops” at  Gilbert A. Dater Montessori to 

gather public input on the proposed Lick Run Alternative project.

43%

20%

63%

37%

 78% of respondents support the 
proposed Lick Run Alternative, 
compared to 16% who support the 
deep tunnel and 6% who are unsure. 
(54% of attendees responded to this question)

 54% of respondents attended the 
first workshop. (58% of attendees responded)

 89% of respondents felt better 
informed after attending the 
second workshop. (60% of attendees 
responded)

 98% of respondents said they 
will attend the third workshop.  
(54% of attendees responded)

• The urban waterway should provide ecological benefits, wildlife habitat, and opportunities for environmental education.
• The Neighborhood/Business Zone should promote a walkable, mixed-use business district by improving pedestrian safety and addressing 

concerns about high-speed traffic through the corridor.
• Future plans for civic spaces and the urban waterway should place public safety and long-term maintenance as high priorities.
• Near and long-term transportation improvements should focus on improving pedestrian safety and addressing traffic and parking issues.

93 people

Common Concerns

For more information about the Lick Run Project, visit: 
www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun.  You can also 
contact MaryLynn Lodor at (513) 244-5335 or send an 
e-mail to MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov.

Major Findings from the Workshop:

attendees live, work or own property 
in the Lick Run Watershed

attendees came from outside the 
watershed; many represented city and 
county agencies

20%20%

43%43%
from South Fairmountfrom South Fairmount

from rest of from rest of 

watershedwatershed

How will MSD address the short- and long-
term maintenance needs of proposed urban 
waterway and civic spaces?
Through Project Groundwork, MSD has begun planning 
and designing sustainable solutions to CSO reduction.  
Some of these projects use innovative techniques to 
remove stormwater and natural drainage from the 
combined system by creating conveyance systems that 
could also serve as community amenities.  MSD 
understands the community’s concern for maintenance 
of the conveyance systems and public spaces that may 
result from the Lick Run alternative.  MSD is working 
closely with Cincinnati Parks and the Cincinnati 
Recreation Commission to plan for and provide 
maintenance needs through these public agencies.

How are the needs of local businesses being 
addressed in the planning process?
Local businesses have been an active part of the 
dialogue in the South Fairmount community for more 
than a year.  MSD regularly meets with the South 
Fairmount Business Association, and has facilitated 
bringing representatives from the Small Business 
Administration and SCORE (a non-profit that offers small 
businesses confidential business counseling services at 
no charge) to the SFBA meetings as well.  In addition, the 
City of Cincinnati Community Development Department 
has committed two development officers to assist 
businesses in South Fairmount with their needs.

What does the Lick Run Alternative have 
to do with transportation? How will 
transportation improvements be decided?  
The concepts presented at Community Design Workshop 
#2 highlighted the central importance of transportation 
planning to the long-term outcomes of the Lick Run 
Alternative project. The transportation network 
opportunities presented at Community Design 
Workshop #2 were concepts only, and were developed to 
help the community more clearly understand the 
potential short- and long-term opportunities in the Lick 
Run Watershed that may be achieved through public 
partnerships and private investments. The concepts will 
continue to go through additional analysis, review, and 
refinement by MSD and partner agencies.

attended the workshop
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• The beginning of the urban waterway should provide ecological 
benefits (e.g., water quality features) and wildlife habitat, while 
incorporating opportunities for environmental education.

• Public uses (e.g., parking areas, trail networks, gateways) should be 
safe and well-maintained.

• Civic amenities could include greenspaces, gathering areas, biking 
facilities, trailhead parking, and Metro access.

• The urban waterway should be narrow with green spaces and retaining 
walls on both sides and should complement the surrounding urban 
environment.

 
• The urban waterway should contain natural stone, vegetation, and 

in-stream features (e.g., pools and riffles) to improve water quality.

• The Neighborhood/Business Zone should promote a walkable, 
mixed-use business district by improving pedestrian safety and 
addressing concerns about high-speed traffic through the corridor. 

• Civic amenities could include a pedestrian walkway north of the urban 
waterway, complementary on-street/off-street parking areas, and a 
multipurpose trail south of the urban waterway. These amenities should 
connect people with the urban waterway, where possible, and enhance 
the pedestrian experience of the open space network.

• The urban waterway should vary in width and meander through a 
well-vegetated floodplain.

• The location of a large-scale water quality feature (e.g., a lake and/or 
wetland) should make a dramatic statement by 

 strengthening neighborhood identity and pride, and serving 
 as a visual anchor for visitors entering the corridor.

• A more celebrated, concentrated recreation area should build upon 
existing facilities and allow for a variety of activity zones.

• Civic amenities could include additional amenities like multi-purpose 
trails, trailheads, access to the future Mill Creek Greenway Trail, sports 
fields, and civic gathering spaces.

• The Neighborhood/Business Zone should strive to balance the business 
district in the Narrow Channel Zone with well-integrated recreation 
areas, business areas, and community spaces.

 Near-term transportation improvements should focus on improving 
pedestrian safety and addressing concerns about high-speed traffic 
through the corridor.

 Long-term transportation opportunities could convert Westwood 
Avenue to an “Ecological Parkway” and Queen City Avenue to a two-way, 
community-oriented roadway conducive to a pedestrian-friendly, 
mixed-use urban neighborhood.

Transportation Network

Westwood Avenue 
“Ecological Parkway”Concept

Western Gateway Zone 
Daylighting Feature Concept

Narrow Channel Zone 
Promenade Concept

Eastern Gateway Zone 
Multi-Purpose Trail Concept

Near-term Opportunities

Long-term Opportunities
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Eastern Gateway Zone

South Fairmount Corridor

Narrow Channel Zone

The following is a summary of community 
feedback from the small groups work session...

Western Gateway Zone

 These draft design concepts were developed by MSD with input from the community and 
public/private partners to show potential design alternatives for the proposed urban waterway in 
South Fairmount. The draft concepts were presented for public review at the Lick Run Community 
Design Workshop #2 on October 26, 2011 and will continue to go through additional analysis, review 
and refinement by MSD with input from public/private partners and the community prior to 
integration into a Lick Run Master Plan. MSD plans to submit the Master Plan to the Board of County 
Commissioners as part of a potential recommended Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy for CSO 
reduction in the Lower Mill Creek.  

 

Queen City Avenue 
“Reduced Roadway Width” Concept
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Lick Run Open House Summary 
  
Compiled by Hamilton County Planning and Development 
Prepared for Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati 
March 2011 
 
 
Summary 
 

MSD hosted an Open House within the Lick Run Watershed on Wednesday, January 19, 
2011 at the Orion Academy, located on Queen City Avenue in South Fairmount. The 
event lasted from 6 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. and attracted more than 120 community residents, 
business owners and other interested stakeholders.  The event was staffed by 
approximately 60 people including representatives from numerous community service 
organizations and civic departments. 
 
The goal of the event was to introduce the Lick Run Watershed community to the 
complex issues facing the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD) and 
to begin a dialogue with stakeholders in advance of more detailed discussions about 
watershed-level solutions, such as Communities of the Future. These issues center on a 
legal agreement between the state and federal Environmental Protection Agency, 
ORSANCO, the U.S. Department of Justice and MSD, that mandates at least an 85% 
reduction of combined sewer overflows (CSOs).  

 
 
Outreach Methodology 

 
To prepare for the Open House, MSD sought consultation and support from various 
community and environmental planning professionals through an organization that MSD 
convened called the Communities of the Future Advisory Committee (CFAC). The Open 
House format was chosen by the CFAC as the best way to introduce complex subject 
matter to the public and to create an effective two-way dialogue. 

 
To reach prospective attendees, MSD mailed more than 2,000 invitations to residents in 
the Lick Run watershed. This included the neighborhoods of West Price Hill, East Price 
Hill, Westwood and South Fairmount. MSD and CFAC representatives also attended the 
community council or civic club meetings in these neighborhoods to inform the leaders 
and interested residents about Project Groundwork and to invite them to the Open House. 
The Open House was announced through news outlets, including WCPO Channel 9 
News and WLWT Channel 5 News. MSD’s website, which features detailed information 
on Project Groundwork, was also used to announce the Open House. Furthermore, MSD 
placed articles in each of the 4 community newsletters and added an 8.5 x11” insert into 
the South Fairmount newsletter. 
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Station/Board Summaries 
 
Station #1 – What’s the Challenge? 
 

Boards: Station #1 featured two boards: What’s the Challenge? How do Combined Sewer 
Overflows (CSOs) Affect Us? 
 
Handouts: Three handouts were distributed: Open House Terminology, Sewer Backups 
Fact Sheet and Project Groundwork Fact Sheet. 
 
Message: Station #1 introduced residents to the history of storm sewers, described why 
combined sewers were originally built and detailed the reasons they have become 
obsolete. Pictures of stormwater overflows and backups showed the pollution that CSOs 
cause to our local waterways.  

 
Station #2 – What is MSD’s Proposed Solution? 
 

Boards: Station #2 featured two boards: What’s the Solution? What is Project 
Groundwork? 
 
Handouts: Project Groundwork Fact Sheet, Timeline 
 
Message: Station #2 broadly defined Project Groundwork and educated the attendees 
about the three methods for treating stormwater: source control, conveyance/storage and 
product control. One of the two boards at this station displayed a timeline showing the 
Consent Decree milestones in blue, the “deep tunnel” milestones in green and the 
alternative solution milestones in yellow. 

 
Station #3 – Implementing Project Groundwork (Communities of the Future) 
 

Boards: Station #3 featured the boards: Can We Fix the Sewers and Help Our 
Communities? What are the Benefits of Project Groundwork? 
 
Handouts: Communities of the Future Fact Sheet, Economics Benefits of Project 
Groundwork Community Revitalization Resulting from Stormwater Management Case 
Studies 
  
Message: This station presented the integrated watershed approach that enables MSD and 
partner organizations to identify solutions to sewer overflows that simultaneously address 
community issues such as brownfields redevelopment, vacancy, and property 
abandonment. 
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Station #4 – How Will the Lower Mill Creek Watershed be Part of the Solution? 
 
Boards: Two boards: What Role does the Lower Mill Creek Play? What’s the Default 
Solution (Tunnel & EHRT)? 
 
Handouts: Lower Mill Creek Fact Sheet 
 
Message: This station introduced the attendees to the Lower Mill Creek Watershed, the 
primary area for solving the Consent Decree, which includes parts of 44 of the 52 
Cincinnati neighborhoods, and parts of 16 of the County’s other cities, villages, and 
townships.  
 
This station also introduced attendees to the default solution, a 30-foot diameter, 1.2-mile 
long tunnel. This tunnel would be buried deep underneath the Mill Creek near the 
confluence to the Ohio River. The board described some quick facts about the deep 
tunnel solution, including the estimated cost, annual power demand, operations and 
maintenance costs and annual CO2 Emissions from operations and maintenance. 

 
Station #5 –What is the Best Solution for the Lick Run Watershed 

 
Boards: Station #5 featured four boards: What is the Lick Run Watershed? What are the 
Benefits of Daylighting? Why Does MSD Need Property in the Lick Run Watershed? 
What are Potential Concepts for Lick Run?   
 
Handouts: Lick Run Fact Sheet, Relocation Brochures for Property Owners, Tenants and 
Businesses 
 
Message: The previous station introduced attendees to the default solution, a deep tunnel. 
This station informed attendees of an alternative solution, restoring the historical Lick 
Run stream channel in a process called “daylighting.” This station informed residents 
about the benefits of daylighting a stream and provides three real-world examples: 
Arcadia Creek in Kalamazoo, Michigan; Thornton Creek in Seattle, Washington; and 
Jeffersonville Canal in Jeffersonville, Indiana. 
 
The board that featured design drawings of five potential conveyance concepts generated 
the most interest of the attendees. The purpose of this board was to show the attendees 
the types of stormwater source-control solutions that could fit within the boundary 
between Queen City Avenue and Westwood Avenue in the South Fairmount 
neighborhood. The presenters at this booth explained to attendees that these designs were 
not final and that the public would have the opportunity to modify and discuss the final 
solutions through future public engagement activities.   

 
Station #5 also included two MSD representatives, Beth Sutherland and Brenda Brown, 
who was available to discuss property acquisition and relocation questions and concerns. 
Property owners in the source control opportunity area, who were interested in selling 
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their property, could also use this opportunity to let MSDGC know of their interest or 
willingness to sell. 

 
 
 
Station #6 – Projects in the Community 

 
Boards: Station 6 featured two boards: Projects in the Community (St. Francis Court 
Apartments & Immanuel United Church) and Projects in the Community (San Antonio 
Church & Lick Run Reforestation) 
 
Handouts: Fact sheets on each project 
 
Message: Station #6 displayed local examples of green infrastructure called Early 
Success Projects and Demonstration Projects. These small-scale site-specific stormwater 
projects can be replicated in any watershed, and provide immediate stormwater 
reductions for solving the consent decree. Their most important function is to provide 
real-world examples of these solutions. 
 
The Early Success Projects focused primarily on green infrastructure approaches within 
the priority areas of the Lower Mill Creek Watershed. The Demonstration Projects are 
scattered throughout the Lower Mill Creek Watershed, and are targeted towards 
institutions and organizations involved with community education and outreach.  
 

Station #7 – Community Input is Critical – Let Your Voice Be Heard 
 
Boards: How Can I Get Involved? 
 
Handouts: Charrette Fact Sheet 
 
Message: This station provided an opportunity for attendees to voice their opinion about 
the Open House and the information that was provided. Open House visitors could sign-
up for the upcoming community “visioning” sessions called charrettes. Information about 
the charrette process was provided in the form of a handout. This station also featured 
some quick facts on how individuals can start taking small actions to improve water 
quality in their watershed. Comments from this station are available in the Appendix. 
 

Station #8 – Business Relocation and Growth Assistance 
 
Boards: Business Growth Assistance (prepared by City of Cincinnati Department of 
Community Development)  
 
Handouts: Business Growth Assistance Handout 
 
Message: Station #8 was primarily manned by City of Cincinnati, Department of 
Community Development staff. The main goal of this station was to provide information 
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to businesses in the Lick Run watershed about city economic development services. 
These services include finding a new location, building or rehabbing their space and 
methods to finance growth. 

 
 
 
Appended Table Descriptions 
 

A raw transcription of attendee comments is shown in Table 1 - Attendee Comments 
from Note Cards. These comments came directly from note cards that were available at 
each table so that attendees could write down any questions or concerns that were not 
answered at the Open House.  Also included at the end of this document is Table 2 - 
Attendance Sheet, which breaks down the attendance sheet by grouping stakeholder 
types.  Questions that arose during the Open House are shown on  
Table 3 - Attendee Questions.  Attendees and workers who asked for specific handouts, 
videos or case study documents were recorded onto Table 4 - Open House Request for 
Information.  Finally, Table 5 - Future Workshop Sign-in Sheet shows the attendees 
and stakeholders who signed up early to be part of the planned community workshop.   
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Table 1 - Attendee Comments from Note Cards 

Attendee Comments 

Use HUD money to demolish further blight. Develop Esmunde and Forbus street. Go after 
more HUD money 

Prefers natural stream (Option 5) 

Concerns about MSD Sewer Project, Lick Run (South Fairmount), including:  1) Possibility of 
business’s leaving area ex: UPF, Family Dollar; 2) Most residents of St. Francis Ct and 
neighborhood on fixed or low income; 3)  Most residents don’t drive or have access to family 
members with cars and 4)  Several physically challenged residents over at St. Francis. 

  
Resident since May 1993. Owner since September 1992.  1.       Retaining wall at back of 
property had collapsed before I got the house. It was moved closer to the house by about 4-
6 ft. new wall had drainage tubes added at bottom of wall. Wall is now bowed towards 
house with top leaning towards house.  2.  Back 1/3 of basement floor is dirt EVERY time it 
rains hard, the rainwater comes up through the dirt to flow across the concrete to the drain 
at the front of the house. 

  
like daylighting stream 
  
Lick Run project will contribute to SEP with Consent Decree.  That will help with quality in 
Lower Mill Creek.  Go. 

  
No flooding 
  
Daylighting the stream is a fantastic option – Please design to make it look natural. No 
Channelized 
  
Daylighting of Lick Run should be conducted in a manner so as to create natural pools and 
riffles and preserved Riparian corridor rather than simply another open channel 
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Attendee Comments 

I am in favor of implementation of the more integrated systems. There is greater value in 
developing a more holistic approach that will include improved water quality, economic 
growth, recreation, and community spaces. I believe this will be well received by this 
community.” 

  
Don’t overlook the fact that existing combined sewers can also be beneficial by directing the 
first flush of polluted stormwater to a wastewater treatment plant rather than a stream 

  
Very impressive 
  
Disabled people need food, money orders, milk. UDF is an important resource for people. 
Need to have food available. Orion Academy is a good place to meet. People do not have 
cars.  3rd week of month at 2pm  - Dennis Smith, Business Owner, approached Joe Gorman 
to organize business in districts.  
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Attendance Sheet Organized by Stakeholder Type 
 

Table 2 - Attendance Sheet 

LOCAL RESIDENTS/PROPERTY OWNERS & CITIZENS 
1 Kari  Anderson 2920 Losantiville Ave, Cinti, OH 

45213 
2 John  Banks 1806 Westwood Ave., Cinti, OH  

45214 
3 James Boshears & Family 1769 Queen City Ave., Cinti, OH  

45214 
4 Ginny  Brauninger 7276 Kirkridge Dr, Cinti, OH 45233 
5 Bill Bumgardner  1777 Queen City Ave, Apt. 1, Cinti, 

OH  45214 
6 Dorothy  Bush 1729 Westwood Ave, Cinti, OH  

45214 
7 Rossi  Byndon No address 

8 John  Gorman 2300 Sylved Lane, Cinti, OH 45238 
9 D Davis Montrose, 45214 
10 Sara  Dilandro No address 

11 Elliott  Ellis (President of SFCC) 1724 Fairmount Ave., Cinti, OH  
45214 

12 Dan  Frondorf 2639 Maryland Ave., Cinti, OH  
45204 

13 Jim Gardner (on SFCC) 5353 Maylee, Cinti, OH  45238 
14 Joan  deGroot  2595 Fenton Ave., Cinti, OH  

45211 
15 Margaret Hensley 1783 Queen City Ave, Cinti, OH  

45214 
16 Linda  Hutson (on SFCC) 2227 Queen City Ave, Cinti, OH  

45214 
17 Ron  Hutson (on SFCC) 2227 Queen City Ave, Cinti, OH  

45214 
18 Casey  Irvin 1860 Queen City Ave, # 315, Cinti, 

OH  45214 
19 Nathaniel  Joash No address 
20 John  LaRosa 2084 Queen City Ave., Cinti, OH  

45214 
21 Terry  Loecke No address 
22 John  McCready 5961 St. Regis, Cinti, OH  45236 
23 George  Mera 1568 Harrison Ave., Cinti, OH  

45214 
24 Nicole  Niehaus 1860 Queen City Avenue, Apt. 

328, Cinti, OH 45214 
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25 Catherine  Orsini 2495 and 2497 Knorr St., Cinti, OH  
45214 

26 Jaquan  Price 1749 Denham St, Cincinnati, OH  
45214 

27 Lee R No address 
28 Cary  Sims 1777 Queen City Ave., #2, Cinti, 

OH  45214 
29 Mike  Stehlin 1222 Race St., Cinti, OH  45202 
30 James  Thomas & Friend No address 
31 Peggy  Truman 9366 Neil Drive, Cinti OH 45231 
32 Randy Truman 9367 Neil Drive, Cinti OH 45231 
33 Charles  Young (VP of SFCC) 1535 Knox St, Cinti, OH  45214 
34 Louis  Long 1688 Queen City Ave., Cinti, OH  

45214 
35 Joe  Sinnard 1175 Coronado, Cinti, OH  45238 
36 Lori  Clemens  (parents property)  
 
 
 
 
BUSINESS/PROPERTY OWNERS & AFFILIATES  
1 Charles Barrett (At Your Service Car Repair) 317 E 9th St, Cinti, OH 45202 
2 C. Francis Barrett, Esq.  (Barrett & Weber) 105 E. 4th St, ste 500, Cinti, OH 

45202 
3 Ed Bemerer (Quality Manufacturing) 1551 Queen City Ave, Cinti, OH  

45214 
4 James Bennett (Xtreme Sound) 1701 Queen City Ave, Cinti, OH  

45214 
5 Jerry  Cahall (YECP) 5276 Highview Drive, Cinti, OH  

45238 
6 Thom Deutsch (SpringDot - local printer) 2611 Colerain Ave, Cincinnati, OH  

45214 
7 John Dwyer (Dwyer Commercial Real 

Estate) 
1227 Bud Street, Cinti, OH 45203 

8 Wayne Eccard (Landlord) 9341 Harrison Pk, Cleves, OH  
45002 

9 Gary L Finn (Auto Recovery Services) 2311 Grand Ave., Cinti, OH  45214 
10 Jason Flynn (UDF) 8384 Summitridge Drive, Cinti, Oh, 

45255 
11 Cathy Frank (Comey & Shepherd Realty) 6901 Wooster Pike, Cinti, OH  

45227 
12 Greg Harnist (Corcoran & Harnist Heating 

and Air) 
1457 Harrison Ave., Cinti, OH  
45214 

13 Mark Jansen (Jansen Properties) 1984 W 8th St, Cinti, OH 45204 
14 John Johnston (UDF) 3955 Montgomery Rd, Cinti, OH 

45219 
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15 Tom Kahle (Xtreme Sound) 1701 Queen City Ave, Cinti, OH  
45214 

16 Tim Kling (UDF) 141 Detzel Pl, Cinti, OH 45219 
17 R Lipps (Quality Manufacturing) 1551 Queen City Ave, Cinti, OH  

45214 
18 Jo Ann Metz (San Antonio Church) 2225 Queen City Ave, Cinti, OH  

45214 
19 Vic Minella (San Antonio Church) 6530 Werk Rd., Cinti, OH  45248 
20 Chad Ramey (Process Construction) 1421 Queen City Ave., Cinti, OH  

45214 
21 Kendra Schroer (owns property on Queen 

City) 
1402 Oakridge Dr., Loveland, OH  
45140 

22 John Schultz (Schultz Brothers Plumbing) 1783 Queen City Ave, Cinti, OH 
45215 

23 Mary Smith (Dennis Smith's spouse) 1543 Queen City Ave, Cinti, OH  
45214 

24 Dennis Smith (Paper Products Co.) 1543 Queen City Ave, Cinti, OH  
45214 

25 Denny  Smith (Paper Products Co.) 1543 Queen City Ave, Cinti, OH  
45214 

26 Doug South (KAO Brands) 2535 Spring Grove Avenue, Cinti, 
OH  45214 

27 Martin Steinbach (Queen City Blacktop) 1647 Queen City Ave., Cinti, OH 
45214 

28 Andy Steinbach (Queen City Blacktop) 1647 Queen City Ave., Cinti, OH 
45214 

29 Bob Voelker (Banacom Instant Signs) 1601 Queen City Ave, Cinti, OH  
45214 

30 Sharon Voelker (Banacom Instant Signs) 1601 Queen City Ave, Cinti, OH  
45214 

31 Ray West (Interfaith Business Builders) 2008 Queen City Ave, Cinti, OH  
45214 
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COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS 
1 Doug Bell (Sierra Club) 
2 Diantha Decker (Mill Creek Watershed Council of Communities) 

3 Daniel Divelbiss (UC) 

4 Elizabeth Durrell (Sierra Club) 
5 James Durrell (Sierra Club) 
6 Dave Dyke (OSU Extension) 

7 Sara Ernst (ECO) 

8 Mike Fremont) 
9 Lynn Frock (Sierra Club) 
10 D Gaines (Sierra Club) 

11 Lilah Glick (Greater Cinti Energy Alliance) 
12 Joe Gorman (Camp Washington Comm. Council) 
13 Brandon Holmes (LISC) 
14 Bruce Koehler (OKI) 
15 Mary Beth McGrew (UC) 
16 Michael Miller (UC) 
17 Rob Neal (CUF Community Council & UC) 
18 Katie Perica (Santa Maria Community Services) 
19 Brewster Rhoads (formerly with Governor's Office) 
20 Jim Schenk (Imago) 
21 Len Thomas (UC) 
22 Tony Walsh (CUF Comm. Council) 
23 Picket  Slater Harrington (CBI) 
24 Margo Warminski (Cincinnati Preservation Assoc.) 
25 Matt Trokan (Sierra Club) 
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CONSULTANTS 
1 John Allen (RA Consultants) 
2 Christy Cooper (TetraTech) 

3 Nicole DiNovo (Human Nature) 

4 Frank Duran (CH2M Hill) 
5 Warren High (MACTEC) 
6 Kim  Lahman (ETC) 

7 David Leonard (Human Nature) 

8 Jack McGlasson   (Human Nature) 
9 Mark  Norman (Vorys Sater) 
10 Jeff Raser (Glaserworks) 

11 Cliff Shrive (Stantec) 
12 Laura Whitman (Saybrook) 
13 David Wormald (URS) 
14 Joseph Danyluk (Human Nature) 
15 Gary Wolnitzek (Human Nature) 
16 Deb Leonard (EQM) 
17 Ken  Perica (EQM) 
18 Terry Cole (Jacobs) 
 
 
CITY/COUNTY OFFICIALS 
1 Brian Bohl (Hamilton County Soil & Water) 
2 Dick Hammersmith (with Comm.Chris Monzel's office) 

3 Amy Murray (Cincinnati City Council) 

4 Bob Bohl (Hamilton County Soil & Water) 
5 William Myles (CHMA board) 
6 Patrick Ewing (Cincinnati Economic Development) 
7 Todd Kinskey (HCRPC) 
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MSD 
1 Tony Parrott 
2 Biju George 
3 MaryLynn Lodor 
4 Pat Arnette 
5 Karen Ball 
6 Tom Crawford 

7 Tom Lyon 
8 Bruce Smith 
9 Rob Franklin  
10 Jack Rennenkamp  
11 Jack Dudley 
12 Josh Keith 
13 Ann Newsom 
14 Pam Taylor-Peterson 
15 Kevin Mercier 
16 Henry Chapman 
17 Eric  Stevens 
18 Rick Hamant 
19 Ralph Johnstone 
20 Leslie Schehl 
21 Dave Russell 
22 Julie Schroeder 
23 Laith Alfaqih 
24 Sharon Jean-Baptiste 
25 Nancy Ellwood 
26 Beth Sutherland 

 
 
OTHER 
1 Bipin Mishra (Tetratech) 
2 Mark Gay (Hillman Group) 

3 Ruben  Jean-Baptiste  

 
 
 
 

282



CFAC Station Workers  
1 Kathy Schwab LISC 
2 Samatha Brockfield LISC 
3 Bonnie  Phillips Cincinnati Community Development 
4 Steve  Johns Cincinnati Office of Environmental Quality 
5 Liz Blume Community Building Institute 
6 Brian Wamsley Hamilton County Planning & Development 
7 Dean Niemeyer HCP&D 
8 Todd Kinskey HCP&D 
9 Sam McKinley MSD/HCP&D 
10 Marilyn Wall Sierra Club 
11 Robin  Corathers Mill Creek Restoration Project 
12 Cameron  Ross Cincinnati Dept. of Buildings & Planning 
13 Dave Gamstetter Cincinnati Park Board 
14 Markiea Gore Cincinnati Community Development 
15 Bill  Fisher Cincinnati Community Development 
16 Valerie Daley CBI/Place Matters 
17 Dustin  Lester MSD/Cincinnati Dept. of Buildings & Planning 
18 Dave Boutelle Cincinnati Park Board 
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Table 3 - Attendee Questions 

First 
Name 

Last 
Name 

Company/Orga
nization 

Address Phone Email   Questions 

Troy  Long   1688 Queen City 
Ave, Cincinnati, OH, 
45214 

251-2918   1  What happens to 
remaining structures? 

            2 Is there (residing) resident 
requirement for structural 
appearances? 

            3 Is there a cost to me to 
remain? 

            4 Will I be forced out? 

Chad  Ramey Process Construction 1421 Queen City 
Ave., Cinti, OH  
45214 

205-9061, 
205-9041; 
313-251-
2211 

cramey@processco
nstruction.com  

5 When will a decision be 
made on what plan? 

            6 How will traffic be 
affected? 

Tom Kahle Xtreme Sound 1701 Queen City 
Ave, Cinti, OH  
45214 

471-5602 xtremesound@fuse
.net 

7 Will my business be 
affected/ purchased? 

Catherine Orsini   2495/2497 Knorr 
Avenue, Cinti, OH  
45214 

513-661-
6230 

Corsini45214@gma
il.com 

8 Has a 7-acre an urban farm 
-sewer scheduled to be 
replaced on property.  She 
wants to know if 
stormwater will be 
reduced.  

Charles Young Vice President, South 
Fairmount Community 
Council  

1535 Knox St 
Cincinnati, Ohio 
45214 

513-251-
2332 

shcceteue@aol.co
m 

9 What is the impact on rate 
payers and economic 
benefit to community?” 

Casey Irvin   1860 Queen City 
Ave, Apt. 315, Cinti, 
OH  45214 

244-2883   10 How will services and 
businesses used by 
community be replaced? 

Anonymous           11 Will you put all this info on 
the web so it can be a 
national model? 

Anonymous           12 Why are rain barrels 
discouraged in Cincinnati?  
Mixed message! 

Anonymous           13 I wish MSD would provide 
incentives for things I could 
do in my own backyard. 
Like installing a rain garden 
or rain barrel. 
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Table 4 - Open House Request for Information 

First 
Name 

Last 
Name 

Company/Organi
zation 

Address Phone Email Request for 
Info 

Chad  Ramey Process 
Construction 

1421 Queen City 
Ave., Cinti, OH  
45214 

205-9061, 
205-9041; 
313-251-
2211 

cramey@processconstructi
on.com  

wants copy 
of Concept 
Board 

Joan  deGroot   2595 Fenton Ave., 
Cinti, OH  45211 

386-9703;  jdegexpress@hotmail.com wants a copy 
of all the 
handouts 

David Biddle Property Owner 1021 Dana Court, 
Marco Island, Florida 
34145 

513-328-
7654      

Biddledr@gm.com wants a copy 
of all the 
handouts 

Marilyn Wall Sierra Club 816 Van Nes Dr. 226-9235 marilyn.wall@sierraclub.or
g 

wants a copy 
of all the 
handouts 

Charles  Young SFCC  1535 Knox St.  251-2332   pgw video 

Elliott  Ellis SFCC  1724 Fairmount Ave., 
Cinti, OH  45214 

471-5099 whccerlene@aol.com pgw video 

Kelwin Hester Orion Academy 1798 Queen City 
Ave., Cinti, OH  
45214 

251-6000 57.khester@heritageacade
mies.com 

photos of 
event 

Doug  Bell Sierra Club     DBELL79296@aol.com copies of 
case studies 

Jeff  Raser Glaserworks 304 East Eighth 
Cincinnati, 45202 

513-665-
9555 

jraser@glaserworks.com wants copy 
of Concept 
Board 

Dustin Lester City of Cincinnati 
Planning and 
Buildings 

    dustin.lester@cincinnati-
oh.gov 

concepts of 
table 5 

Cary Sims   1777 Queen City 
Ave., #2, Cinti, OH  
45214 

    add to 
mailing list 

Ting Lu MSD       wants copy 
of everything 
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Table 5 - Future Workshop Sign-in Sheet 

First Name Last Name Company/Organization Address Phone Email 

Ed Bemerer Quality Manufacturing 1551 Queen City Ave., 
Cinti, OH  45214 

921-4500 edbemer@roadrunner.com 

Charles Young VP, SFCC 1535 Knox St., Cinti, 
OH  45214 

251-2332  

Michael Miller UC 3348 Meyer Place 675-0293 mikemiller@uc.edu 

Nicole  Niehaus resident 1860 Queen City Ave., 
Cinti, OH 45214 

546-8405 persianlilacs@yahoo.com 

Kendra  Schroer property owner 1402 Oak Ridge Dr., 
Loveland, OH  45140 

471-0224 kendra@fuse.net 

Jason Wiles resident 1783 Queen City Ave.  N/A N/A 

Troy Long resident 1688 Queen City Ave.  251-2918 troylong@fuse.net 

Bruce Koehler OKI 230 East Crest Dr., 
Reading, OH 

619-7675 bkoehler@oki.org 

James Thomas resident 1817 Westwood Ave.  332-3468 N/A 

Dave Dyke  7480 Elbrook Ave. 
Amberly Village 

8051202 dyke.15@cfoes.osu.edu 

Daniel Frondorf  2639 Maryland Ave.  206-7403 dan@dgfrondorf.com 

Tony Walsh CUF Community Council 2359 Williamicken 241-8795 tonywalsh@fuse.net 

Jim Gardner SFCC Trustee 5353 Maylee 451-7495 gardner.jzm@yahoo.com 

William Myles consultant? N/A 515-2595 williammyles@fuse.net 

Brian Bohl Hamilton County Soil & Water 
Conservation District 

22 Triangle Park Dr.  772-7645 
ext. 15 

brian.bohl@mailton-co.org 

Kim  Lahman ETC (consultant) 4900 Executive Park 
Dr.  

772-7903 kim.lahman@etc-online.org 

John Banks resident 1806 Westwood Ave.  365-0702 

John McCready  5961 Saint Regis Dr.  600-5378 rustybucket@fuse.net 

Marilyn  Wall Sierra Club 816 Van Nes Dr. 226-9235 marilyn.wall@sierraclub.org 

Josea Stanford   259-4236 josea15m@hotmail.com 

Kenneth Hunter  935 Kirbert 386-9890  

A.  Garmenstani    garmestani@hotmail.com 

Casey Irvin resident  244-2853  

Linda Hutson SFCC   662-8145  

Brendan Holmes LISC  723-1026 bholmes@gmail.com 

Katie Perica Santa Maria Community 
Services 

 702-6355 keperica@gmail.com 

James Boshears resident  471-0260  

Len Thomas UC  556-1295 Leonard.Thomas@uc.edu 

Chad D. Ramey Process Construction 1421 Queen City Ave. 251-2211 cramey@processconstruction.com 

William Bumgarder resident 1227 Queen City Ave.  289-5548 bumgardenb (city e-mail) 

Cary  Sims resident 1777 Queen City Ave.  693-2174 carysims@ymail.com 

Margaret Hensley resident 1783 Queen City Ave.  381-6355  

Mary Beth McGrew UC  910-6327 mcgrewm@uc.edu 

Andy Steinbach Queen City Blacktop Co. 1647 Westwood Ave.  251-8400 andy@queencityblacktop.com 

Mary   Steinbach Queen City Blacktop Co. 1647 Westwood Ave.  251-8400 mary@queencityblacktop.com 
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Tom Kahle Xtreme Sound 1701 Queen City Ave.  471-5602 xtremesound@fuse.net 

Dorothy Bush resident 1729 Westwood Ave. 251-9439 dabush@peoplepc.com 

Mark Jansen Jansen Properties 5661 Alomar Dr.  265-8981 markhjansen@gmail.com 

Jim Schenk IMAGO 553 Enright Ave.  921-1932 jschenk@imagoearth.org 

Matt Trokan Sierra Club   matt.troken@sierraclub.org 

Daniel W. Divelbiss UC 451 Klotter Ave.  227-4400 divelbdw@mail.uc.edu 
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A-5: Open Houses and Community Design Workshops 
 

West Fork Watershed Open House Summary (January 26, 2012) 
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The Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater 

Cincinnati (MSD) hosted an Open House for the 

West Fork Watershed on Thursday, January 

26, 2012 at the North Presbyterian Church 

in the community of Northside. The event lasted 

from 6:30 p.m. to 9 p.m. and attracted 65 

community residents, business owners and other 

interested stakeholders, not including staffers.  

The West Fork Watershed includes portions of 

the City of Cheviot and Green Township and 

seven Cincinnati neighborhoods: College Hill, East 

Westwood, Fay Apartments, Mt. Airy, Northside, 

South Cumminsville and Westwood.   

 

Of the 65 attendees, 70% lived or owned 

property in the West Fork Watershed.   

 

Of the 65 attendees: 

 42 residents 

 3 businesses or property owners 

 5 government agencies (including  MSD)  

 2 consultants 

 13 interested citizens (who did not live in 

the watershed)   

 
The event was staffed by approximately 20-25 
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people including representatives from numerous government agencies, community 

service institutions and other civic organizations.   

 

The goal of the event was to introduce the West Fork Watershed community to the 

complex issues facing the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD) and 

to begin a dialogue with stakeholders in advance of more detailed discussions about 

watershed-level solutions, such as Communities of the Future. These issues center on a 

legal agreement between the state and federal Environmental Protection Agency, 

ORSANCO, the U.S. Department of Justice and MSD, that mandates at least an 85% 

reduction of combined sewer overflows (CSOs).  
 

 

The Lick Run Watershed Open House that took place in January 2011 set the 

framework for all upcoming Watershed Open Houses, including West Fork.  To 

prepare for the Open House format, MSD sought consultation and support from 

various community and environmental planning professionals through an organization 

that MSD convened called the Communities of the Future Advisory Committee 

(CFAC). The Open House format was chosen by the CFAC as the best way to 

introduce complex subject matter to the public and to create an effective two-way 

dialogue. 

To reach prospective attendees in West Fork, MSD mailed more than 9,000 postcard 

invitations to residents/businesses in the West Fork watershed (see next page for 

images of postcard). The West Fork Watershed Open House was also distributed thru 

press releases to the media and thru prepared flyers and articles for local municipalities 

and Cincinnati neighborhoods. 
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As attendees entered the Open House they signed in and were welcomed by a tour guide who 

would show them to the first of the seven stations.  The seven stations were designed to first 

give the big overall picture of the combined sewer overflow problem faced by MSD across its 

whole region and then the following stations dive down into the details and get to the individual 

solutions of the West Fork watershed. 

 

The following section is a catalogue of station boards, handouts and a brief account of the 

primary message at that station.  All stations are the same for all four Open Houses: Lick Run, 

West Fork, Bloody Run and King’s Run, except Station #4: West Fork Watershed. 

 
 

Boards: Station #1 featured two boards: What’s the Challenge? How do Combined Sewer 

Overflows (CSOs) Affect Us? 

 
Handouts: Three handouts were distributed: Open House Terminology, Sewer 

Backups Fact Sheet and Project Groundwork Fact Sheet. 

 

Message: Station #1 introduced residents to the history of storm sewers, described 

why combined sewers were originally built and detailed the reasons they have become 

obsolete. Pictures of stormwater overflows and backups showed the pollution that 

CSOs cause to our local waterways.  
 

 

 
 

Boards: Station #2 featured the boards: What’s the Solution? What is Project Groundwork? 

What are the Benefits of Project Groundwork? 

 

Handouts: Project Groundwork Fact Sheet, Timeline, Economics Benefits of Project 

Groundwork 

 

Message: Station #2 broadly defined Project Groundwork and educated the attendees 

about the three primary methods that a utility like MSD can take for addressing the 

stormwater that gets into the combined sewers: (1) source control, (2) 

conveyance/storage and (3) product control. The next boards at this station displayed a 

timeline showing the major Consent Decree milestones for the alternative solution 

include the 2 phased approach with Phase 1submittal due by Dec. 2012 and Phase II 

submittal due by 2017. 
 

This station also broadly presents the integrated watershed approach that enables MSD 

and partner organizations to identify solutions to sewer overflows that simultaneously 
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address community issues such as brownfields redevelopment, vacancy, and property 

abandonment. 
 

 

 

Boards: What Role does the Lower Mill Creek Play? What is the Default Solution (Tunnel & 

EHRT)? Can We Fix the Sewers and Help Our Communities?  

 

Handouts: Lower Mill Creek Fact Sheet, Community Revitalization Resulting from 

Stormwater Management Case Studies 

 

Message: This station introduced the attendees to the Lower Mill Creek Watershed, 

the primary area for solving the Consent Decree, which includes parts of 44 of the 52 

Cincinnati neighborhoods, and parts of 16 of the County’s other cities, villages, and 

townships.  

 

This station also introduced attendees to the default solution, a 30-foot diameter, 1.2-

mile long tunnel. This tunnel would be built deep underneath the Mill Creek and will end 

near the confluence to the Ohio River. The board described some quick facts about the 

deep tunnel solution, including the estimated cost, annual power demand, operations 

and maintenance costs and annual CO2 Emissions from operations and maintenance. 

 

 

Boards: Station #4 featured four boards: “What is the West Fork Watershed?”, “What’s 

the Alternative Solution in the West Fork Watershed?”, “Proposed Projects in the West Fork 

Watershed”,  “Benefits of an Alternative Solution in the West Fork Watershed”  

 
*See Pages 14 and 15 for images of these boards  

 

Handouts: West Fork Watershed Fact Sheet, Case Studies 

 

Message: The previous station introduces attendees to the default solution, a deep 

tunnel. This station informs attendees of the alternative solution components that are 

happening in the West Fork watershed.   

 

This station was staffed by several MSD engineers with in-depth knowledge of the West 

Fork Watershed alternative solutions and by a MSD property specialist to answer any 

property related questions that could arise. 
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Boards: Station 5 featured one board: Pilot Projects in the Lower Mill Creek Watershed   

 

*See Page 16 for image of this board  

 

Handouts: Fact sheets on each project 

 

Message: Station #5 displayed local examples of green infrastructure called Early 

Success Projects and Demonstration Projects. These small-scale site-specific stormwater 

projects can be replicated in any watershed, and provide immediate stormwater 

reductions for solving the consent decree. Their most important function is to provide 

real-world examples of these solutions. 

 
The Early Success Projects focused primarily on green infrastructure approaches within 

the priority areas of the Lower Mill Creek Watershed. The Demonstration Projects are 

scattered throughout the Lower Mill Creek Watershed, and are targeted towards 

institutions and organizations involved with community education and outreach.  

 

 

Boards: How Can I Get Involved? Mill Creek Watershed Water Quality 

 

*See Pages 16 for image of this board  

 

Handouts: Charrette Fact Sheet, Lower Mill Creek Watershed Action Plan Fact Sheet 

 

*See Page 17 for image of LMC-WAP handout 

 

Message: This station provided an opportunity for attendees to provide their opinion 

about the Open House and the information that was provided.  They could fill out a 

comment card at this station or at the end if they preferred.   

 

This station was staffed by Jen Eismeier the Executive Director of the Mill Creek 

Watershed Council of Communities (MCWCC) and Bruce Koehler, Senior Planner at 

Ohio Kentucky Indiana Regional Council of Governments and MCWCC Board of 

Trustees Chair.  Bruce and Jen asked the attendees if they would like to register to the 

MCWCC organization or volunteer for a MCWCC event.  Attendees could also join 

the Mill Creek Yacht Club (an organized canoe club) that conducts annual Mill Creek 
clean-up efforts.   

 

This station featured some quick facts on how individuals can start taking small actions 

to improve water quality in their watershed. Jen and Bruce also discussed the ongoing 

efforts for creating a Lower Mill Creek Watershed Action Plan and explained how 

293



  

   

this effort would help to improve water quality and how watershed residents could get 

involved. 

 

Also at this station, open house attendees could register in the free drawing for a rain 

barrel.  Towards the end of the night, the rain barrel winner was selected and 

arrangements for delivery were made.   

 

 

 

Boards: Business Growth Assistance (prepared by City of Cincinnati Department of 

Community Development)  

 

Handouts: Business Growth Assistance Handout 
 

Message: Station #8 was manned by City of Cincinnati, Department of Community 

Development staff. The main goal of this station was to provide information to 

businesses in the West Fork Watershed about city economic development services.   

These services include finding a new location, building or rehabbing their space and 

methods to finance growth. 
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Attendee Comments 

Need more information on Martha and North detention basins regarding safety and 

aesthetics) 

Want hike/bike trails as part of project 

Water runoff on Virginia Avenue will not be addressed by the project 

Any plans to landscape inflatable dam on Colerain Avenue? 

 

 

 

Residents 
 

 
Last First Neighborhood 

1 Adkins Darleen Northside 

2 Auciello Lisa Northside 

3 Bahr Jeff Mt. Airy 

4 Bahr Pam Mt. Airy 

5 Bertler J Westwood 

6 Coates Mike   

7 Dourson Martha Northside 

8 Dourson Michael   Northside 

9 Eiler Darlene S.  Northside 

10 Gray Jaylynn Northside 

11 Hines Dallas Northside 

12 Houliman Tori Northside 

13 Jackson Jennifer Northside 

14 Jeckering Tim Northside 

15 Jones David Northside 

16 Kelley Megan Northside 

17 Kelley Sandi Northside 

18 Koehler Sharon Northside 

19 Krebs Lynn Mt. Airy 

20 Krebs Gary Mt. Airy 

21 Lamb Kimberly Northside 

22 Maurice Isaac Northside 

23 McCormick Bill Northside 

24 Miller Michael C.  Northside 
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25 Nelson Adam   

26 Newell Sandra Mt. Airy 

27 Pawlowski Christopher Northside 

28 Phlanz Leonard Northside 

29 Ries Stephan Northside 

30 Schwartz Barry Northside 

31 Skitt Gary Northside 

32 Staudiger Bill Westwood 

33 Sturgill Heather  Northside 

34 Sunderland Stefanie Northside 

35 Terrell Pat Mt. Airy 

36 Thieman Richard Mt. Airy 

37 Thompson Beverly Northside 

38 Vogan Laura Northside 

39 Walsh Cindee Mt. Airy 

40 Wilson Jerome Northside 

41 Zaidan Kate Northside 

42 Zaino Karen Northside 

 

 

Business Owners 
 

 
Last First Affiliation 

1 Hyland Gregory T.  Business Owner 

2 Wong David Property Owner 

3 Wong Matt Property Owner 

 

 

Government Agencies 

 
Last First Affiliation 

1 Arnette Pat MSD 

2 Ball Karen Hamilton County 

3 Bohl Brian Hamilton County Soil & Water 

4 Vatter Brandon Hamilton County Monitor 

5 Wooton Bill MSD 
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Consultants 

 
Last First Affiliation 

1 Duran Frank CH2M Hill 

2 High Warren AMEC 

 

 

Other Interested Citizens and Participants 

 
Last First Affiliation 

1 Ball Jillian   

2 Cholak Barry   

3 Clark Sam Watershed 

4 Crowell Georgia   

5 Curley Tim   

6 Dean Beverly Resident 

7 Drostie Joel   

8 Ellis Elliott M. SFCC  

9 Hartke David   

10 Jean-Baptiste Ruben   

11 Kloecker Cecilia   

12 Warminski Margo 
 

13 Young Charles SFCC  
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ASSIGNMENT DESCRIPTION OF ROLE PERSON ASSIGNED 
 

SETUP/BREAKDOWN 
CREW, DOOR “GREETER” 
AND PARKING CONTROL 

Help set up tables, tablecloths, easels, posters and 
handouts and break down after the meeting 

Help direct attendees to the meeting (this could be a 
partly outdoor job) 

Help with parking 

Jack Dudley, MSD  

Henry Chapman, 
MSD  

 

SIGN-IN TABLE 

Encourage attendees to sign-in; assure any concerned 
that info is only to compile a list of interested parties so 
MSD can provide information on ongoing opportunities 
for dialogue about the effort 

 

Ann Newsom, MSD  

Pam Taylor, MSD  

 

 

 

TOUR GUIDES  

 

 

 
Henry Chapman, 

MSD 

Ken Perica, EQM  

Kelly Walsh, EQM 

Melody Wolfe, Mill 
Creek Restoration 

Project 

 

MONITORS 

Maintain “big picture” view of the open house flow; in 
order to ensure all attendees have access to the 
stations, assist with attendees who require more 
intensive one-on-one interaction to address their 
concerns; direct attendees to specific individuals who 
can engage them in productive conversation 

Terry Cole, Jacobs 

Deb Leonard, MSD 

 

 

 

 

 

STATION TOPIC STATION CONTENT/MAIN MESSAGE 
PEOPLE MANNING 

STATION 
HANDOUTS 

Station #1 – The Challenge Two posters: 

 What’s the Challenge? 

o History of sewers 

o CSOs 

 How do CSOs Affect Us? 

 

 Jack Rennekamp, 

MSD 

 Cameron Ross, 

City Planning 

 Robin Corathers, 

Mill Creek 

Restoration 

Project 

 PGW Fact Sheet 

 Sewer Backup 

Fact Sheet  

Station #2 – The Solution Three posters: 

 What’s the Solution? 

o Project Groundwork 

o MSD’s three-pronged strategy to 

reduce/eliminate overflows 

 What is Project Groundwork? 

 Ralph Johnstone, 

MSD 

 Brian Wamsley, 

HCP&D 

 

 PGW Fact Sheet 

 Timeline 

 Economic 

benefits of PGW 
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o Mandated by a federal Consent Decree to 

reduce and eliminate CSOs 

o Two phased program 

 Benefits of Project Groundwork 

Station #3 – Lower Mill 
Creek  

Three posters: 

 Lower Mill Creek:  What’s the Default Solution 

o Description of the default solution 

 What’s the Alternative Solution? 

o Discussion of watersheds in Lower Mill Creek 

o Examples of source control solutions 

 Can We Fix our Sewers and Help our Communities? 

 

 Daniel Louis, MSD 

 Dean Niemeyer, 

Hamilton County 

Planning & 

Development 

 Dustin Lester, 

Cincinnati Dept. 

of Planning & 

Buildings/MSD 

 Dave Lorei, MSD 

 Lower Mill 

Creek 

 Communities of 

the Future Fact 

Sheet 

 

Station #4 – West Fork 
Watershed 

Four posters: 

 What is the West Fork Watershed? 

o Watershed characteristics 

o Overflow history 

 What’s the Alternative Solution in the West Fork 

Watershed? 

o Source control solutions  

 Proposed Projects in the West Fork Watershed 

 Benefits of an Alternative Solution in the West Fork 

Watershed 

 

 Sharon Jean-

Baptiste, MSD 

 Andrew 

Spurgeon, MSD 

 Laith Alfaqih, 

MSD 

 Julie Schroeder, 

MSD 

 Gina Wendling, 

MSD 

 Brenda Brown, 

MSD 

 West Fork 

Watershed Fact 

Sheet 

 Case Studies 

 

Station #5 – Other Projects 
in the Community  

One poster: 

 Other Projects in the Community 

o Examples of Early Success Projects 

o Examples of Green Demo Projects 

 

 John Herchl, MSD 

 Dave Boutelle, 

Cincinnati Parks 

Board 

 Jessica Truman, 

Cincinnati Parks 

Board 

 

  

Station #6 – How Can I Get 
Involved 

One poster: 

 How can I get involved? 

o Attend meetings 

o Help protect water quality 

 

 Jen Eismeier, Mill 

Creek Council of 

Watersheds 

 Bruce Koehler, 

OKI 
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Station #7 - Business 
Relocation and Growth 
Assistance 

One poster: 

 Finding a new location 

 Building or rehabbing your new space 

 Financing your growth  

 Sam Stephens, 

Cincinnati 

Community 

Development 

 

 Brochure from 

Community 

Development  
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A-5: Open Houses and Community Design Workshops 
 

 

Bloody Run Watershed Open House Summary (February 9, 2012) 
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The Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater 

Cincinnati (MSD) hosted an Open House for the 

Bloody Run Watershed on Thursday, 

February 9, 2012 at the Woodward Career 

Technical High School in Bond Hill. The 

event lasted from 6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. and 

attracted 42 community residents, business 

owners and other interested stakeholders, not 

including staffers.  The Bloody Run Watershed 

includes portions of Amberley Village, Columbia 

Township, Golf Manor and Norwood and three 

Cincinnati neighborhoods: Bond Hill, Pleasant 

Ridge and Roselawn.   

 

Of the 42 attendees, 60% lived or owned 

property in the Bloody Run Watershed.   

 

Of the 42 attendees: 

 25 residents 

 0 businesses or property owners 

 8 government agencies (including  MSD) 

 5 consultants 

 4 interested citizens (who did not live in 

the watershed) 
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The event was staffed by approximately 20-25 people including representatives from 

numerous government agencies, community service institutions and other civic 

organizations.   

 

The goal of the event was to introduce the Bloody Run Watershed community to the 

complex issues facing the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD) and 

to begin a dialogue with stakeholders in advance of more detailed discussions about 

watershed-level solutions, such as Communities of the Future. These issues center on a 

legal agreement between the state and federal Environmental Protection Agency, 

ORSANCO, the U.S. Department of Justice and MSD, that mandates at least an 85% 

reduction of combined sewer overflows (CSOs).  
 

 

The Lick Run Watershed Open House that took place in January 2011 set the 

framework for all upcoming Watershed Open Houses, including Bloody Run.  To 

prepare for the Open House format, MSD sought consultation and support from 

various community and environmental planning professionals through an organization 

that MSD convened called the Communities of the Future Advisory Committee 

(CFAC). The Open House format was chosen by the CFAC as the best way to 

introduce complex subject matter to the public and to create an effective two-way 

dialogue. 

To reach prospective attendees in Bloody Run, MSD mailed more than 5,500 invitations 

to residents/businesses in the Bloody Run watershed (see next page for image of 

postcard). The Bloody Run Watershed Open House was also distributed thru press 

releases to the media and thru prepared flyers and articles for local municipalities and 

Cincinnati neighborhoods. 
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As attendees entered the Open House they signed in and were welcomed by a tour guide who 

would show them to the first of the seven stations.  The seven stations were designed to first 

give the big overall picture of the combined sewer overflow problem faced by MSD across its 

whole region and then the following stations dive down into the details and get to the individual 

solutions of the Bloody Run watershed. 

 

The following section is a catalogue of station boards, handouts and a brief account of the 

primary message at that station.  All four Open Houses: Lick Run, West Fork, Bloody Run and 

King’s Run, have the same boards except Station #4 which contains watershed specific 

information and solutions. 

 
 

Boards: Station #1 featured two boards: What’s the Challenge? How do Combined Sewer 

Overflows (CSOs) Affect Us? 

 

Handouts: Three handouts were distributed: Open House Terminology, Sewer 

Backups Fact Sheet and Project Groundwork Fact Sheet. 

 
Message: Station #1 introduced residents to the history of storm sewers, described 

why combined sewers were originally built and detailed the reasons they have become 

obsolete. Pictures of stormwater overflows and backups showed the pollution that 

CSOs cause to our local waterways.  
 

 

 
 

Boards: Station #2 featured the boards: What’s the Solution? What is Project Groundwork? 

What are the Benefits of Project Groundwork? 

 

Handouts: Project Groundwork Fact Sheet, Timeline, Economics Benefits of Project 

Groundwork 

 

Message: Station #2 broadly defined Project Groundwork and educated the attendees 

about the three primary methods that a utility like MSD can take for addressing the 

stormwater that gets into the combined sewers: (1) source control, (2) 

conveyance/storage and (3) product control. The next boards at this station displayed a 

timeline showing the major Consent Decree milestones for the alternative solution 

include the 2 phased approach with Phase 1submittal due by Dec. 2012 and Phase II 

submittal due by 2017. 
 

This station also broadly presents the integrated watershed approach that enables MSD 

and partner organizations to identify solutions to sewer overflows that simultaneously 

address community issues such as brownfields redevelopment, vacancy, and property 

abandonment. 
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Boards: What Role does the Lower Mill Creek Play? What is the Default Solution (Tunnel & 

EHRT)? Can We Fix the Sewers and Help Our Communities?  

 

Handouts: Lower Mill Creek Fact Sheet, Community Revitalization Resulting from 

Stormwater Management Case Studies 

 

Message: This station introduced the attendees to the Lower Mill Creek Watershed, 

the primary area for solving the Consent Decree, which includes parts of 44 of the 52 

Cincinnati neighborhoods, and parts of 16 of the County’s other cities, villages, and 

townships.  

 

This station also introduced attendees to the default solution, a 30-foot diameter, 1.2-

mile long tunnel. This tunnel would be built deep underneath the Mill Creek and will end 

near the confluence to the Ohio River. The board described some quick facts about the 

deep tunnel solution, including the estimated cost, annual power demand, operations 

and maintenance costs and annual CO2 Emissions from operations and maintenance. 

 

 

Boards: Station #4 featured four boards: “Bloody Run Watershed: What is it?”, “Bloody 

Run: What’s the Alternative Solution?”, “Bloody Run: What are the Proposed Projects?”, “Bloody 

Run: What are the benefits”  

 

*See Pages 13 and 14 for images of these boards  

 
Handouts: Bloody Run Watershed Fact Sheet, Case Studies 

 

Message: The previous station introduces attendees to the default solution, a deep 

tunnel. This station informs attendees of the alternative solution components that are 

happening in the Bloody Run watershed.   

 

This station was staffed by several MSD engineers with in-depth knowledge of the 

Bloody Run watershed alternative solutions and by a MSD property specialist to answer 

any property related questions that could arise. 
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Boards: Station 5 featured one board: Pilot Projects in the Lower Mill Creek Watershed,   

 

*See Page 15 for image of this board 

 

Handouts: Fact sheets on each project 

 

Message: Station #5 displayed local examples of green infrastructure called Early 

Success Projects and Demonstration Projects. These small-scale site-specific stormwater 

projects can be replicated in any watershed, and provide immediate stormwater 

reductions for solving the consent decree. Their most important function is to provide 

real-world examples of these solutions. 
 

The Early Success Projects focused primarily on green infrastructure approaches within 

the priority areas of the Lower Mill Creek Watershed. The Demonstration Projects are 

scattered throughout the Lower Mill Creek Watershed, and are targeted towards 

institutions and organizations involved with community education and outreach.  

 

 

Boards: How Can I Get Involved?  

Mill Creek Watershed Water Quality 

 

*See Pages 15 for image of this board  

 

Handouts: Charrette Fact Sheet, 

Lower Mill Creek Watershed Action 

Plan Fact Sheet 

 

*See Page 16 for image of LMC-WAP 

handout 

 

Message: This station provided an 

opportunity for attendees to provide their opinion about the Open House and the 

information that was provided.  They could fill out a comment card at this station or at 

the end if they preferred.   

 
This station was staffed by Jen Eismeier the Executive Director of the Mill Creek 

Watershed Council of Communities (MCWCC) and Bruce Koehler, Senior Planner at 

Ohio Kentucky Indiana Regional Council of Governments and MCWCC Board of 

Trustees Chair.  Bruce and Jen asked the attendees if they would like to register to the 

MCWCC organization or volunteer for a MCWCC event.  Attendees could also join 
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the Mill Creek Yacht Club (an organized canoe club) that conducts annual Mill Creek 

clean-up efforts.   

 

This station featured some quick facts on how individuals can start taking small actions 

to improve water quality in their watershed. Jen and Bruce also discussed the ongoing 

efforts for creating a Lower Mill Creek Watershed Action Plan and explained how 

this effort would help to improve water quality and how watershed residents could get 

involved. 

 

Also at this station, open house attendees could register in the free drawing for a rain 

barrel.  Towards the end of the night, the rain barrel winner was selected and 

arrangements for delivery were made. 

 

  

 

Boards: Business Growth Assistance (prepared by City of Cincinnati Department of 

Community Development)  

 

Handouts: Business Growth Assistance Handout 

 

Message: Station #8 was manned by City of Cincinnati, Department of Community 

Development staff. The main goal of this station was to provide information to 

businesses in the Bloody Run Watershed about city economic development services. 

These services include finding a new location, building or rehabbing their space and 

methods to finance growth. 
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Table 1 - Attendee Comments from Note Cards 

Attendee Comments 

Great presentation, but Swifton Commons/Jordan Crossings needs to be razed.  Could a 
detention basin go in that spot? 
 

This session is quite informative, I will be looking online for the development, Thank You. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2 - Attendance Sheet (Organized by Stakeholder Type) 

Residents 

 
Last First Neighborhood 

1 Boggs Reginald Roselawn 

2 Bussell Andrea Golf Manor  

3 Cass Victor Golf Manor  

4 Dean Beverly Bond Hill 

5 Dean Leondre Bond Hill 

6 Eaky Brenda Golf Manor  

7 Espenlaub 
Lloyd 
"Luigi" 

Golf Manor  

8 Hartman Susan Pleasant Ridge 

9 Hayes Ryan Pleasant Ridge 

10 LaVonne Miles Bond Hill 

11 Lilly Steve Pleasant Ridge  

12 Marta Beverly Pleasant Ridge 

13 Mincey Andrey Bond Hill 

14 Mincey Rakeem Bond Hill 

15 Nellom Sam Bond Hill 

16 Nelson Rose Bond Hill 

17 Norman April Roselawn 

18 Nowell Betty   

19 Richard Clyde Bond Hill 

20 Richard Betty Bond Hill 

21 Roland Tyree Bond Hill 

22 Scott Jacque Golf Manor 
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23 Watkins Devon Bond Hill 

24 Woolf Avery Bond Hill 

25 Wynne Josephine Roselawn 

 

 

Government Agencies 

 
Last First Affiliation 

1 Allen Kathy MSD 

2 Ball Karen Hamilton County 

3 Bohl Brian 
Hamilton County Soil 
& Water 

4 Bush Cheryl GCWW/MSD 

5 McCready John US EPA 

6 Proctor Jeff County Monitor 

7 Wooton Bill MSD 

8 Yeardley Roger US EPA 

 

 

Consultants 

 
Last First Affiliation 

1 Allen John RA Consulting 

2 Bollmer Katie 
BHE 
Environmental 

3 Cuthbert Don CH2MHill 

4 Limke Chris 
BHE 
Environmental 

5 Meyer Nina PB 

 

 

Interested Citizens 

 
Last First 

1 Bolan Michael 

2 Davis Blair 

3 L Denise 

4 Weist Glenn 
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Table 3 – Open House Workers and Assignments 
 

ASSIGNMENT DESCRIPTION OF ROLE 
PERSON 

ASSIGNED 
 

SETUP/BREAKDOWN 
CREW, DOOR “GREETER” 
AND PARKING CONTROL 

Help set up tables, tablecloths, easels, posters 
and handouts and break down after the 
meeting 

Help direct attendees to the meeting (this 
could be a partly outdoor job) 

Help with parking 

Jack Dudley, MSD  

Henry Chapman, 
MSD  

 

SIGN-IN TABLE 

Encourage attendees to sign-in; assure any 
concerned that info is only to compile a list of 
interested parties so MSD can provide 
information on ongoing opportunities for 
dialogue about the effort 

 

Linda Mosovsky, 
MSD  

Brandi Liermann, 
MSD  

 

 

 

TOUR GUIDES  

 

 

 

 
Henry Chapman, 

MSD 

Jack Dudley, MSD 

Ken Perica, EQM  

Kelly Walsh, 
EQM 

 

MONITORS 

Maintain “big picture” view of the open house 
flow; in order to ensure all attendees have 
access to the stations, assist with attendees 
who require more intensive one-on-one 
interaction to address their concerns; direct 
attendees to specific individuals who can 
engage them in productive conversation 

 

Terry Cole, Jacobs 
(yellow dot) 

Deb Leonard, MSD 
(yellow dot) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

STATION TOPIC STATION CONTENT/MAIN MESSAGE 
PEOPLE 

MANNING 
STATION 

HANDOUTS 

Station #1 – What’s the 
Challenge 

Two posters: 

 What’s the Challenge? 

o History of sewers 

o CSOs 

 How do CSOs Affect Us? 

 

 Jack 

Rennekamp, 

MSD 

 Robin Corathers, 

Mill Creek 

Restoration 

Project 

 PGW Fact 

Sheet 

 Sewer Backup 

Fact Sheet  
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Station #2 – What’s the 
Solution 

Three posters: 

 What’s the Solution? 

o Project Groundwork 

o MSD’s three-pronged strategy to 

reduce/eliminate overflows 

 What is Project Groundwork? 

o Mandated by a federal Consent Decree 

to reduce and eliminate CSOs 

o Two phased program 

 Benefits of Project Groundwork 

 Brian Wamsley, 

HCP&D 

 Cassandra 

Hillary, MSD 

 PGW Fact 

Sheet 

 Timeline 

 Economic 

benefits of 

PGW 

Station #3 – Lower Mill 
Creek  

Three posters: 

 Lower Mill Creek:  What’s the Default 

Solution 

o Description of the default solution 

 What’s the Alternative Solution? 

o Discussion of watersheds in Lower Mill 

Creek 

o Examples of source control solutions 

 Can We Fix our Sewers and Help our 

Communities? 

 Daniel Louis, 

MSD 

 Dean Niemeyer, 

Hamilton County 

Planning & 

Development  

 Dustin Lester, 

Cincinnati Dept. 

of Planning & 

Buildings/MSD 

 Dave Lorei, MSD 

 Lower Mill 

Creek 

 Communities 

of the Future 

Fact Sheet 

 

Station #4 – Bloody Run 
Watershed 

Four posters: 

 What is the Bloody Run Watershed? 

o Watershed characteristics 

o Overflow history 

 What’s the Alternative Solution in the 

Bloody Run Watershed? 

o Source control solutions  

 Proposed Projects in the Bloody Run 

Watershed 

 Benefits of an Alternative Solution in the 

Bloody Run Watershed 

 

 Sharon Jean-

Baptiste, MSD 

 Laith Alfaqih, 

MSD 

 Beth Sutherland, 

MSD  

 Brenda Brown, 

MSD 

 Ross Horvath, 

CDM-Smith  

 John Aldrich, 

CDM-Smith 

 Pat Arnette, 

MSD 

 Bloody Run 

Watershed 

Fact Sheet 

 Case Studies 

 

Station #5 – Pilot Projects 
in the Lower Mill Creek 
Watershed 

 

One poster: 

 Pilot Projects in the Lower Mill Creek 

Watershed 

 John Herchl, 

MSD 

 Dave 

Gamstetter, 

 Green Demo 

Fact Sheet 
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o Examples of Early Success Projects 

o Examples of Green Demo Projects 

 

Cincinnati Parks 

Board 

 Stacie Martin, 

Cincinnati Parks 

Board 

 Joe Schwind, 

CRC 

 

Station #6 – How Can I 
Get Involved? 

One poster: 

 How can I get involved? 

o Attend meetings 

o Help protect water quality 

 

 Jen Eismeier, 

Mill Creek 

Watershed 

Council of 

Communities 

 Bruce Koehler, 

OKI 

 

 How Can I Get 

Involved? 

 Lower Mill 

Creek 

Watershed 

Action Plan 

Station #7 - Business 
Relocation and Growth 
Assistance 

One poster: 

 Finding a new location 

 Building or rehabbing your new space 

 Financing your growth  

 Sam Stephens, 

Cincinnati 

Community 

Development 

 

 

 Brochure from 

Community 

Development  

 

 

 

 
 
  

315



  

  

 

 

 

St
at

io
n
 #

4
 B

o
ar

d
: 
B

lo
o
d
y 

R
u
n
 W

at
e
rs

h
e
d
  

St
at

io
n
 #

4
 B

o
ar

d
: 
B

lo
o
d
y 

R
u
n
 W

at
e
rs

h
e
d
  

316



  

  

 

 

St
at

io
n
 #

4
 B

o
ar

d
: 
B

lo
o
d
y 

R
u
n
 W

at
e
rs

h
e
d
  

St
at

io
n
 #

4
 B

o
ar

d
 :
 B

lo
o
d
y 

R
u
n
 W

at
e
rs

h
e
d
  

317



  

  

 
  

St
at

io
n
 #

6
 B

o
ar

d
: 
H

o
w

 C
an

 I
 G

e
t 

In
vo

lv
e
d
? 

 
St

at
io

n
 #

5
 B

o
ar

d
: 
O

th
e
r 

P
ro

je
ct

s 
in

 t
h
e
 C

o
m

m
u
n
it
y 

318



  

  

 
 

 

St
at

io
n
 #

6
 H

an
d
o
u
t:
 H

o
w

 C
an

 I
 G

e
t 

In
vo

lv
e
d
? 

 

319



  
 

A-5: Open Houses and Community Design Workshops 
 

Kings Run Watershed Open House Summary (March 1, 2012) 
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The Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati 

(MSD) hosted an Open House for the Kings Run 

Watershed on Thursday, March 1, 2012 at the 

Harmony Lodge in Spring Grove Village. The 

event lasted from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. and attracted 

54 community residents, business owners and other 

interested stakeholders, not including staffers.  The 

Kings Run Watershed includes portions of College 

Hill, Northside, Spring Grove Village and Winton Hills.   

 

Of the 54 attendees, 70% lived or owned property in 

the Kings Run Watershed.   

 

Of the 54 attendees: 

 38 residents 

 2 businesses or property owners 

 7 government agencies (including  MSD) 

 2 consultants 

 5 interested citizens (anonymous or did not 

live in the watershed)  

 

The event was staffed by approximately 20-25 people 

including representatives from numerous government 

agencies, community service institutions and other 

civic organizations.   
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The goal of the event was to introduce the Kings Run Watershed community to the 

complex issues facing the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD) and 

to begin a dialogue with stakeholders in advance of more detailed discussions about 

watershed-level solutions, such as Communities of the Future. These issues center on a 

legal agreement between the state and federal Environmental Protection Agency, 

ORSANCO, the U.S. Department of Justice and MSD, that mandates at least an 85% 

reduction of combined sewer overflows (CSOs).  
 

 

The Lick Run Watershed Open House that took place in January 2011 set the 

framework for all upcoming Watershed Open Houses, including Kings Run.  To prepare 

for the Open House format, MSD sought consultation and support from various 

community and environmental planning professionals through an organization that MSD 

convened called the Communities of the Future Advisory Committee (CFAC). The 

Open House format was chosen by the CFAC as the best way to introduce complex 

subject matter to the public and to create an effective two-way dialogue. 

To reach prospective attendees in Kings Run, MSD mailed more than 5,000 invitations 
to residents/businesses in the Kings Run watershed (see next page for image of 

postcard). The Kings Run Watershed Open House was also distributed thru press 

releases to the media and thru prepared flyers and articles for local municipalities and 

Cincinnati neighborhoods. 
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As attendees entered the Open House they signed in and were welcomed by a tour guide who 

would show them to the first of the seven stations.  The seven stations were designed to first 

give the big overall picture of the combined sewer overflow problem faced by MSD across its 

whole region and then the following stations dive down into the details and get to the individual 

solutions of the Kings Run watershed. 

 

The following section is a catalogue of station boards, handouts and a brief account of the 

primary message at that station.  All stations are the same for all four Open Houses: Lick Run, 

West Fork, Bloody Run and King’s Run, except Station #4 which is specific to the Open 

House’s target watershed. 

 
 

Boards: Station #1 featured two boards: What’s the Challenge? How do Combined Sewer 

Overflows (CSOs) Affect Us? 

 

Handouts: Three handouts were distributed: Open House Terminology, Sewer 

Backups Fact Sheet and Project Groundwork Fact Sheet. 

 
Message: Station #1 introduced residents to the history of storm sewers, described 

why combined sewers were originally built and detailed the reasons they have become 

obsolete. Pictures of stormwater overflows and backups showed the pollution that 

CSOs cause to our local waterways.  
 

 

 
 

Boards: Station #2 featured the boards: What’s the Solution? What is Project Groundwork? 

What are the Benefits of Project Groundwork? 

 

Handouts: Project Groundwork Fact Sheet, Timeline, Economics Benefits of Project 

Groundwork 

 

Message: Station #2 broadly defined Project Groundwork and educated the attendees 

about the three primary methods that a utility like MSD can take for addressing the 

stormwater that gets into the combined sewers: (1) source control, (2) 

conveyance/storage and (3) product control. The next boards at this station displayed a 

timeline showing the major Consent Decree milestones for the alternative solution 

include the 2 phased approach with Phase 1submittal due by Dec. 2012 and Phase II 

submittal due by 2017. 
 

This station also broadly presents the integrated watershed approach that enables MSD 

and partner organizations to identify solutions to sewer overflows that simultaneously 

address community issues such as brownfields redevelopment, vacancy, and property 

abandonment. 
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Boards: What Role does the Lower Mill Creek Play? What is the Default Solution (Tunnel & 

EHRT)? Can We Fix the Sewers and Help Our Communities?  

 

Handouts: Lower Mill Creek Fact Sheet, Community Revitalization Resulting from 

Stormwater Management Case Studies 

 

Message: This station introduced the attendees to the Lower Mill Creek Watershed, 

the primary area for solving the Consent Decree, which includes parts of 44 of the 52 

Cincinnati neighborhoods, and parts of 16 of the County’s other cities, villages, and 

townships.  

 

This station also introduced attendees to the default solution, a 30-foot diameter, 1.2-
mile long tunnel. This tunnel would be built deep underneath the Mill Creek and will end 

near the confluence to the Ohio River. The board described some quick facts about the 

deep tunnel solution, including the estimated cost, annual power demand, operations 

and maintenance costs and annual CO2 Emissions from operations and maintenance. 

 

 

Boards: Station #4 featured six boards: “What is the Kings Run Sub-Watershed and 

Ludlow Run Sub-Watershed?”, “What’s the Alternative Solution in the Ludlow Run Sub-

Watershed?”, “Proposed Projects in the Ludlow Run Sub-Watershed”, “What’s the Alternative 

Solution in the Kings Run Sub-Watershed?”, “Proposed Projects in the Kings Run Sub-

Watershed”, “Benefits of an Alternative Solution in the Ludlow Run and Kings Run Sub 

Watersheds”   

 

*See Pages 15, 16 and 17 for images of these boards  

 

Handouts: Kings Run Watershed Fact Sheet, Case Studies 

 

Message: The previous station introduces attendees to the default solution, a deep 

tunnel. This station informs attendees of the alternative solution components that are 

happening in the Kings Run watershed.   

 

This station was staffed by several MSD engineers with in-depth knowledge of the Kings 

Run watershed alternative solutions and by a MSD property specialist to answer any 

property related questions that could arise. 
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Boards: Station #5 featured one board: “Pilot Projects in the Lower Mill Creek Watershed”   

 

*See Page 18 for image of this board 

 

Handouts: Fact sheets on each project 

 

Message: Station #5 displayed local examples of green infrastructure called Early 

Success Projects and Demonstration Projects. These small-scale site-specific stormwater 

projects can be replicated in any watershed, and provide immediate stormwater 

reductions for solving the consent decree. Their most important function is to provide 

real-world examples of these solutions. 

 
The Early Success Projects focused primarily on green infrastructure approaches within 

the priority areas of the Lower Mill Creek Watershed. The Demonstration Projects are 

scattered throughout the Lower Mill Creek Watershed, and are targeted towards 

institutions and organizations involved with community education and outreach.  

 

 

Boards: “How Can I Get Involved?”,  

“Mill Creek Watershed Water Quality” 

 

*See Pages 18 for image of this board  

 

Handouts: Charrette Fact Sheet, 

Lower Mill Creek Watershed Action 

Plan Fact Sheet 

 

*See Page 19 for image of LMC-WAP 

handout 

 

Message: This station provided an 

opportunity for attendees to provide their opinion about the Open House and the 

information that was provided.  They could fill out a comment card at this station or at 

the end if they preferred.   

 

This station was staffed by Jen Eismeier the Executive Director of the Mill Creek 
Watershed Council of Communities (MCWCC) and Bruce Koehler, Senior Planner at 

Ohio Kentucky Indiana Regional Council of Governments and MCWCC Board of 

Trustees Chair.  Bruce and Jen asked the attendees if they would like to register to the 

MCWCC organization or volunteer for a MCWCC event.  Attendees could also join 

the Mill Creek Yacht Club (an organized canoe club) that conducts annual Mill Creek 

clean-up efforts.   
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This station featured some quick facts on how individuals can start taking small actions 

to improve water quality in their watershed. Jen and Bruce also discussed the ongoing 

efforts for creating a Lower Mill Creek Watershed Action Plan and explained how 

this effort would help to improve water quality and how watershed residents could get 

involved. 

 

Also at this station, open house attendees could register in the free drawing for a rain 

barrel.  Towards the end of the night, the rain barrel winner was selected and 

arrangements for delivery were made. 

 

  

 
Boards: Business Growth Assistance (prepared by City of Cincinnati Department of 

Community Development)  

 

Handouts: Business Growth Assistance Handout 

 

Message: Station #7 was manned by City of Cincinnati, Department of Community 

Development staff. The main goal of this station was to provide information to 

businesses in the Kings Run Watershed about city economic development services. 

These services include finding a new location, building or rehabbing their space and 

methods to finance growth. 
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Table 1 - Attendee Comments from Note Cards 

Comments  

I'm still wondering how often rainfall will lead to discharge of sewage into Kings Run at 217 and 

if there is anything that can be done to stop it all together.  

Please stop the raw sewage from going into Kings Run! It is disgusting. Thank you.  

#1 concern: No sewage in the daylight portion of Kings Run-- what else can be done upstream 

of Gray Road Landfill to minimize/slow/redirect runoff? Suggestion: Declare a moratorium on 

new pavement -- if anyone wants to pave green space they must remove and restore equivalent 

green space elsewhere.  

The displays work great but too crowded to hear and see. Maybe if the displays work on 

8.5x11 handouts, more info could be digested and understood and a review at a later time 

would be more useful.  

I would like to see more source separation in North College Hill and Northside. I think there 

are missed opportunities integrating green space (Laboiteux Woods, Buttercup Valley, Spring 

Grove) into the existing plan.  

There should be more of the green solutions, i.e. source control at Kings Run. Subsidizing rain 
barrels and low-flow toilets would be a better long-term cost option for taxpayers.  

This meeting should have been more of a group discussion. There is no comprehensive 

discussion and engagement of audience as a whole, which would lead to more constructive and 

comprehensive feedback.  

Landfill at lick Run not fully addressed.  

Thank you for putting together such a thorough presentation.  

I would love to have the option of buying current source methane for cooking and heating, 

rather than fracking fossil methane. I hear MSD may be capturing gas. I would pay extra for it.  

Love the pervious paving, the wetlands, the open streams, all the lovely nature alternatives.  

I hope the extension service is retained.  

Thanks for bringing this info to residents.  Good to have time to discuss with your experts. 

Friendly, smiling greeters.  
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Table 2 - Attendance Sheet (Organized by Stakeholder Type) 

Residents 

 
Last First Affiliation 

1 Ancrum John Homeowner 

2 Bailey Cathy MSD & resident 

3 Bowling Mary Property owner 

4 Bushnell Tim Resident 

5 Cargile Ronnda Resident 

6 Clo Ryan Resident 

7 Egan Karen B. Resident 

8 Frechette Eileen Resident 

9 Gardner Mary Kay Homeowner 

10 Gardner Gene Homeowner 

11 Gutfreund Ed Resident 

12 Haglund Lisa Resident 

13 Humble Jim Resident 

14 Humble Betty Resident 

15 Huttingor Peter Homeadow Song Farm 

16 Kettler Jean Resident 

17 Kettler Ed Resident 

18 Kissel Ann Resident 

19 Kraus Diane Kissel Resident 

20 Kruse Krystal Resident 

21 Laskey Lisa Homeowner 

22 Mansoor Vicki Homeowner 

23 Meinhart Skip NGI 

24 Molloy Pat EECA 

25 Mushaben Robert J. Resident 

26 Mushaben Diane   Homeowner 

27 Newborn Mary-Jane   

28 O'Brien Dan Resident 

29 Radac Heinz P. Resident 

30 Rissel Dorothy 
Home and Property 

Owner 

31 Robbins Gary Resident 

32 Sale Sue Resident 

33 Schlensker Dale Homeowner 

34 Slack Steve Homeowner 

35 Staiger Kate Homeowner 
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36 Suer Arnold Resident 

37 Turner Judith   

38 Watkins Elizabeth Resident 

 

 

Business Owners 

 
Last First Affiliation 

1 Bahr Dale Farm owner 

2 Scott Brad Harmony Lodge 

 

 

Government Agency 

 
Last First Affiliation 

1 Ball  Karen Hamilton County   

2 Bohl Brian 
Hamilton County  

Soil & Water 

3 Kunkemoeller Brian 
University of 

Cincinnati 

4 Trokan Matt Sierra Club 

5 Wolf Melody 
Mill Creek Restoration 

Project 

6 Vatter Brandon County Monitor 

7 Wooton Bill MSD 

 

Consultant 

 
Last First Affiliation 

1 Robbins Valerie Parsons Brinkerhoff 

2 Wirtz Jennifer Parsons Brinkerhoff 

 

 

Interested Citizens 

 
Last First 

1 Anonymous Man 

2 Anonymous Man 

3 Anonymous Man 

4 Balestra Alisa 

5 Young Charles 
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Table 3 – Open House Workers and Assignments 
 

ASSIGNMENT DESCRIPTION OF ROLE PERSON ASSIGNED 
HANDOUTS 

SETUP/BREAKDOWN 

CREW, DOOR 

“GREETER” AND 

PARKING CONTROL 

Help set up tables, tablecloths, 

easels, posters and handouts 

and break down after the 

meeting 

Help direct attendees to the 

meeting (this could be a partly 

outdoor job) 

Help with parking 

Jack Dudley, MSD  

Henry Chapman, MSD  

Rick Hamant, MSD 

 

SIGN-IN TABLE 

Encourage attendees to sign-in; 

assure any concerned that info 

is only to compile a list of 

interested parties so MSD can 

provide information on ongoing 

opportunities for dialogue 

about the effort 

 

Ann Newsom, MSD  

Pam Taylor, MSD  

 

 

TOUR GUIDES  

 

 
Jack Dudley, MSD 

Henry Chapman, MSD 

Rick Hamant, MSD 

Ken Perica, EQM  

Kelly Walsh, EQM 

 

 

MONITORS 

Maintain “big picture” view of 

the open house flow; in order 

to ensure all attendees have 

access to the stations, assist 

with attendees who require 

more intensive one-on-one 

interaction to address their 

concerns; direct attendees to 

specific individuals who can 

engage them in productive 

conversation 

 

 

Terry Cole, Jacobs (yellow dot) 

Deb Leonard, MSD (yellow dot) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

STATION TOPIC 

STATION 

CONTENT/MAIN 

MESSAGE 

PEOPLE MANNING 

STATION 

HANDOUTS 

Station #1 – What’s the 

Challenge 

Two posters: 

 What’s the Challenge? 

o History of sewers 

o CSOs 

 How do CSOs Affect Us? 

 

 Jack Rennekamp, MSD 

 Dean Niemeyer, Hamilton 
County Planning & Development  

 Dustin Lester, Cincinnati Dept. of 

Planning & Buildings/MSD 

 

 PGW Fact Sheet 

 Sewer Backup Fact Sheet  
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Station #2 – What’s the 

Solution 

Three posters: 

 What’s the Solution? 

o Project Groundwork 

o MSD’s three-pronged 

strategy to 

reduce/eliminate 

overflows 

 What is Project 
Groundwork? 

o Mandated by a federal 

Consent Decree to 

reduce and eliminate 

CSOs 

o Two phased program 

 Benefits of Project 

Groundwork 

 

 Brian Wamsley, HCP&D 

 Cassandra Hillary, MSD 

 PGW Fact Sheet 

 Economic benefits of 

PGW 

Station #3 – Lower Mill 

Creek  

Three posters: 

 Lower Mill Creek:  What’s 

the Default Solution 

o Description of the 

default solution 

 What’s the Alternative 
Solution? 

o Discussion of 

watersheds in Lower 

Mill Creek 

o Examples of source 

control solutions 

 Can We Fix our Sewers 

and Help our 

Communities? 

 

 Dan Louis, MSD 

 Sharon Jean-Baptiste, MSD 

 Laith Alfaqih, MSD (move here if 

more traffic at this station) 

 Bruce Koehler, OKI (move here if 

more traffic at this station) 

 

 

 Lower Mill Creek 

 Communities of the 
Future Fact Sheet 

 

Station #4 – Bloody Run 

Watershed 

Six posters: 

 What is the Kings Run 

Sub-Watershed and 

Ludlow Run Sub-

Watershed? 

o Watershed 

characteristics 

o Overflow history 

 What’s the Alternative 

Solution in the Ludlow 

Run Sub-Watershed? 

o Source control 

solutions  

 Proposed Projects in the 

Ludlow Run Sub-

Watershed 

 What’s the Alternative 
Solution in the Kings Run 

 Dave Lorei, MSD 

 David Russell, MSD 

 Brian Kwiatkowski, AMEC 

 Chris Limke, BHE Environmental 

 Katie Bollmer, BHE 
Environmental 

 Craig Straub, AMEC 

 Beth Sutherland, MSD  

 Brenda Brown, MSD 

 Pat Arnette, MSD (floating) 

 

 Kings Run Watershed 

Fact Sheet 

 Case Studies 
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Sub-Watershed? 

o Source control 

solutions  

 Proposed Projects in the 

Kings Run Sub-Watershed 

 Benefits of an Alternative 
Solution in the Ludlow 

Run and Kings Run Sub 

Watersheds 

 

Station #5 –Mill Creek 
Watershed Quality 

 

One poster: 

 Midwest Biodiversity 

Institute helping MSD 

monitor and evaluate 

water quality and aquatic 

habitat in the Mill Creek, 

Little Miami, Great Miami 

River and their tributaries 

o Examples of Early 

Success Projects 

o Examples of Green 

Demo Projects 

 Laith Alfaqih, MSD 

 Vickie Gordon, Midwest 

Biodiversity Institute 

 

Station #6 – Pilot Projects 

in the Lower Mill Creek 

Watershed 

 

One poster: 

 Pilot Projects in the Lower 

Mill Creek Watershed 

o Examples of Early 

Success Projects 

o Examples of Green 

Demo Projects 

 

 John Herchl, MSD 

 Dave Gamstetter, Cincinnati 
Parks Board 

 Jessica Truman or Stacie Martin, 

Cincinnati Parks Board 

 Joe Schwind, CRC 

 

 Enabled Impact Program 

Fact Sheet 

 

Station #7 – How Can I 

Get Involved? 

One poster: 

 How can I get involved? 

o Attend meetings 

o Help protect water 

quality 

 

 Jen Eismeier, Mill Creek 
Watershed Council of 

Communities 

 Bruce Koehler, OKI 

 Robin Corathers, Mill Creek 

Restoration Project 

 How Can I Get Involved 
Fact Sheet 

 Lower Mill Creek 

Watershed Action Plan 

Fact Sheet 

 Rain Barrel Fact Sheet 
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A-6:  Meetings with Community Groups

South Fairmount Community Council (SFCC)
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South Fairmont Community Council Meeting 

July 13, 2010 

Officials Presiding at Meeting: 

Charles Young (Vice President) 

Name Elliott (President) 

Joan  ?? (Treasurer) 

Linda Hutson 

 

Normal meeting agenda was followed by a short discussion of MSD and why Deb Leonard was there for 
the meeting. 

Deb Leonard: 

MSD has an aging and deteriorating sewer system, with many parts of their system over 100 years old. 
The basic design of the sewer system includes combined sewers – both sewage and storm water are 
combined into a single/common system. Unfortunately when it rains, the common mixing of both 
sewage and rainwater results in overflowing sewers.  

The US EPA took action against MSD through a Consent Decree which dictates future actions to mitigate 
these problems. 

This will require actions that cost millions of dollars and numerous projects over the next several years. 
Some projects are “grey” which generally consist of piping and treatment systems. Others are “green 
and involve other tactics of diverting storm water and that avoids intermixing with sewage. 

South Fairmont is part of the Lick Run watershed and represents the largest volume of sewer overflows 
in the entire MSD service territory. At Mill Creek, Combined Sewer #5,   approximately 1.2 billion gallons 
of combined sewer overflows each year. EPA wants this outfall and others to be corrected. 

EPA’s default solution is to use “deep tunnel” technology to address these types of combined sewer 
overflow situations. They are open to other options if the alternative projects address the problem to 
their liking.   

Other options – use of day-light project designs of these storm water systems – bring it above ground. 

MSD is looking for input from South Fairmont on this option so it can be explored further.  

MSD’s concept with these massive projects is to try and find ways to include some recreational aspects 
to the overall project.   They will need 30% of the design completed before specific properties will be 
identified that would be impacted by the project’s footprint. 
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Elliott and Young: 

Questions were raised on the letters were sent to selected property owners in December 2009 advising 
them of workers who will be gathering data to support these project evaluations. There was 
considerable confusion on whose idea this really was. Concerns were expressed over the SF Council not 
having information or staying informed. 

MSD or MSD’s agents have been out there trying to buy properties in all parts of SF. Claims were made 
that MSD has been going after the easy ones first – those up for sale or in foreclosure. But they are 
going after other properties too - - - a specific example of Banacom Signs being approached to sell their 
property. Mr. Young was told “to not get in the way and stay out of my business”. 

MSD must open the channels of communication. 

Mr. Elliott stated that MSD has 12 months left to come up with their plan. So at this point, their plan is 
not etched in stone. It will take anywhere from 15 -20 years to implement.  

Additional concern was raised over past conversation with MLL - - she was supposed to have delivered 
information about the plan but nothing happened. She was asked to share the list of property owners 
who were contacted about the project work (December 2009 letter). 

It was proposed that people be given a chance to go down to MSD and look at all of the information on 
the various options being considered. There was a perception that a “secret room” exists where all this 
information is stored.  

Some type of presentation that outlines all of this information is OK - - but it has to be comprehensive 
and show all details. 

A suggestion was made to establish an Advisory Committee – business owners and property owners. 
This idea was supported by all of the Council members. This would help address the need for continued 
dialogue. 

A few comments surfaced on “Communities of the Future”?  Again there was confusion as to what this 
really means. Is this an economic development initiative? 

It was suggested that MLL provide something for the next newsletter.  

There appears to be an obvious lack of trust on this project - - the resounding comment was the need 
for more and more communication. 

Concern was expressed about trash (e.g. abandoned cars and mattresses ) from showing up in a “day 
light” design option. 
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South Farimont Community Council Meeting - - October 12, 2010 

Officials present: Elliot Ellis, Charles Young (arrived late), Linda Hudson & Joan Griffin 

 

Normal agenda items were covered with no particular items creating significant conversation.   MSD 
related matters were not part of the agenda, but MSD did become a focus of discussion at a few points 
in the meeting. 

1. Dennis Smith (Paper Products) was in attendance – he was looking for any information regarding 
MSD’s plans for the community meeting.  He expressed frustration to me personally (and to all 
in attendance) over the lack of this meeting.  He intimated that decisions and plans are being 
made at MSD that will have a major impact on the SF area.  He also recounted face to face 
discussions that he had with Tony Parrott and the City Manager on this subject – and promises 
were made to conduct public meetings. 

2. Charles Young shared information about recent visits/meetings that he and Elliot Ellis had with 
MSD officials. He further explained that agreements were made to hold a large communication 
forum for the SF community.  MSD would provide significant details on the various projects 
under consideration so that area residents and business owners could gain a better 
understanding of the situation. 

Smith and Young both offered examples of property acquisitions being conducted by MSD and their 
agents – and implied that MSD was not being forthright in their management of this entire matter. 

I was able to interject comments at various stages of the discussion – stating that no final decisions have 
been made at this point, project options are still being evaluated, the community meeting will happen 
so that all parties can gain information, etc. 

Dennis Smith was cordial to me but again shared his frustrations – asked that either Mary Lynn or Tony 
call him. (His number is 921-4717) 

 

One other item – the October meeting normally includes the election of trustees and officers to the SF 
Council. This did occur with the same members occupying the same offices. 
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Report to South Fairmount Community Council 
May 10, 2011 

 

 

 
1. Building vacancies 

As properties are acquired they will be secured by boarding all windows and doors to prevent 
unauthorized access to the buildings.   

MSD will be posting signs on all buildings it has acquired notifying the public to keep out of the 
building and that violators are subject to arrest.  The signs are made of reflective metal and will 
be affixed at least 10 feet above any points of access.  The signs should be in place in the next 
three weeks. 

The Cincinnati Police Department has been working with MSD and is committed to providing 
surveillance on these properties.  Please contact the Cincinnati Police Department, District 3 at 
513-263-8300 to report any crime in the area.   

Vacant Building Maintenance Licenses: 

MSD is working with the city’s Division of Code Enforcement to obtain a waiver for Vacant 
Building Maintenance Licenses (VBMLs) since the Lick Run properties are being scheduled for 
demolition.   

A few of the properties acquired for the Lick Run project have prior building code orders under the 
previous  owner, however, the majority of the properties do not.   

Background:  Section 1101 of the Cincinnati Municipal  Code (CMC) authorizes the Division of 
Code Enforcement to  order a building vacated, or kept vacant for one or more reasons, such as 
code violations, unsafe or unsanitary conditions, noncompliance, or  barricades.  The Owner of a 
building ordered to be vacated, or kept vacant, must apply for and obtain a Vacant Building 
Maintenance License (VBML) from the Division of Code Enforcement.  Application Fees for a 
VBML can range from $900 to $3500, per license.  CMC 1101-77.4 allows a property owner to 
apply for a two-year waiver of a license fee if they can demonstrate that a development plan and 
satisfactory financing commitment is in place.  

 

2. Property Maintenance 

Trash and debris removal will be performed weekly and mowing and weed removal will occur 
every two weeks.  Properties will be inspected twice weekly to ensure that proper maintenance is 
occurring.  Please contact Ms. Brenda Brown, the MSD Property Management Specialist at 513-
557-7184 to report any issues regarding property maintenance. 

3. Demolitions 

Ten structures are currently scheduled to be demolished in the first bundle (called B1 on the 
spreadsheet) by or before fall 2011.  This is a conservative estimate.  The B1 list is set.  Request 
for bids will be published by May 30 through the City's Purchasing Department.   
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Specifications for demolition are being prepared for other structures that are identified as "B2" on 
the spreadsheet.   B2 structures are recently acquired or are occupied and relocation has not 
been completed.   The B2 list will grow as properties are acquired.  B2 structures should be down 
by the end of the year.     

Background:  We are using the City of Cincinnati’s purchasing process to select demolition 
contractor(s).  Plan to contract with 2-3 companies to handle the first bundle of 9 properties to 
expedite the process and to complete it faster.  The bidding process takes up to four months (120 
days).  We are bundling the properties for demolition to lower the cost.  We’re trying to streamline 
the process so we don’t have a gap between acquisition and demolition.  

 

4. Appraisors – MSD cannot schedule appraisals at this point in time because no appraisers are 
available.  We are waiting for some openings.  Please contact Ms. Beth Sutherland at 244-1340 
to arrange for this. 

 

5. FAQ  -  We are working on a list of Frequently Answered Questions for the Lick Run project.  
They will be posted on the website as soon as they are completed.  We will also provide a list to 
the Community Council.  If you have additional questions that you want added, you can ask me or 
send an email to MLL. 
 
 

6. Three public design workshops starting in July? 

Over the next year, MSD will hold three separate public design workshops (anticipated for:~July 
2011, ~October 2011 and ~February 2012) to explore and define the stormwater conveyance 
project in South Fairmount.   

The outcome of the public workshops will be a Master Plan for Lick Run. 

MSD will publicly present the Lick Run Master Plan to the Lick Run watershed community.  The 
plan will reflect the desired solution of the community, with City and County input.   

Following the Master Plan, MSD would seek legislative and regulatory approval for the project. 

Concurrently, as you know, MSD will be pursuing design of a default tunnel and enhanced high-
rate treatment facility (as required by the Regulators. 

In December 2012, MSD must submit its preferred remedy for the Lower Mill Creek area – the 
default tunnel or the “alternative solution” – to the Regulators.   

The Lick Run project would be one part of the “alternative solution;” additional source 
control/sustainable infrastructure projects also are being considered, including in  West Fork, 
Denham, Kings Run and Bloody Run watersheds.   

The Regulators are anticipated to make a determination regarding an alternative remedy by the 
second quarter of 2013. 
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If the Lick Run solution is approved as part of the LMCPR, construction on a conveyance system 
would likely need to begin by 2015 to be complete by 2018. 
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South Fairmount ~established 1849 

Community Council ~established 1982 

1724 Fairmount Avenue  
Cincinnati, Ohio 45214-1223  
Phone (513)471-5099 E-mail whccerlene@aol.com 

 May 26, 2011 
 
 
 
Ms MaryLynn Lodor 
Project Groundwork Coordinator 
Metropolitan Sewer District 
1600 Gest Street 
Cincinnati OH 45204 
 
Dear Ms Lodor: 
 
It has come to our attention that 117 (plus or minus) properties in the Queen City/Westwood 
corridor have been identified by MSD as necessary for project Groundwork storm water 
control. 
 
At this time the South Fairmount Community Council is requesting the following project 
Groundwork information: 
 1) A printed list of these properties including their address, book-plat-parcel number 
     and name of owner (if available) and; 
 2) In visual form, large enough to easily read, those identified properties again      
     including their address, book-plat-parcel number and name of owner (If available). 
 
It would be very helpful to receive this information on or before our June 14, 2011, 
community meeting. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Elliott M Ellis 
President 
 
 
    

A. NON PROFIT   ORGANIZATION 

President 
 Elliott M. Ellis 

Vice-President 
 Charles Young 

Secretary 
 Linda Hutson 

Treasurer 
 Joan Griffin 

Corresponding 
 Secretary 

Board of Trustees  
  Jim Gardner   
  Ron Hutson 
  Latoya Moore 
   

Rev 5-10-2011 

. 

 

345

mailto:whccerlene@aol.com


Summary of South Fairmount Community Council Meeting 
October 11, 2011 

 

The regular monthly meeting was held with normal reports and guest speakers.  About eight people 
attended, including Dean Niemeyer of Hamilton County Planning & Development.   Dennis Smith of 
Paper Products Company did not attend. 

 Deb Leonard (representative for MSD) talked about the Lick Run watershed tours, Make A Difference 
Day project at St. Clair park and the upcoming second community design workshop.     Deb talked with 
Sasha Allen of the Talbert House about volunteers at the park cleanup – she gave Deb her email and 
phone number.   

The only other MSD-related item during the regular meeting was a brief presentation by Mr. Hershel 
Daniels of Hargrove Engineering, LLC who said he had recently met with Tony Parrott to talk about 
workforce development associated with Project Groundwork. 
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South Fairmont Community Council Meeting 
November 8, 2011 

 
South Fairmount Community Council Officials Presiding at Meeting: 

Charles Young (Vice President) 

Linda Hutson (Secretary) 

Ron Hutson (Trustee) 

Jim Gardner (Trustee) 

Note:  President Elliott Ellis was on vacation this week. 

The normal meeting agenda was followed, which included a presentation by Tom Crawford of MSD on 
upcoming geophysical surveying associated with the default tunnel, a status update on the Lick Run 
Alternative Project by Deb Leonard of MSD and a presentation by Hershel Daniels and Tom Hefley of 
Hargrove Engineering on their “public/private partnership.” 

Tunnel Presentation by Tom Crawford, MSD: 

Meeting went well for the Default Tunnel presentation. It lasted about 15 minutes. The purpose and 
route through the neighborhood was shown as well as its purpose and schedule. It was mentioned that 
field crews may be seen as early as tomorrow marking/painting the route and that survey work would 
begin at Gest St area as early as Thursday and proceed south to north (through the Mill Creek WWTP 
first prior to reaching South Fairmount anticipated as early as next week). Questions received concerned 
the purpose of the Geophysical Survey, what it was, how long it would take, understanding that the top 
of rock could be 250’ deep. Specific questions included: 
1.  I haven’t received the letter yet. ANS: Due to the shortnotice of the letters being mailed out was 

the reason why I was attending. 
2.  State Ave is narrow at Kroger. ANS: I clarified that the survey on State Ave is north of the Kroger 

Area. (this questions came from the Police Representative) 
3.  Will we find groundwater. ANS: Yes, or rather anticipate and a discussion on how ancient faults 

could be potential weakness in a default Tunnel construction and conduit for groundwater 
4.  Have easements started to be acquired [for the project]. ANS: No 
 
Additional soil borings from the ones previously done (as in across from Petermann) and topographic 
surveying are yet to come was mentioned. 
Cost was not discussed. 30% design completion was not discussed. 
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Lick Run Alternative Project Update by Deb Leonard, MSD: 

Since the last Community Council meeting in October 2011, MSD: 

• Sponsored tours of the Lick Run watershed on October 13, 18 and 20.  More than 100 people 
have participated to date.  The tours are on hold for now due to the weather and time change, 
but will start up again in the spring. 

• Co-sponsored a cleanup at St. Clair Park in South Fairmount as part of Make a Difference Day 
event on Saturday, October 22.  The other sponsors included the South Fairmount Community 
Council and the Cincinnati Park Board.  The group weeded and mulched existing landscaped 
beds that were in disrepair and started repairing the bleachers.  The Park Board also planted 
four trees – 2 magnolias and 2 rubber trees.  In addition, on November 7, the Park Board 
planted a variety of flowers and plants in the beds, including sedum, catmint, baptisia and other 
plants.  A group of students from Quebec Heights Elementary may do some additional work at 
the site later in November. 

• Held the second Lick Run community design workshop on Wednesday, October 26 at Gilbert A. 
Dater Montessori.  About 93 people attended.  Participants worked in small group to review 
design concepts for the proposed urban waterway in South Fairmont.   MSD is planning to 
schedule the third workshop in February 2012.  Looking at Orion Academy potentially as the 
venue.  

• Updated the Lick Run website to include a write-up of the second workshop, the PowerPoint 
presentation and some workshop photos.   

Deb Leonard was asked a number of questions: 

1. Paul Vossler, Hargrove Engineering:  Would MSD consider changing the date of the third 
community design workshop to mid-January instead of early February?  A meeting in early 
February 2012 would be too late and not give them enough time to register concerns with the 
draft Lick Run Master Plan before MSD goes before the Hamilton County Board of 
Commissioners in March/April 2012. 

2. Hershel Daniels, Hargrove Engineering:  Is MSD going to have a track at the Neighborhood 
Summit in January since this project affects the whole city?  Deb said she would find out. 

3. Hershel Daniels:  Can Hargrove Engineering have access to the data that MSD decisions are 
being based on.  He wants raw data, not a summary of data.  Deb asked him if he had spoken to 
MaryLynn Lodor about that, and he said he had not yet, but was planning on submitting it in 
writing. 

4. Jim Gardner, SFCC Trustee:  What is the status of demolitions in South Fairmount?  Deb told him 
that a 106 review was being undertaken on historic properties in South Fairmount and that no 
decisions would be made on demolitions until after that review was completed.  Deb also told 
him no demolitions would take place without the council being notified. 

5. Sara Koch, Cincinnati Recreation Commission:  What makes a property historic?  Deb told her 
that there were different criteria, but one was if a property was listed on the National Register 
of Historic Places or was eligible for inclusion. 
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6. Hershel Daniels:  What was my role at MSD?  Deb told him she was MSD’s community relations 
person for the Lick Run project and that she attended the meetings to provide project updates 
and answer questions. 

Public/Private Partnership by Hershel Daniels and Tom Hefley of Hargrove Engineering: 

Hargrove Engineering is a professional engineering company and master plumber (URL is 
http://hargroveengineering.com/leadership_0000.html.  Hershel Daniels is listed on the site as their 
business development director and visionary.  Hargrove is an MBE company).  Also did work on a local 
100-year plan (?)  They have created a 501(c)(3).  Tom Hefley of Hefley- Stevens Architects (could not 
find a website for them, but they are located downtown) is now with Hargrove.  Mr. Hefley said he has a 
lot of history and experience with the Christ Hospital project in Mt. Auburn (that’s similar to the Lick Run 
project).  Hershel is a former Mt. Auburn Community Council trustee (he’s not listed on their website).  
The Hargrove group met with the government affairs committee chair of Cincinnati City Council.  
Entered into an agreement with the SFCC on October 31, 2011 (by letter to Elliott Ellis) to address 
sustainability of the South Fairmount community. 

They are going to work with the council to hold a series of events in person and online regarding the Lick 
Run project.  They want to put together a more comprehensive and detailed plan. 

Wants U.S. EPA in Cincinnati to talk to the SFCC; said they asked for them to come within three weeks, 
and there is now 2 ½ weeks left.    

Paul Vossler, identified as the CFO of Hargrove Engineering, was also in attendance.  He gave Deb 
Leonard his business card, which said he was the president of a company called Practical Solutions to 
Difficult Problems, 407 Vine Street, Suite 300, Cincinnati, OH  45202, (513) 673-8705; (513) 376-6958, 
pvossler@yahoo.com. 

 

Hershel Daniels was asked several questions by Jim Gardner, SFCC Trustee: 

1. What are the concerns you’ve been hearing from the community?  Hershel’s answer was that 
MSD is not being responsive to the concerns of the business district.  Paul Vossler then stepped 
in and said that he asked MSD (at the meeting last week) what they were doing about the 
businesses on the north side of Queen City Avenue and he was told “quote” that “they aren’t 
the concern of MSD.” 

 
Hershel said he was following the South Fairmount community bible, which was: 
Dos – safety, home ownership, transportation, public spaces, recreation, etc. 
Don’ts –wholesale removal of businesses in South Fairmount, loss of jobs, do not want more 
than 5% rental properties. 

 

349

http://hargroveengineering.com/leadership_0000.html
mailto:pvossler@yahoo.com


2. Jim Gardner said he was confused about the talk about UDF and said he had personally talked to 
the UDF representative and that they were OK in relocating to a different spot in South 
Fairmount.   He was basically told by Charles Young that that wasn’t true and that UDF was on 
“their side” and “part of their group” that had just met with MSD.    

Hershel Daniels immediately approached Jim Gardner after the meeting to say “they should 
talk.”   Jim Gardner reiterated to Deb Leonard (after Hershel had left) that he knew UDF was OK 
with relocating. 
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December 2011 update: 

• MSD has prepared a summary brochure for the second community design workshop. It is similar 
to the brochure created to summarize the first workshop.  The brochure will be mailed out this 
week and posted on the Lick Run website at www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun. 

• The Lick Run website has been updated to include the handouts and draft design concepts 
(maps) from the workshop, as well as the PowerPoint presentation. 

• We are trying to schedule the third community design workshop for the third week of February 
2012 at this location (Orion Academy), but have not been able to confirm a date with Orion yet. 

• You may be interested to know that MSD is starting construction on a “daylighting” project in 
Ault Park.  For more information, visit www.projectgroundwork.org/aultpark. 
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January 2012 update: 

• MSD has scheduled the third Lick Run CDW for Thursday, February 23, 2012 here at Orion 
Academy.   

• MSD prepared and mailed a summary brochure for the second community design workshop to 
everyone who attended the workshops. It is similar to the brochure created to summarize the 
first workshop.  The brochure is also posted on the Lick Run website at 
www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun. 

• The Lick Run website has been updated to include the handouts and draft design concepts 
(maps) from the workshop, as well as the PowerPoint presentation. 

• The gates at CSO 5 have been repaired. 
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South Fairmount Community Council Meeting 
1/10/2012 
 
43 Attendees 
 
Led by Charles Young, VP (Elliott Ellis, President, was out of town) 
 
Three guest speakers:   

• Andrea Henderson of CDOTE; topic: Harrison Avenue Project 
• Chris Manning and Gary Wolnitzek of Human Nature (MSD consultants); topic:  Lick Run 

Alternative 
• Hershel Daniels, Hargrove Engineering, Public-Private Partnership (P3), advisors to the South 

Fairmount Community Council, topic:  South Fairmount Comprehensive Plan 
 
Harrison Avenue Project 

• 4-mile rehab with spot improvements 
• Spot improvements on these streets 

o Boudinot – incorporate left hand turn 
o Werk 
o LaFeuille – realign kink in road to prevent accidents 
o Woodrow – realign kink 
o White 
o Fairmount  

 realign Fairmount to create normal 4-way intersection 
 need to buy car detailer place and Journey’s End to make this possible 

o “S” curve – reconstruct “s” curve, will put WPA wall back or match it 
o Queen City Avenue 

• New non-slip surfaces in selected areas to prevent crashes 
• CDOTE is coordinating project work with MSD and GCWW project work 

o MSD to put in new storm sewers, needs to work from bottom to top 
• Construction to start in June 2012  and be completed by Fall 2013 

 
 
Lick Run Alternative Project  

• Clarified that design workshop summary brochures covered what was heard in the first and 
second workshops 

• Workshop #1 – Getting to know the communities preferences 
• Workshop #2 – Asked for strengths and weaknesses of each alternative.  In between the 

meetings they have met with the South Fairmount Community Council, South Fairmount 
Business Association, and other individual businesses. 

• Workshop #3 – Asking for refinements to Master Plan before it is taken to the Board of County 
Commissioners. 

• Described default tunnel – will happen if the Lick Run Alternative doesn’t happen 
• Design of both “default” and “alternative” will happen simultaneously 
• Default tunnel is the “typical way of doing business in the utility industry”, doesn’t improve 

community 
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• What if we invested in a way that stimulates community redevelopment and ecological 
improvement? 

• Project to be part of a broader strategy to remove stormwater from the flow of the entire 
watershed. 

• This watershed is unique because it has a lot of undeveloped hillsides 
• Most of the sewers are in the street 
• Yellow Dots – mechanical devices to remove trash and debris 
• Natural Systems 

o Judson Ravine 
o Glenway Woods 
o Detention Basins 

• This is an innovative approach.  Many communities doing a tunnel but MSD is focusing on 
source control. 

• Redevelopment, Connectivity – bring other people to the table to do this 
• Coordination with CDOTE and GCWW – in the past, level of coordination would not have been 

there (to prevent duplication, overlay and to get more bang for the buck) 
• Planning Guidelines 

o Transportation 
 Level 1 – sidewalks, crosswalks and lights 
 Level 2 – street trees, planters and level 1 
 Level 3 – realignment, boulevard 

o Planning for what’s best for community in 50 years 
o Urban Waterway Corridor 
o Western Gateway Zone 

 Participants were happy 
 Met with SFCC about how to strengthen this  
 Why aren’t the old QCA and the Western Gateway connected? 
 Much better and stronger due to impact from community 

o Narrow Channel Zone 
 Clear feedback that has neighborhood business zone with promenade was 

preferred 
 Reinforced by community meetings after the 2nd Design Workshop 

o Eastern Gateway Zone 
 Buildings and footprints get larger as we get closer to the Mill Creek 
 Looked at Lakes, wetlands 
 Feedback was that preference was toward community hub 
 Concerns about being too big 
 Really good input 

• As we prepare for Design Workshop #3 you will see a plan that starts to fit together into a 
coherent design for you to respond. 

• Workshop #3 – Group presentation and then 4 breakout sessions 
o Discussion of community Core districts 

 Can play into City Planning efforts “comprehensive plan” 
 We are not going to solve every problem, but we hope to provide a platform 
 Developing a partnerships matrix for each area that helps define partners 
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• Questions from Audience 
o Joe Thoman – What is the projection of electricity to pump up water out of the tunnel? 

 Answer from Gary W. – Not sure, the tunnel team would know the answer to 
this. 

 Answer from Chris – the energy use is significant  
 

o Denny Smith Jr. – What is the proposed savings if MSD goes with the alternative vs. 
tunnel? 
 Answer from Gary W.  – Approximately tens of millions of dollars.  The total cost 

for the tunnel in 2006 dollars was $244 million, but it’s probably higher than 
that now 

 
o Joe Thoman – He’s willing to move (unlike the others), but thinks that it should cost him 

$0 to relocate.   For example, if he moves to a new location, he will have to pay for a 
sprinkler system.  He is currently grandfathered in on sprinklers in his current location.  
Why should he have to pay for sprinklers?  He called this the “yellow area” between 
appraisal and relocation.   
 Answer from Deb and Brian – We cannot answer property acquisition questions 

on behalf of MSD, but we know that they are using the Ohio Uniform Relocation 
Act that is the standard across Ohio for projects like this. 

 
• Charles – Going to unveil a South Fairmount Comprehensive Plan at the next Community Council 

Meeting in February 
o Wants to know which businesses want to stay and which want to leave - please let him 

know 
 

• Casey Sims – When will construction start on the Lick Run Alternative project is if is approved? 
• Gary – deadline is 2018 

o Design and engineering will take a few years then construction will take some time 
 

• Dr. DeSilva – Need a plan for businesses who want to stay 
 

• Charles Young- have another plan to outline how to sustain ourselves 
 

• Chris Manning – vibrant business community is key.  MSD is trying to create a concept that 
allows spaces for businesses to stay here and thrive. 
 

South Fairmount Comprehensive Plan 
o MLK March on Monday in South Fairmount.  Will be announcing framework for South 

Fairmount plan at 2 pm on Music Hall steps 
o U.S. EPA says sustainability of this community is paramount 
o 2018 is end of the city/county agreement 
o 2018 is also deadline for Phase 1 of Consent Decree 
o We want businesses to stay 
o We have plenty of space in South Fairmount 
o Meeting with HUD director on Thursday(?) 
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February 2012 update: 

• The third Lick Run CDW is scheduled for Thursday, February 23, 2012 here at Orion Academy.   
We encourage all of you to attend.  You should have received or be receiving a postcard 
invitation in the mail. 

• The presentation by Hargrove Engineering tonight may generate some questions for MSD.  If 
you have a question, we’d like you to write it down on a comment card and place it in this box.  
We will answer the question at the design workshop on Feb. 23. 
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South Fairmount Community Council Meeting 
February 14, 2012 
7:30 PM – 9:00 PM 
Orion Academy 
 
Attendance: @ 35 people  
 
Elliot Ellis, President 
Charles Young, Vice President 
 
Latoya Moore, Trustee 
Jim Gardner, Trustee   
Ron Hutson, Trustee 
 
Linda Hutson, Secretary 
Joan Griffin, Treasurer 
 
Dennis & Mary Smith, SFBA, Paper Products 
Joe & KayThoman, SFBA, Weilman Thoman 
Moving and Storage 
Paul Wilhem, Knox Hill Preservation 
Assocation 
James Boshears, & Mother Father 
Dave LaDow 
Steve Kortekamp 
Ray West 

Greg Drake 
LeeAnn Cundiff-Shaw 
Gary Dawson 
Ed Bemerer 
Joe Wira 
Bob Voelker 
Andrew Glem 
John Schultz 
Carol Roehling 
Michael Roehling 
Sara Koch 
 
Deb Leonard 
Dean Niemeyer 
Gary Wolnitzek 
Dustin Lester 
Brian Wamsley 
Paul Muller & wife, Cincinnati Preservation 
Association 
 
& others 

 
 
Notable Agenda Items: 
 

A. April 7th – Keep Cincinnati Beautiful Blitz – volunteer event 
a. Alicia Kravitz, Police Officer, Charles Young walked through neighborhood and 

conducted a blight study.  
B. March 5th – Urban Conservator coming to South Fairmount to evaluate 50 year old buildings for 

historic potential 
C. CRC Updates – Dunham Park Golf Course is closing and CRC is accepting suggestions for its 

eventual reuse (Frisbee golf, community garden, nature trail, etc.) 
D. South Fairmount Business Association – No meeting scheduled, possibly March.   

a. Hinted that something could trigger a meeting in March??? 
 
Presidents Message, Elliot Ellis: 

• Tried to communicate within the process 
• Engaged Hargrove Engineering to address issues faced by MSD in their Consent Decree 
• Displeased with MSD’s current plan 

 
Presentation:  Hargrove Engineering  
 
Presenters: 
Hershel Daniels  
Fred Hargrove Sr.(PE, MBA, CCM, Managing Director) 
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Dr. Robert Day 
 
 
 
South Fairmount Sustainability Plan – 100 Year Plan (2011-2111) “No One Gets 
Left Behind in South Fairmount” 
 

• Presenting a draft plan tonight – finalizing by Monday 
• Slides – no maps and no data 
• Want to open up a market to bring jobs back to South Fairmount 
• If you are a business contact us to let us know your intentions to stay 
• US EPA report, July 2011 – SFCC should stand up in support of their community civil society 

 
• Question: James Boshears – I contacted mayor and city and they won’t talk to me? 
• Answer: Hershel – SFCC is the designated process, “Council has agreed in principal”??? 

 
• City does not own the sewers, 50 year agreement ends in 2018 
• Bills are increasing to meet the costs of Consent Decree 
• Consent Decree has three legs, must have three legs: 

1. Law 
2. Science 
3. Sustainability 

• In July,  US EPA issued a report saying sustain of South Fairmount was in trouble 
 
Background of Hargrove 
Fred Hargrove – grew up in North Fairmount, described families occupations 

• “If we don’t intervene at the beginning, we won’t have any impact at all” 
• “What the city can do to one community it can do to another” 
• Worked for P&G, Veteran, worked for top secret government projects,  Worked on Paul 

Brown Stadium, Great American Ball Park, Master Plan for City Hall, Greater Cincinnati Water 
Works Threat Assessment 

• Made a proposal to Tony Parrott in July 2011 for a “Global Alliance” 
 
Hargrove Sustainability Plan 

• “A Large Part of World Does Not Have Sewers” – “We can attract students to SF to look at 
sewers” 

• By 2020 we will have a new sewer product that will transform the world and bring 
sewers to everyone 

• New business for whole world 
• “1000 new Sewers” 
• Housing Support  
• Business Support 
• Make 20 (million?) homes in Cincinnati by 2030.  
• Sustainable based, “as to be defined per proposal agreement w/USEPA to meet Consent 

Decree” 
• “Create in Cincy the (FAU?) until (STEM?) for sustainability 2111 as part of 20,000 Household 

demand in 2012” 
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Regional Science Center 
• Create a FAU International K-20 STEM institute within the public sector as Private/Public sector 

venture attracting students worldwide 
• “sat down with Tony Parrott, thought we had a “kumbiayah moment”  than didn’t hear from 

him 
• Then SFCC called…. 

 
Proposing a Business Park in South Fairmount 

• Successes – 3CDC and Uptown Consortium 
• Failures – Cincinnati Empowerment Corporation 

 
Global Alliance 

• Alliance is a joint venture with 40% owned by each partner with a projected capitalization of 
$200,000 for 20%. 

• “Asked MSD for necessary funding so we could analyze data” 
• “Not forthcoming from MSD, but we have a private investor” 
• Question: Boshears – “who is it” ---- no answer 
• 10 year goal of Alliance 

o Global HQ 
o 20,000 green households 
o Manufacturing jobs 
o Distance Learning HQ 

 
The Public Private Partnership 

• Founders – US EPA, 21 Member Board, City and County 
• Have Letters of Intent 
• Not presenting plan tonight  
• Want to show it to Tony Parrott first 

 
End of Presentation Questions 
 
Question - James Boshears – “Are you aware of climate change issues?  In 100 years we won’t exist, 
temperature will raise by 15 degrees.” 
Answer – Hershel – Yes we are aware, City of Cincinnati IBM efficiency project says we are 96th most 
efficient.  We approached Mayor with Plan to increase efficiency. 
 
Question -Ray West – “What is SFCC being charged by Hargrove for Hargrove’s services? 
Answer - Elliot – Internal community council issue…Hargrove may need to raise money for this project 
and seek out grants.  We have a MOU. 
 
Question – Ray – Will it be made available to community? 
Answer – Elliot – We can make it available to you by email, we are not paying them anything 
 
Question –James- “How does it belong to the community” 
Elliot – SF will lose 550 jobs and $60 million in income if MSD project happens 
 
Maureen – “How will you have a plan in place for an alternative to an alternative by this Monday?” 
Hershel – Economic Plan and Questions for Tony Parrott, but we don’t have data yet. 
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South Fairmount ~established 1849 

Community Council ~established 1982 

1724 Fairmount Avenue  
Cincinnati, Ohio 45214-1223  
Phone (513)471-5099 E-mail whccerlene@aol.com 

 February 22, 2012 
 
 
 
Ms. Vanessa Smedley 
Metropolitan Sewer District 
11600 Gest Street 
Cincinnati OH 45204 
 
 
Dear Ms Smedley: 
 
The South Fairmount Community Council under the National Freedom of 
Information Act is making the following request. 
 
Initially the South Fairmount Community Council is requesting a current list of 
all property acquired to date by MSD relating to project Groundwork. The list is 
to include: address, previous owner, property type, purchase price and purchase 
date. 
 
Secondly, this request is to be open-ended to include a notification to this 
Council of all future property acquired by MSD for project Groundwork. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Elliott M Ellis, President 
South Fairmount Community Council 
 

A. NON PROFIT   ORGANIZATION 

President 
 Elliott M. Ellis 

Vice-President 
 Charles Young 

Secretary 
 Linda Hutson 

Treasurer 
 Joan Griffin 

Corresponding 
 Secretary 

Board of Trustees  
  Jim Gardner   
  Ron Hutson 
  Latoya Moore 
   

Rev 1-1-2012 

 

. 

360

mailto:whccerlene@aol.com


South Fairmount Community Council Meeting 
March 19, 2012 
6:30 PM – 8:30 PM 
Orion Academy 
 
Attendance: 20 people *(approximate) 
 
Elliot Ellis, President 
Fred Hargrove 
Herschel Daniels 
Tom Hefley 
Dennis Smith 
Joe Thoman 
Dave and Kathy LaDow 
Dr. and Mrs. DeSilva 
Brian Wamsley 
Deb Leonard 
2 Hargrove Employees 
& others (5-10 people) 
 
Agenda Items: 
 
A. Elliot Ellis – Channel 12 Report  

a. We watched the 5 minute presentation from Channel 12 
b. Elliot thought that it was a balanced segment 

 
B. Presentation:  The Hargrove Engineering South Fairmount Sustainability 2011-2111 Plan of Action 

Presented by: Herschel Daniels and Fred Hargrove 
 
• “We Leave No One Behind” 
• Based on communities “Needs, Wants and Don’t Wants” 
• “Don’t believe this will just be for next 10 to 20 years…this will set the course for the next 100 

years” 
 

• 2 Major Companies created by Plan 
• Lunkenheimer valve products 
• People to install Lunkenheimer type products in ground 

 
• Dennis Smith has already provided rough estimate of existing 

• 560 Jobs and 600 million in revenues in South Fairmount 
 

• “Hargrove was at City Council meeting with Charlie Winburn and Tony Parrott and costs went 
from 300 million to 450 million.  Where did this extra 150 million come from?” 
 

• 3 Major Projects 
• Western Hills Viaduct 
• South Fairmount CSO work 
• I-75 reconfiguration 
• Additionally, Brent Spence Bridge 
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• Public Private Partnership between Hargrove and South Fairmount Community Council 
• Coordination on road projects WHV & Harrison Road?? 
• 1 million for Public/Private Partnership Projects?? 
• Goal:  To have coordination center for development 

 
• 3CDC – good example of P3, infused with 100 million of New Market Tax Credits 

 
• Natural Community Redevelopment Coalition (NCRC) 

• Assembled banking organizations 
• Fiduciary partner that does 60 million in development 
• No stress to become certified financial institution 

 
• Consent Decree – 2018 agreement (50 year) 

• City/County agreement ends 
 

• City in need of capital infusion 
• PPP – good and bad examples 

 
• Hargrove Engineering 

• Only engineering firm this size to build Level 4 bio-containment facility 
• Provide research support 
• Hefley 35 years of experience 

 
• 500 jobs just by doing sewers 

• Center of excellence, other sewer institutions can come here 
 

• 3 stools of Consent Decree 
• Legal 
• Science 
• Sustainability 

 
• 2010 December – Obama, Environmental Justice decree 

• July – EPA says SFCC is representative of community 
 

• Billions of people in world do not have sewers 
• We can be an example of how to export sewer service and construction 
• In 2020 – we could be getting this in S.F. 
• Otherwise, 560 jobs gone from S.F. 

 
• Based on MSD’s definition of sustainability – long term job creation 

• “we are not doing that” 
• EPA – stand up civil society 
• National Redevelopment Corporation 

 
• “We do not know operation and maintenance costs yet, MSD does not know either” 

 
• Triple Bottom Line 
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• MSD congratulated by Small Business Director recently, “why?” 
 

• SFCC – intermediary group to access money, create jobs, guarantee jobs, create new business 
districts, re-establish mandatory manufacturing base 
 

• June 2, 2011 – Hargrove presented Plan to Tony and MSD 
• World class project 
• Center of Excellence 
• Thomas Adams – North Carolina will help us create C.O.E. 

• School of Manufacturing at Lunkenheimer- Dr. DeSilva 
• School of Real Estate 
• Grey Water reduction in Smart Homes to reduce CSOs 

 
• “We have a Company willing to move to S.F. to do grey water facilities, use this experience to 

export products 
 
 

• Questions? 
 

• Where would businesses go??? 
 

• More questions but was not able to record 
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April 2012 update: 

• MSD mailed out summary brochures on the third Lick Run community design workshop to all 
who attended 

• MSD also mailed out a thank you letter to all who have participated in the Lick Run meetings 
(open house and design workshops) since January 2011 

• MSD continues to post information to the Lick Run website.   Copies of the handouts and 
materials from all the meetings can be found there.  www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun 

• MSD met with the Hamilton County Commissioners on April 2 to submit facts about the tunnel 
and the alternative solution.  They presented an apples-to-apples comparison of costs and 
design needs. 

• MSD will be participating in the Great American Cleanup on April 21st in South Fairmount along 
with Keep Cincinnati Beautiful, the SFCC and the Cincinnati Fire Department. 

Deb then gave an overview of relocation assistance and distribution of fact sheets and business cards for 
Brenda and Beth 

 

364



May 2012 update: 

• MSD met with the Hamilton County Commissioners on April 2 to submit facts about the tunnel 
and the alternative solution.  They presented an apples-to-apples comparison of costs and 
design needs.  County is still reviewing information and hopefully within a month or two, there 
will be additional information to report to the community 

• MSD participated in the Great American Cleanup on April 21st in South Fairmount along with 
Keep Cincinnati Beautiful and the SFCC. 

•  Keep tuned to the Lick Run website at www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun for updates.   
Copies of the handouts and materials from all the meetings can be found there.   

• MSD is starting to offer tours of the Lick Run watershed again 
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Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati 

Lick Run Watershed Early Success / Enabled Impact Project Summary 

May 4, 2012 

Project  Location  Green 
Infrastructure 
Type 

Size  MSD Funding 
Level 

Habig’s ESP  3009 Urwiler Ave. 
Pervious Pavers  1,300 SF 

$90,615 
Bioinfiltration  2,300 SF 

Immanuel Church 
 1520 Queen City 
Ave. 

Bioinfiltration  1,000 SF  $30,000 

San Antonio 
Church 

1948 Queen City 
Ave. 

Pervious Pavers  4,400 SF 
$192,8081 

Bioinfiltration  1,600 SF 
St. Francis Court 
Apartments 

1860 Queen City 
Ave 

Bioinfiltration  9,000 SF  $236,000 

St. Francis Court 
Apartments Ph II 

1860 Queen City 
Ave. 

Bioinfiltration  N/A2  $25,0003 

Beekman Ave  2121 State Ave. 

Bioinfiltration 
Swale / 
Bioinfiltration 

10,600 SF 
$137,3033 

Brownfield 
Remediation 

3 AC 

Harrison Ave 
Harrison Ave. at 
Tremont St. 

Bioinfiltration  950 SF  $13,6533 

Rapid Run Park 
Rapid Run Pike, 
north of Glenway 
Ave. 

Conveyance Swale  2,350 LF  $1,311,1323 

 

                                                            
1 Construction contract amount, final construction costs have not yet been determined. 
2 No additional facility is added, phase II project consists of capturing additional surface drainage and directing to 
existing bioinfiltration basins. 
3 Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Construction Cost.  Actual costs have not yet been determined. 
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Reynolds, Andrew

From: Deb Leonard <dleonard@eqm.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 11, 2012 11:26 PM
To: Lodor, MaryLynn
Cc: Cole, Terry
Subject: SFCC -  July 2012 meeting

Hi MLL, 
The SFCC met this week, so I wanted to give you an update: 

 Paul Willham of the Knox Hill Neighborhood Association gave a presentation on historic preservation.  Following 
the meeting, he told me that Knox Hill will probably submit an “amicus brief” to federal court on the LMCPR.   

 There was discussion of MSD’s 106 Review in South Fairmount and why it hasn’t been publicized.  As I 
mentioned in earlier emails to you, Elliott told me he plans to submit a public records request for it. 

 The SFCC voted to keep Cincinnati Fire Station (Engine 21) at its current location in South Fairmount.   

 Dennis Smith mentioned to me that he recently talked to Bob Newport about the LMCPR report. 

 SFCC would like MSD’s help with their first ever Back to School Fest at 12 p.m. on Saturday, August 11 at South 
Fairmount Park.  They offered for MSD to have a booth.  I assume they may want financial or sweat equity 
assistance.  If you are interested, I will talk to Charles. 

 
Thanks. 
 
Deb 
 
 
Deborah S. Leonard, APR 
Community Relations Manager 
Environmental Quality Management, Inc. 
1800 Carillon Boulevard 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45240 
513‐825‐7500 (office) 
513‐825‐7495 (fax) 
513‐619‐7319 (direct office line) 
513‐515‐1041 (mobile) 
www.eqm.com 
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South Fairmount ~established 1849 

Community Council ~established 1982 

1724 Fairmount Avenue  
Cincinnati, Ohio 45214-1223  
Phone (513)471-5099 E-mail whccerlene@aol.com 

 July 21, 2012 
 
 
 
Mr. Tony Parrott 
Executive Director 
Metropolitan Sewer District 
1600 Gest Street 
Cincinnati OH 45204 
 
Dear Mr. Parrott: 
 
The Lickrun Valley began setting in the early 1800’s. The Community of South 
Fairmount was established in 1849. South Fairmount is rich in both German and 
Italian architecture and history.  
 
MSD recently commissioned Gray & Pape for an inventory/report of Section 
106 Historic Preservation qualified structures located in South Fairmount. 
 
As the Default & Alternate Design time line inches forward the South Fairmount 
Community Council on behalf of the South Fairmount Community is requesting 
a complete copy of Gray & Pape’s Section 106 inventory/report. 
 
It is our desire to compare the Section 106 properties identified in the Gray & 
Pape inventory/report with the Section 106 properties identified by the South 
Fairmount Community. 
 
Again, as the time line inches forward our request is very timely in nature and 
we would expect that our Freedom of Information request would receive express 
processing. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Elliott M Ellis, President 
South Fairmount Community Council 
 

A. NON PROFIT   ORGANIZATION 

President 
 Elliott M. Ellis 

Vice-President 
 Charles Young 

Secretary 
 Linda Hutson 

Treasurer 
 Joan Griffin 

Corresponding 
 Secretary 

Board of Trustees  
  Jim Gardner   
  Ron Hutson 
  Latoya Moore 
   

Rev 1-1-2012 

 

. 
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South Fairmount Community Council meeting – August 14, 2012 
Meeting Notes 

 
• Larry Harris was a guest speaker, talking about historic preservation and the 106 process.  He 

was asked several questions by Charles Young, VP of the SFCC, about how the SFCC could appeal 
the Gray and Pape report as he thinks there are additional properties in the area that should 
have been designated as eligible for listing in the NRHP.  

Larry explained that they could write a letter to Tony Parrot requested a hearing/review of the 
report and that they could engage local preservationists to help research the matter.   If MSD is 
spending federal dollars, Tony will have to respond to the request.  If they’re not, then it’s up to 
Tony and the Hamilton County Commissioners to decide whether to respond.  Larry indicated 
that Gray & Pape was a prominent firm that had done work for the City of Cincinnati. 

An audience member asked Larry if the city had standing in the matter?  Larry responded that 
the city was an interested party and that MSD would want their sign off. He said that MSD has 
been sharing information with him regarding the project.  He also noted that the city cannot 
object to demolition of a property unless it’s on their historic property list. 

Note:  Everyone in the audience had copies of the handouts from the August 10 historic 
preservation meeting at MSD. 

• Paul Willham said he had heard that MSD had submitted the Gray & Pape report to the Ohio 
Historic Preservation Office.  He said he understood that MSD was following a Best Management 
Practice in regard to historic preservation in South Fairmount, but he anticipated that MSD 
would ultimately receive HUD or Army Corps of Engineers funding.  He said he felt MSD was 
jumping the gun by demoing before MSD was subject to the 106 process; also noted that MSD 
was attempting to get a MOU on which properties could be demolished.  He also said he felt 
Knox Hill and the business community should have been consulted.  He additionally said he felt 
that MSD was violating the state sunshine laws by holding secret meetings on historic 
preservation. 

Paul told everyone that the city’s list of historic properties hasn’t been updated in years and that 
the Gray & Pape report had identified 15 properties that weren’t on the city’s list.  

• Elliott made a motion (that was accepted) to explore the possibility of applying for a national 
historic district in South Fairmount.  He said members of the SFBA would potentially fund the 
application/research process.   
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South Fairmount Community Council meeting – September 11, 2012 
Meeting Notes 

 
• Deb Leonard gave a recap of the LMCPR Community “Town Hall” meetings hosted by MSD on 

August 16 and 23, 2012. 

• Elliott Ellis brought the “concept plan” that had been missing from the SFCC/Hargrove 
Engineering presentation on August 28, 2012.  He went over it in detail, plus gave some 
additional details on the Hargrove plan to build a facility to divert sewage from the Lick Run 
combined sewer to a facility that would convert it to potable water and energy.   

The full details on the Hargrove facility can only be obtained by signing a non-disclosure 
document.  

The concept plan for South Fairmount is attached.  
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A-6:  Meetings with Community Groups

South Fairmount Business Association (SFBA)
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Project Groundwork: 
Reducing CSOs within the 

Lick Run Watershed 

South Fairmount Business Association

March 29, 1011

MaryLynn Lodor

Environmental Programs Manager
MSD of Greater Cincinnati

Outline

Introduction and Background

Consent Decree

Lower Mill Creek Planning Activities

Lick Run Watershed

Summary

MSD Background
Population Served

850,000 in 
Hamilton County, Ohio
220,000 connections

Double Governance
Hamilton County Sewer 
District
Operated by City of 
Cincinnati

MSDGC
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Understanding Our Past
Cincinnati's first stormwater 
sewers were built in the 1800s 

As indoor toilets and plumbing 
evolved, sanitary sewer lines 
were connected to the 
stormwater sewers. 

Sewage and stormwater mixed 
in the same pipe is called a 
combined sewer. 

Cincinnati is one of about 772 
cities in the U.S. with a combined 
sewer system.

MSD Current Environmental ChallengeMSD Current Environmental Challenge MSD Economic Challenges

Maintaining affordability of residential usage

Declining usage per account

100

120

140

160

180

200

220

240

260

Provide capacity according to future city, 
county and neighborhood plans
Leverage MSD Capital Investments to attract 
new customers

100

120

140

160

180

200

220

240

260

Customer Opportunity
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Consent Decree Timeline

Judge Spiegel 
entered amended 
WWIP - Approved

Submit Final 
Plan for LMCPR 

Phase 1 
Complete

Integrate 
planning 

efforts for 
preferred 

alternative

Phase 2 
Plan 
Submittal

Planning & Design Activities for LMCPR
Default LMC Tunnel and EHRT Design
Sustainable Infrastructure Planning (Source Control)
Sewer Capacity Optimization
Mill Creek System Alternatives Evaluation

Judge Spiegel 
entered amended 
WWIP - Approved

Submit Final 
Plan for LMCPR 

Phase 1 
Complete

Integrate 
planning 

efforts for 
preferred 

alternative

Consent Decree Timeline

Submit plan to federal and state regulators 

for Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy 

Judge Spiegel 
entered amended 
WWIP - Approved

Submit Final 
Plan for LMCPR 

Phase 1 
Complete

Integrate 
planning 

efforts for 
preferred 

alternative

Consent Decree Timeline

2 Billion Gallons of Overflow Volume must be 
removed from Lower Mill Creek by 2018

Judge Spiegel 
entered amended 
WWIP - Approved

Submit Plan to 
EPA for LMCPR 

Phase 1 
Complete

Integrate 
planning 

efforts for 
preferred 

alternative

Consent Decree Timeline

Submit Phase II projects to regulators in 2017

Judge Spiegel 
entered amended 
WWIP - Approved

Submit Plan to 
EPA for LMCPR 

Phase 2 
Plan 
Submittal Phase 1 

Complete

Integrate 
planning 

efforts for 
preferred 

alternative

Consent Decree Timeline Default Tunnel

w/EHRT facility

Carbon Footprint for system overflows:
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MSD’s Wet Weather Strategy

Hydraulic Grade Line 
inside sewer

Business Case for Wet Weather Strategy

Real Time Control 
(System 

Optimization)

• Low cost/gallon removal
• Limited opportunity – 4 locations within Lower Mill Creek: installation 

complete
• Estimated reduction of approximately 610 MG (400 MG credited towards 2 BG)

Storage, 
Conveyance & 

Treatment

• High Capital Cost - Phase 1 Tunnel (7600 ft) to capture 1.6 BG
• High O&M Cost: pumping & treating large volume of stormwater

Source Control

• Lower cost/gallon removal
• Strategic focus on large scale opportunities 
• Lowers future O&M cost by removing stormwater from pumping & treatment
• Improves water quality and increases natural drainage to Mill Creek

Lower Mill Creek Study Area

LMC Annual CSO Volume: 7.6 billion gallons

Sustainable Infrastructure Planning 

Source Control  - Stormwater offloading through:
Sewer separation (natural conveyance and storm sewers)

Bioretention or detention

Stream restoration 

Stream daylighting

Other Low Impact Development (LID) BMPs
Rain gardens 

Rain barrels

Reforestation

Pervious pavements

Source Control 
Stormwater separation & offloading
Natural and pipe conveyance
Convey drainage to the Mill Creek and tributaries

Goals of Source Control

Reduce the volume of stormwater runoff and 
natural stream flow entering the large 
combined sewer 

Direct natural flows to Mill Creek

Invest in new infrastructure that helps to 
reduce CSOs and provide community benefits 
and water quality improvement 
opportunities. 

MSD is committed to removing stormwater 
runoff from the sewer system through source 
control solutions. 
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MSD Sustainable Infrastructure 
Investments

MSDGC Sustainable Infrastructure
Lick Run Watershed

Projects Built  100% by  
MSD: Pipelines, HRTs, 

Green Roofs 

MSD serves as enabler of 
BMP’s; cost sharing under 
mutual benefit scenarios 
. 

Working at the 
policy level with 
local, state and 

federal agencies & 
educating the 

public 

Water Quality/ 
Quantity Benefits

MSD Sustainable Infrastructure Inform & Influence

Citizens Advisory Panel   (CAP) 

presentation

Neighborhood Summit presentation

Annual stakeholder breakfast

August 2010: 4-week exhibit at 

Krohn Conservatory with Cincinnati 

Park Board

Working at the local, state and federal level to 
create a dialogue with agencies & educating the 
public about Project Groundwork

Sierra Club

Mill Creek Restoration Project

Community Building Institute –
Xavier University

University of Cincinnati

Local Initiative for Support 
Corporations (LISC)

OKI Regional Council of 
Governments

Chamber of Commerce Agenda 
360

US Green Building Council

Green Partnership of Greater 
Cincinnati

Cincinnati Preservation 

NRMRL, USEPA

Ohio EPA

Port Authority of Greater 
Cincinnati

Cincinnati Park Board

City & County Departments

Inform & Influence
Communities of the Future Advisory Committee

Inform & Influence
Website/Videos

Kiosk in MSD offices

Quarterly e-newsletter to 

stakeholders

Outreach letters on baseline 

investigation

Lick Run Open House
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Lower Mill Creek Watershed
Identifying direct & enabled opportunities through 
MSD’s Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process – SWEP

Watershed-based approach to evaluating CSO reductions opportunities

Lick Run CSO #5 is one of MSD’s largest 
overflows Typical Year flow 

(modeled) 
1.7 Billion Gallons

Current number 
customers

5,700  accounts

Land Area 2,720 acres 

Tunnel Solution $244 Million

Sustainable Solution Estimated to reduce by 1 
billion gallons 

31 miles of natural conveyance to Mill Creek

Historical Drainage Lick Run Watershed

North

Current Sewer Network Lick Run Watershed

North

Lick Run: Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative

Lick Run Strategies
1. Strategic Separation & Daylighting
2. Detention and Bioretention

US EPA Involvement 
March 2010: Areawide Brownfield  -

Phase I Site Assessment
August 2010: Community Planning Efforts
November 2010: National Risk 

Management Research Laboratory 

Lick Run: Sustainable Infrastructure Alternative
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The MSD Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process
Lay the Groundwork

Data & 
Inventory 
Analysis

Comprehensive 
Characterization 

of Watershed

Build the Foundation Set the Framework

Opportunities 
& Constraints

Solutions & 
Action Plans

Implementation

Wet Weather 
Strategy Matrix 
with Conceptual 
Costs/Benefits

Business Case 
Evaluation for 

Project

Synthesis Plan 
for Community-

based Wet 
Weather 

Improvement

A

f

WWWW

-

W W hW

ynthesis Plan

Lay the Groundwork

Data & 
Inventory 
Analysis

Natural Systems
Built Systems
Community Character
Demographics
Policy Issues
Watershed Projects
Constituency Building

Comprehensive 
Characterization 

of Watershed

Lay the Groundwork

Data & 
Inventory 
Analysis

Natural Systems
Built Systems
Community Character
Demographics
Policy Issues
Watershed Projects
Constituency Building

Comprehensive 
Characterization 

of Watershed

Lay the Groundwork

Data & 
Inventory 
Analysis

Natural Systems
Built Systems
Community Character
Demographics
Policy Issues
Watershed Projects
Constituency Building

Comprehensive 
Characterization 

of Watershed

Location of Historic Lick Run 

Lick Run Corridor Today

Lay the Groundwork

Data & 
Inventory 
Analysis

Natural Systems
Built Systems
Community Character
Demographics
Policy Issues
Watershed Projects
Constituency Building

Comprehensive 
Characterization 

of Watershed
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The MSD Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process
Build the Foundation

Opportunities 
& Constraints

Synthesize Outcomes 
from Inventory
Formulate Goals
Perform Modeling
Develop Risk 

Assessment
Evaluate Alternatives
Constituency 

Strengthening

Wet Weather 
Strategy Matrix 
with Conceptual 
Costs/Benefits

Build the Foundation

Opportunities 
& Constraints

Synthesize Outcomes 
from Inventory
Formulate Goals
Perform Modeling
Develop Risk 

Assessment
Evaluate Alternatives
Constituency 

Strengthening

Wet Weather 
Strategy Matrix 
with Conceptual 
Costs/Benefits

Strategic Storm Separation 
& Detention  

Lick Run Watershed
62 catchments 2.1 billion gallons 

(annual stormwater runoff)

Downspout 
Disconnection (50%)

ra
en
r
e
rStrategic Storm Separ
e& Dete

Downspout 
55(5Disconnection (

Reforestation - 50% of Right-of-Way (88 acres) 
50% of Steep Hillsides (231 acres)

Build the Foundation

Opportunities 
& Constraints

Synthesize Outcomes 
from Inventory
Formulate Goals
Perform Modeling
Develop Risk 

Assessment
Evaluate Alternatives
Constituency 

Strengthening

Wet Weather 
Strategy Matrix 
with Conceptual 
Costs/Benefits

The MSD Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process
Build the Foundation

Solutions & 
Action Plans

Refine Strategies
Evaluate
Build Project/Public 

Interface
Identify & Assess 

Potential Risks with 
Risk Register

Synthesis Plan 
for Watershed 

Integration with 
Community 

Revitalization

Build the Foundation

Solutions & 
Action Plans

Refine Strategies
Evaluate
Build Project/Public 

Interface
Identify & Assess 

Potential Risks with 
Risk Register

Synthesis Plan 
for Watershed 

Integration with 
Community 

Revitalization

Potential Lick Run community revitalization 
concept achieves water infrastructure solutions

The MSD Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process
Set the Framework

Implementation

Finalize Watershed 
Goals
Refine, Update, Verify 

Alternatives
Detail & Market 

Community of Future 
Projects

Business Case 
Evaluation for 

Project/Proceed 
with Detailed 

Design
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Set the Framework

Implementation

Finalize Watershed 
Goals
Refine, Update, Verify 

Alternatives
Detail & Market 

Community of Future 
Projects

Business Case 
Evaluation for 

Project/Proceed 
with Detailed 

Design

Preliminary Design Schedule
Storm & Natural Drainage Removal 

Draft Conceptual Community Opportunities Plan

Potential Conveyance Options:

Lick Run Coordination
City Planning

County Regional Planning

Cincinnati Park Board

Cincinnnati Recreation

Cincinnati Department of 
Transportation  & Engineering

Stormwater Management 
Utility

Summary
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Model of COF
Planning & Design Activities for LMCPR

Default LMC Tunnel and EHRT Design
Sustainable Infrastructure Planning
Sewer Capacity Optimization
Mill Creek System Alternatives Evaluation

Judge Spiegel 
entered amended 
WWIP - Approved

Submit Plan to 
EPA for LMCPR 

Phase 2 
Plan 
Submittal Phase 1 

Complete

Integrate 
planning 

efforts for 
preferred 

alternative

Consent Decree Timeline

MSD will hold public meetings w/interested 
parties throughout the next 18 months 

thru the selection of a final plan 

Judge Spiegel 
entered amended 
WWIP - Approved

Submit Plan to 
EPA for LMCPR 

Phase 2 
Plan 
Submittal Phase 1 

Complete

Integrate 
planning 

efforts for 
preferred 

alternative

Consent Decree Timeline
Summary

MSD is focused on strategic source control - Lick Run 
Watershed

MSD is evaluating various other projects and 
alternatives for meeting Consent Decree mandates

MSD must submit a plan to EPA in December 2012 
to meet the 2BG reduction requirements within 
Phase 1, which must be complete by 2018

Property Needs of Strategic 
Separation 

MSD will need property to remove stormwater runoff and 
natural drainage from the combined sewer system.

MSD is currently purchasing property in South Fairmount from 
interested property owners, and properties in foreclosure or 
otherwise available. 

Property may be used for short- or long-term strategic 
separation solutions, as well as for construction staging and 
implementation.

What do we need from you?
Interested in selling? 

Notify MSD for an appraisal to begin the process
MSD wants to retain you as customers within our sewer 
district and community.  
Grow your business locally by seeking out assistance

The City of Cincinnati Department of Community Development offers 
services and programs to help retain businesses within the city. 

Cincinnati Commercial Site Portfolio is an economic development website 
used to assist business site selection, expansion or relocation analysis.
Please contact Markeia Gore for conducting needs assessment for business 
retention within the City of Cincinnati
communitydevelopment@cincinnati-oh.gov Or call: (513) 352-6146
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WWW.PROJECTGROUNDWORK.ORG

MaryLynn Lodor
513-244-5535

Community 
Development 

Markeia Gore 

(513) 352-6146
communitydevelopment@cincinnati-oh.gov
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       April 15, 2011 
 
 
 
Mr. FIRST NAME LAST NAME 
ADDRESS 
CITY, STATE and ZIP 
 
Re:  Lick Run Alternative Project  
 
Dear Mr. LAST NAME, 

It was a pleasure to speak with the South Fairmount Business Association (SFBA) on March 29 
about Project Groundwork and the efforts underway to resolve combined sewer overflows 
(CSOs) in the Lick Run watershed, specifically in the South Fairmount community.   

The issues and timelines of MSD’s Consent Decree are complex and difficult to distill into one 
meeting.  Your ongoing willingness to stay informed is essential, and I wanted to provide 
additional facts as a follow up to the important topics we discussed.  

As noted in the presentation, there is much to be done before MSD can recommend, and the 
City and County can submit to the federal government, the preferred plan for capturing 2 billion 
gallons of CSOs from the Lower Mill Creek, an area that currently has more than 7 billion gallons 
of overflow volume in a typical year.    

A key component is open and constructive public dialogue to develop the best, most cost-
effective solutions that are preferred and supported locally.    One of the challenges is the 
uncertainty of what the potential MSD solution means for you or your future in the community 
of South Fairmount.  This requires an ongoing dialogue and I am committed to providing you 
with information throughout this process.    

To clarify outstanding questions or concerns you may have at this point, attached is a Q&A to 
explain what we are currently faced with in terms of timing and needs.   This is based in part on 
questions submitted by the SFBA.  You can also find additional information on our website, 
www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun, or you can call or email me directly. 

If you have any questions or would like to talk, please feel free to contact me at (513) 244-5535 
or MaryLynn.Lodor@cincinnati-oh.gov. 
 
 
Respectfully, 

 
MaryLynn Lodor 
Environmental Program Manager  
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Lick Run Alternative  
Question and Answer (Q&A)  

4/15/11 
 

1.  When will the plan be final?  

To determine the plan that best achieves the requirements of the 
federal Consent Decree while also bringing the greatest benefit to 
ratepayers and the community, MSD is conducting several 
different studies and planning efforts simultaneously. These studies 
and plans include a deep tunnel which is considered the “default 
solution.”   While the deep tunnel meets the goal of the Consent 
Decree, it may not bring the greatest overall benefit.  As specified 
by the approved Consent Decree, MSD must also plan for and 
develop the technical viability of an alternative to the tunnel.  The 
Lick Run project is one of the alternatives.  

MSD plans to have much of the technical evaluation assembled 
and a preferred plan developed by mid-2012 so that policymakers 
can decide what optimum solution MSD will submit to the state 
and federal regulators by the Consent Decree-specified deadline of 
December 31, 2012. 

MSD is working with USEPA and Ohio EPA to identify their 
needs for the December 2012 submission.   

388



2. When will the final plan be approved and in effect? 

It is likely that final approval from the state and federal regulators 
on either the default solution (the tunnel) or a set of alternatives 
will be no sooner than second quarter of 2013.  Pursuant to the Wet 
Weather Improvement Plan (known as “Project Groundwork”), the 
approved plan must be implemented by 2018.    

3. Will we receive the proposed plan? 

MSD plans to hold public meetings and will continue to share 
information with interested parties over the next 18 months and 
through the selection of a final plan. 

As potential solutions for the alternative are developed, MSD will 
hold public meetings with key stakeholders within the watersheds 
where projects are proposed to help shape the overall plan.  

4.  What time frame does MSD have if this does go 
forward to settle with property owners? 

If the Lick Run solution is pursued as part of the Consent Decree, 
construction on a conveyance system would need to begin by 2015 
to be complete by 2018. Because the Lick Run alternative requires 
property for construction, staging and phasing, MSD has begun 
acquiring property or options from owners who are interested in 
selling now, as well as properties that are subject to foreclosure, 
vacant or otherwise available.   

The Lick Run project is a “strategic separation project” that 
reduces a large volume of natural drainage and stormwater from 
entering the combined system.  Removal of such large volumes of 
rainwater is a significant Operations and Maintenance (O&M) 
savings for MSD, and separating the flow of stormwater from 
wastewater has significant benefits to MSD and its ratepayers.  
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5.  What is the process for consideration of 
properties? 

Owners interested in selling their property should contact MSD’s 
land acquisition team, and MSD will determine if the property 
would be of value to MSD for future potential projects.   

6.  How will you handle environmental audits on land? 

MSD, with assistance provided by USEPA, completed an 
Areawide Phase 1 Environmental Assessment of the corridor as 
part of initial planning.   

7.  How will current land owners be compensated for 
loss of income, inability to sell/rent our properties to 
other interested parties because of the uncertainties 
caused by the MSD while they decide what to do? 

MSD will follow all applicable laws in the evaluation and 
acquisition process.  By law, MSD is required to offer the 
appraised fair market value for property it has determined is 
required for a project.  Under certain circumstances, the Ohio 
Revised Code also allows compensation for “goodwill” and limited 
“actual economic loss.”  MSD will discuss property owner 
concerns in all acquisitions.  

8.  What is MSD doing about a Queen City Ave. 
Boulevard, Westwood Ave. Boulevard, and the Western 
Hills Viaduct? 

MSD is focusing on the CSO problem and solving it by strategic 
separation and a conveyance system to the Mill Creek that also 
improves water quality.  One option may be to modify the street 
grid to better accommodate the stormwater solution as well as 
other community needs.  MSD is working closely with CDOT, 
City Planning, Community Development, Regional Planning, 
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Metro/Southwest Ohio Regional Transit Authority (SORTA) as 
well as our advisory committee to help evaluate optimum 
solutions. 

Along with the challenges presented by stormwater and water 
quality, this corridor has opportunities for other investments such 
as Western Hills Viaduct and I-75, in addition to the need for jobs, 
business growth, affordable, safe housing and recreation. If those 
needs and opportunities can be incorporated with non-ratepayer 
funds or sources, and if MSD investments can be leveraged for the 
greater good of community revitalization, other parties (public and 
private) have expressed an interest in pursuing projects like the 
boulevard to make Lick Run a comprehensive community based 
revitalization.    

 

 

If you have any additional questions or need clarification, 
please contact MaryLynn Lodor, Environmental Programs 
Manager, MSDGC, at 513-244-5535 or 
marylynn.lodor@cincinnati-oh.gov.  
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MSD/SFBA Committee Minutes 
August 31, 2011 

MSDGC Administrative Building 
9:00-10:30am 

 
Attendees: David Spaulding, John Johnston, Tim Kling, Tony Parrott, Markiea Gore, 
MaryLynn Lodor 
 
1. Meeting Minutes  

The meeting began with a review of the minutes from the last meeting of the 
SFBA Committee held on July 7, 2011.   There were no comments or changes to 
reflect in the minutes. 

 
2. Past and Upcoming Meetings 

a. Design Workshop #1 (August 11, 2011 Roberts Paidea Academy, South 
Fairmount) 

Mr. Parrott summarized the first Design Workshop, purpose and the outcomes 
from the exit survey of participants; preliminary results were provided to the 
group in a summary sheet.  The types of questions and feedback heard from the 
115 attendees of the workshop were discussed.  The Committee then initiated a 
brief discussion about the purpose and role of the SFBA in the Community 
Design Workshops.  The group expressed that SFBA members may prefer to 
discuss issues through the Association rather than through the broader 
community meetings.  The group felt that because they do not have as significant 
a role in the broader watershed discussion, they may not be a good fit for some 
of the design workshop discussions, especially if they are looking to relocate 
outside of South Fairmount as some members are.  MSD indicated that it 
welcomes the SFBA input into the process in the format that seems most 
appropriate to them.   
 

b. Design Workshop #2 (October 26, 2011, 6 p.m., Dater School, Westwood) 
MaryLynn Lodor informed the group that the second design workshop is 
scheduled at a different location because neither Orion Academy nor Roberts 
Paideia Academy are available.  The meeting will be held at the Dater School in 
Westwood which will still allow input to be provided from within the watershed.  
The group offered no concerns to the change in location.  Notification will be 
provided to SFBA and its members about the meeting details, and MSD indicated 
it welcomes the Association’s continued input. 
 

c. SFBA meeting (September 27, 2011)  
The format and agenda were discussed for the next SFBA meeting which is 
scheduled for September 27th.  MSD has accepted the invitation for the meeting, 
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with an agreement to the format and agenda as discussed. Mr. Parrott 
emphasized that it is important that an agenda and format be agreed upon in 
advance to allow for meaningful dialogue among all parties.  The committee 
discussed the format at length to confirm that it will be managed to ensure that 
questions or comments are constructive and useful to the process, and 
appropriate to the planning stage the project is currently in.   
 
The question was asked by Mr. Spaulding about the probability of the Lick Run 
alternative actually happening.  He indicated that probability is one of the 
biggest uncertainties or questions among the Association at this time.  Mr. 
Parrott indicated that at this point there is likely a 50% probability of the project 
becoming a reality or not.  He further indicated that by early to mid-2012 it will 
likely be closer to 90% probability, depending upon property acquisition and 
technical discussions among the regulatory agencies such as USEPA.  For the 
meeting on September 27th, MSD will discuss the probability issue and attempt 
to provide more clarity.   
 
Mr. Johnston asked what MSD needs from the SFBA.  He and Mr. Spaulding 
suggested that MSD develop a questionnaire for the September 27th meeting to 
obtain feedback from the full membership about their level of interest in South 
Fairmount.  Specifically, if the probability were to be raised that the Lick Run 
alternative project proceed, would each member consider themselves interested 
in helping to be a part of the future design or would they be more interested in 
developing plans and getting more direct assistance in helping them relocate and 
move to a new location, hopefully within the City of Cincinnati.  They indicated 
this suggestion stems from the fact that the membership of the Committee is not 
truly representative of the full group, and through the survey perhaps more 
specific and desired information can be gathered and provided to specific sub-
committees.   
 
It was also agreed upon by all that discussions around property value and who 
MSD is negotiating with and at what price are sensitive matters that cannot be 
posed in a group setting but best handled one-on-one between the property 
owner and MSD.    

 
d. Clean Ohio Grant Application  

Ms. Lodor informed the group that a meeting regarding this application is 
scheduled for September 8th from 6:30 to 7:30p.m. at MSD’s Administrative 
Building on Woodrow.  The objective of the meeting is to address questions 
posed by citizens who attend the meeting or to respond to any written questions 
MSD receives before the meeting takes place. 
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3. USEPA Strategic Integration Plan 
This report is posted on the project website, www.projectgroundwork.org.  It 
was prepared by USEPA Region 5 as a tool for considering the use of “green 
infrastructure” and how to assist MSD in the development of an alternative that 
is more sustainable than a deep tunnel.  Ms. Lodor indicated that a final hard 
copy was provided to SFBA President Dennis Smith last week.  

 
4. Timeline of Project Groundwork/Lick Run Alternative 

The timeline of the Lower Mill Creek was discussed, including changes that have 
been made from what was discussed previously.   
 

5. Questions 
The next meeting of this group will be following the September 27th meeting 
unless it is determined necessary to meet sooner.  

 
 
 

###
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MSD/SFBA Committee  
Meeting Summary  

7-11-11 
 
Attendees:  Dennis Smith, Joe Thoman, Butch Klug, John Johnston, David Spaulding, 
Tony Parrott, Markiea Gore, MaryLynn Lodor 
 
 
Introduction 
The purpose of this meeting is to have a dialogue with 3-5 core members of the 
South Fairmount Business Association (SFBA) at the request of Mr. Parrott to 
provide SFBA with accurate information to provide to its members. Meetings shall 
be at least quarterly, but more frequently as determined necessary. The SFBA 
represents businesses (40) within the South Fairmount community and has 
expressed an interest to become more engaged in Project Groundwork.   
 
In January 2011, MSD has invited Mr. Smith, President of SFBA to be a member of 
the Communities of the Future Advisory Committee, which he has attended since 
early 2011.  MSD has also attended or been a part of several meetings to date with 
SFBA, or members to discuss Project Groundwork and the Lick Run Alternative 
project; two of which have been full membership meetings in March and April, 2011.   
 
Mr. Parrot described the tunnel, default solution that is identified as the project of 
record of the Consent Decree but the Consent Decree offers an alternative or a 
number of alternatives, however the alternatives must be able to achieve a 2BG 
reduction by 2018.   
 
The Lick Run alternative was discussed and given the fact that Lick Run represents 
our largest combined sewer overflow volume and MSD is committed to source 
control of flow entering the system, will happen but the question is what and when.  
 
Regarding the Lick Run, several studies and planning efforts are underway currently 
to evaluate and determine best way to achieve the 2BG reduction in the most cost 
effective, locally preferred way that would satisfy the Regulators. MSD has been 
focused on the technical feasibility and hydrology of the alternative, achieving 
understanding of design constraints and opportunities.  The channel conveyance 
system is only conceptualized and will not advance further until Design Workshops 
are completed.  
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Timeline 
 By the end of 2011, MSD will brief the Commissioners on the status of the 

alternative, including discussions with the Regulators who are specifically 
interested in MSD’s ability to deliver the alternative by 2018 with the 
necessary right of way and hydraulic feasibility to meet the CSO reduction 
target for LMC. 

 By early 2012, a strategy for Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy (LMCPR=2BG) 
will be more clearly known.  

 By Mid-2012, that strategy will be developed further with more technical 
details for Commissioner input followed by more aggressive public input. 

 By end of 2012, a submittal of the LMCPR must be submitted to Regulators. 
 
Discussion 
SFBA members provided a brief summary of their needs and concerns, specifically: 
timing, unknowns, businesses decisions and jobs.  Mr. Smith indicated a need for 
jobs to be a cornerstone of the overall project planning and the impact on owners 
land management issues that have generated income for owners.   
 
MSD anticipates that between March – June 2012, that conceptually we will be able 
to be more specific at timing and potentially plan.  
 
Mr. Smith expressed an interested in getting some interest from private developers 
to determine their interest.   MSD indicated that because this is first and foremost a 
sewer project, one tied to a federal consent decree, we need to be sure it can deliver 
the CSO reduction results prior to planning end use of land around a potential 
solution; for that reason, such discussions are likely premature.  However, if they 
want to participate in design workshop, that would be the appropriate venue for 
such discussions. 
 
Next Steps 
MSD is hosting a Design Workshop #1 to provide community input into the 
alternative development and creation of a Lick Run Master Plan. SFBA members 
have been contacted.  A total of three Design Workshops are planned with the first 
upcoming on August 11th, then late October and then Early 2012 (likely February).  
It was decided that the next meeting of the Committee of 5 and MSD will be 
scheduled for the week following the design workshop.    
 
MSD/SFBA core members agreed to meet more frequently than quarterly to better 
understand and facilitate solutions.  Specifically understanding property 
needs/business needs and discussing potential incentives/opportunities with 
working with the business community.  

### 
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October 6, 2011 
 
 
Re:  Lick Run Alternative project 
 
Dear South Fairmount Business Association (SFBA) Member:   
 
Please find enclosed a questionnaire for SFBA members, developed in coordination with the SFBA’s 
representative Committee of Five.  
   
The intent of the questionnaire is for MSD to gain a better understanding of the unique issues and 
concerns of each business representative, and to determine what resources and information are needed to 
best clarify the process and timing of the proposed Lick Run Alternative project.  
 
Please complete and return the questionnaire as soon as possible in the included self-addressed, stamped 
envelope.  
 
Thank you for willingness to participate.    
 
If you have additional questions about the project, please contact the appropriate person as listed on the 
contact sheet enclosed in the package.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
MaryLynn Lodor 
Environmental Program Manager 
 
 

397



Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati  
Lick Run Alternative

In coordination with the South Fairmount Business Association (SFBA) and its representative Committee of Five, this request for 
general input was developed and is being provided to all members of the SFBA.  The intent is to gain a better understanding of 
the unique issues and concerns of each business representative, and to determine what resources and information are needed to 
best clarify the process and timing of the Lick Run Alternative effort.  There is no obligation to participate, and responses here in 
no way imply or indicate a firm commitment.  As with all of the community input being gathered at this preliminary stage of the 
effort, comments are understood to be general and based on what is known at this conceptual phase.  We very much appreciate 
your willingness to share your thoughts to help us continue to improve our efforts to meet your needs.

Please return the completed questionnaire to Ms. MaryLynn Lodor of MSD at marylynn.lodor@cincinnati-oh.gov or 1600 Gest 
Street, Cincinnati, OH  45204.  If you have any questions, please contact MaryLynn by email or phone at (513) 244-5535.

Continued on back

Request for General Input

Name of Business: 

Point of Contact, Telephone and E-mail:

Address of Business: 

Type of Business:  (circle all that apply) 

Restaurant Manufacturing Office Retail Other

1.  If the Lick Run Alternative project were to proceed with construction of an urban waterway between 
the existing Queen City and Westwood Avenues, commencing in 2015, would you prefer your business 
operations to:

Stay in current South Fairmount location; prefer that MSD work around my operations if possible (If 
you checked this, please complete question 1a)

Relocate outside of the project area but within South Fairmount (Complete 1b) 
Relocate outside of South Fairmount but within the City of Cincinnati (Complete 1b)

Relocate outside of the City of Cincinnati (Complete 1b)

Close operations and the business

1a.  If you prefer to stay within South Fairmount after the project is complete, would you: 

Temporarily relocate outside of South Fairmount and return after the project is complete

Temporarily close operations during the construction and return after the project is complete
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1b.  If your business is planning to relocate, what services do you anticipate needing to help you plan 
better?

Site Selection Loan Products Property & Earnings Tax Incentives

2. If you would like assistance with finding a new or temporary location, please tell us a little about 
your space needs:

Acreage: Building Size: Ceiling Height:

Single/Multi-Story: Any other special needs:

3. What is your biggest concern about the Lick Run alternative project?

Other

4. Did you attend the Community Design Workshop on August 11?

Yes If not, why?

5. How should the SFBA contribute input during the Community Design Workshops?

6. What do you need from MSD to meet your needs regarding this project?

7. What other new business opportunities or what types of businesses are missing from South 
Fairmount?

Other

Lack of information

Concern over being able to find a new location that equals my current location

Concern over receiving fair market value for my property

No
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Name of Business

Yes No Manufacturing Retail Office Other: Comments
Stay in current South 
Fairmount location

Relocate outside of the 
project area but within 

South Fairmount

Relocate outside South 
Fairmount but within 

City limits

Relocate 
outside City 

limits

Close 
operations and 

business Comments

1
Process 

Construction, Inc. 1 1 1

2
Quality 

Manufacturing 1 1 1

3

Paper Products Co. 
(Omer J. Smith, Inc. 
(dba Paper Products 

Company) 1 1 1

4
L.B. Machine & 

Manufacturing Co. 1 1

5
United Dairy 

Farmers 1 1 1 1

6
Corcoran & Harnist 
Heating & AC, Inc. 1 1

service & 
installation 1

7 Xtreme Sound 1 1 1 1

8
South Fairmount 

Community Council 1 1 civic council 1

9

Weil/Thoman 
Moving & Storage 

Co. 1 1
Transportation of 
Freight & HHG 1

He added in a new box:  
Close operations and the 

business due to shortfall of 
initial offering of real estate

10 PRN Construction 1 1 construction 1 1

11
Interfaith Business 

Builders, Inc. 1 1

located on south side of 
Westwood; therefore do not 

have to relocate

12 Banacom Signs 1 1 1 1

13 Cincinnati Bell 1 1 Telecom 1
9 4 4 4 1 4 7 2 4 2 0

SFBA Survey - September 2011

Totals:

In Main 
Corridor?

1. If the Lick Run Alternative project were to proceed with construction of an urban waterway between the existing Queen City and Westwood 
avenues, commencing in 2015, would you prefer your business operations to:

Page 1
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Name of Business

1
Process 

Construction, Inc.

2
Quality 

Manufacturing

3

Paper Products Co. 
(Omer J. Smith, Inc. 
(dba Paper Products 

Company)

4
L.B. Machine & 

Manufacturing Co.

5
United Dairy 

Farmers

6
Corcoran & Harnist 
Heating & AC, Inc.

7 Xtreme Sound

8
South Fairmount 

Community Council

9

Weil/Thoman 
Moving & Storage 

Co.

10 PRN Construction

11
Interfaith Business 

Builders, Inc.

12 Banacom Signs

13 Cincinnati Bell
Totals:

Temporarily relocate outside 
South Fairmount and return 
after the project is complete

Temporarily close operations during construction and return after 
project is complete. Other: Comments Site Selection Loan Products

Property & 
Earnings Tax 

Incentives Other

1 Stay in operation in current location 1 1 1

1

Not feasible to do either of the above (Note:  
Richard Lipps checked "Temporarily relocate 
outside South Fairmount and return after the 

project is complete" 1

1 1 1

1 1 1

1

1 1

1

1 1

1 1

1 1
Would consider relocating, but depends on 

how long 1 1 1

1 I prefer to stay but I believe I must move 1
2 2 3 7 2 7 4

Note:  SFCC did not answer

1a.  If you prefer to stay within South Fairmount after the project is complete, would you: 1b. If your business is planning to relocate, what services to
you plan better?

Page 2
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Name of Business

1
Process 

Construction, Inc.

2
Quality 

Manufacturing

3

Paper Products Co. 
(Omer J. Smith, Inc. 
(dba Paper Products 

Company)

4
L.B. Machine & 

Manufacturing Co.

5
United Dairy 

Farmers

6
Corcoran & Harnist 
Heating & AC, Inc.

7 Xtreme Sound

8
South Fairmount 

Community Council

9

Weil/Thoman 
Moving & Storage 

Co.

10 PRN Construction

11
Interfaith Business 

Builders, Inc.

12 Banacom Signs

13 Cincinnati Bell
Totals:

Comments Acreage Building Size Ceiling Height Single/Multi-Story Other: Lack of Info
Concern over receiving fair 

market value

Concern over finding a new 
location that equals current 

location

Relocation expenses covered 3-5 acres 50,000 square feet 27-30 inches 1 1

If relocation is the only 
alternative, site selection is 

important .5 acres 12,000 to 16,000 square feet 15-20 feet single

220 3-phase electric, 600 
amps; loading dock, 

electric crane 1 1

7 acres 60,000-80,000 square feet 25-28 feet single 8-inch concrete floors 1 1

1

Zoning/access approvals 1-1.5 acres 4,300 square feet single story convenient access 1 1

money to replace what we have 
now 1 1

1

1 1

110,000 square feet 30 inches single story 1

2,000 square feet 12 feet 1 1

Parking lot for 10-
12 cars 3,000-4,00 sq. feet 10-12 feet single story 220 wiring/2 garage doors 1 1

Cost reimbursement for all 
relocation 20x20feet

fiber routes, sites along 
copper,  NOTE:  in phone 
call regarding address, 
Steve said that it will be an
expensive relocation 
because of telecomm 
needs and is an 18-24 
month relocation process 1 1

1 10 10

2.  If you would like assistance with finding a new or temporary location, please tell us a little about your space needs: 3.  What is your biggest concern about the Lick Run Alternative proo you anticipate needing to help

Page 3
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Name of Business

1
Process 

Construction, Inc.

2
Quality 

Manufacturing

3

Paper Products Co. 
(Omer J. Smith, Inc. 
(dba Paper Products 

Company)

4
L.B. Machine & 

Manufacturing Co.

5
United Dairy 

Farmers

6
Corcoran & Harnist 
Heating & AC, Inc.

7 Xtreme Sound

8
South Fairmount 

Community Council

9

Weil/Thoman 
Moving & Storage 

Co.

10 PRN Construction

11
Interfaith Business 

Builders, Inc.

12 Banacom Signs

13 Cincinnati Bell
Totals:

5. How should the SFBA contribute 
input during the Community Design 
Workshops?

6. What do you need from 
MSD to meet your needs 
regarding this project?

7.  What other new business opportunities or 
what types of businesses are missing from 
South Fairmount?

Other Yes No If no, why not?

1

does not feel that his
participation is 

necessary if he has 
to move

1 keep businesses informed

a comparable price for our 
building to what it will cost to 

relocate if necessary to another 
site

light manufacturing -  businesses that create 
jobs

must stay within one mile 
of our warehouse at 1455 

Dalton Avenue 1

MSD should allow people from the SFBA
and SFCC to review your presentation 

before the workshop to allow for 
revisions

lots of money and a consultant to 
work with Paper Products 

Company on relocation and its 
related issues

Get free enterprise involved.  Only jobs will solve
the economic problems acing our city, county 

and state

1

Our concern is access off 
Westwood Avenue onto Selim.  
We have trucks, tractor-trailer 

that use this street to get to our 
facility.  Some plans that I have 
seen eliminate access to Selim 

Avenue from Westwood..

1 show up!

confirm at the earliest possible 
date that UDF will be able to stay 

in the community (re:  
zoning/access/location)

1

was not told about it 
(Note: checked 

mailing list and he's 
on it) monthly meetings

Tim:  We would just like to be 
able to operate our business, 
employ 35 people and service 
our customers; Greg:  I don't 
think our property is affected.

1 scheduling

1
if they plan to stay involved after the 

project begins
economic revitalization; keeping 

cost to ratepayers low
drug store, food markets, hardware, family 

restaurants

closing after 4 
generations 1

busy with work; plan 
to attend others a fair share

1

not informed (Note:  
checked mailing list 

and he's on it)
input on relocation of businesses 

affected by project
reasonable offer and relocation 

costs

MSD needs to work hard 
to convey a sense of 

fairness to all concerned. 
Avoid 'he got a better 

deal than I did." 1

SFBA should provide input.  However 
since since many SFBA member 

businesses will be gone once the project
is underway, the input of businesses and
residents who remain must also receive 

special attention.

Overall, I am satisfied with the 
process.  Should MSD decide to 
buy any properties on the south 

side of Westwood, please let me 
know.

More businesses appropriate to this size 
neighborhood and its traffic flow are needed.  
This does not mean more national chain fast 

food operations, though.

1 1

Up-to-date information-- more 
and faster

As a small business owner, we 
make decisions everyday, every 
week, every month on how to run
the business-- we don't have the 
luxury of waiting a year and a half
to make that decision-- we need 

that information now!

1
out of town on 

vacation

Specific timeline

5 8

oject? 4. Did you attend the Community 
Design Workshop on August 11, 

2011

Page 4
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A-6:  Meetings with Community Groups

Special Topics Meetings
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Meeting with South Fairmount Business Association (SFBA) 

and South Fairmount Community Council (SFCC) Leadership 
January 23, 2012 

Paper Products Company in South Fairmount 

 
In Attendance:  

 

Elliott Ellis. SFCC 

Deb Leonard, MSD  

Chris Manning, Human Nature 

Dennis Smith, Paper Products Company 

Joe Thoman, Weil-Thoman 

Gary Wolnitzek, Human Nature 

MaryLynn Lodor, MSD 
 

 

The purpose of this meeting was to preview the preliminary urban waterway design with key community leaders 

prior to Lick Run Community Design Workshop #3 in February 2012. 

 

 Question:  What is the purpose of a box culvert in the urban waterway? 

Answer:  The box culvert is a safety feature to handle flash floods.  The terraced area adjacent 

to the box culvert can accommodate both high and low flows. 

 

 Question:  Will the stream flow at all times? 

Answer:  The stream could run dry during drought periods. No natural stream flows all of the 

time.  We will have a 4-bay detention basins at the beginning and end of the waterway to 

encourage base flow. 

 

 Discussion of Western Gateway Area: 

o MSD liked the feedback they received from the SFBA and SFCC regarding this area. 

o MSD added a 4-bay rain garden and bioswale in the new Queen City Avenue area 

o MSD minimized parking in western gateway at White Street 

o Blacksmith shop could be a welcome feature in gateway at White Street 

o Instead of pathway dead-ending, it could connect to the commuter trail 

 

 Discussion of Urban Ravine District: 

o Primarily residential 

o Shared parking 

o More room for businesses 

 

o Question:  What about UDF? 

o Answer:  Chris met with UDF and showed them four design concepts, and they liked 

two of them 

 

 Question:  Did you accommodate access for semi-tractor trailers? 

Answer:  Street access for deliveries only 

 

 

 Dennis Smith shared photos of Arcadia Creek in Kalamazoo, Michigan with the group. 
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o Arcadia Creek is more of a canal, while the proposed waterway in South Fairmount is 

more of a natural waterway with grass, native plantings.  It’s 60 feet across at its most 

narrow point.  It gets wider the closer you get to Mill Creek.   

 

 Question:  Who is going to build the homes along the waterway? 

Answer:  MSD’s core focus is on reducing CSOs but also wants to create infrastructure that 

would entice developers to come. This concept was presented at UC to developers 

 

 Question: So this is a “Build it, and they will come” approach? 

Answer:  Two local examples - Piatt Park and Friendship Park – where the areas were 

improved and residential development came behind it 

 

 Discussion about noise levels.  Noise levels are high in this area due to the traffic along Queen 

City and Westwood.   MSD agreed that noise could be an issue, but there is other development 

occurring in areas that are potentially noisy 

 

 Question:  Can UDF stay in the same place? 

Answer:  Not in the current design. 

 

 Question:  Is light manufacturing out of the picture? 

Answer:  No, it’s not out of the picture. 

 

 Question:  You won’t be able to get the Lunkenheimer property 

Answer:  We don’t need it or want it, but it’s a great opportunity for redevelopment. 

 

 Discussion of a community gathering space 

o MSD shifted the potential location of a local community center so it’s across from the 

GCWW 

o Incorporates play area for older and smaller children 

o Parking lot sized for farmers’ markets 

 

o Question:  Who would build our community center? 

Answer:  Our partners would seek additional grants/funding to build it, not MSD 

 

 Discussion about local businesses not being happy with the appraisals and relocation funding: 

o Cincinnati needs legislation to accommodate business owners to relocate.  The local 

businesses want the city to help them stay, not leave. 

o Appraisals do not take into account “impulse value” of drive-thru traffic 

o We want room for the businesses down here.   Mayor is trying to bring businesses to 

Cincinnati, Saudi Arabia, Israel, but what about South Fairmount? 

o MSD said they would look into grant funding for local businesses 

 

 Question:  If the project is approved, when will construction start? 

Answer: 

U.S. EPA approval:  2013 

Design:  2013-2015 

Construction:  2015 

 

 

 Question:  Why can’t MSD just run sewers under buildings? 
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Answer:  MSD cannot not have anything over the top of sewers other than pavement. 

 

 Question:  What about preservation of historic buildings in the area? 

Answer:  This must be decided on a case-by-case basis. 
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  South Fairmount Community Council Meeting (F, 2012)Page 1 of 1 

Meeting with South Fairmount Community Council (SFCC) 

Leadership and Consultant 
February 6, 2012 

MSD Wastewater Engineering & Education Center 

 
In Attendance:  

 

Hershel Daniels, Hargrove Engineering 

Fred Hargrove, Hargrove Engineering 

Deb Leonard, MSD  

David Whitaker, Human Nature 

Charles Young, SFCC 
 

 

The purpose of this meeting was to preview the preliminary urban waterway design with Charles Young, Vice 

President of the South Fairmount Community Council, and representatives from Hargrove Engineering, prior to 

Lick Run Community Design Workshop #3 in February 2012.  They were unable to attend the 1-23-12 meeting 

at Paper Products Company. 

 

 Discussion of Lick Run Alternative: 

o Charles Young said he knows of eight companies that want to stay in South Fairmount.  

Hershel Daniels said he would send the list to Tony Parrott.  

o David said that in the new urban waterway concept Kebler (a cross street) is aligned 

with the Wickham alleyway (Orion entranceway) 

o Charles wants data and engineering diagrams on the Guerley Road project. 

o Hershel wants the maintenance record on CSO 5. 

 

 Question:   Why is MSD wasting money on projects like San Antonio if they aren’t capturing 

large volumes of stormwater? 

Answer:  With smaller projects like San Antonio, MSD is demonstrating to the community how 

stormwater can managed. 

 

 Question:   Is MSD’s intention to eliminate CSO 5? 

Answer:  No. 

 

 Additional Questions: 

o Can backups from the Mill Creek occur into the Lick Run combined sewer due to poor 

maintenance? 

o Is it true that all properties from curb line to curb line have to go? 

o A community-type facility in South Fairmount is not funded as part of this project.  MSD 

needs to delineate what is and what isn’t funded by their project. 

 

 

 
 

 

 

408



A-6:  Meetings with Community Groups

Historic Preservation

409



 

 
Page 1 of 3 

 

August 29,2012 

 
Cultural Resource Management Plan for the Lick Run Wet 
Weather Strategy:  South Fairmount Corridor Master Plan 
Stakeholder Meeting 
Friday, August 10, 2012    9:00AM 
 

Name Organization 

Margo Warminski Cincinnati Preservation Association (CPA) 

Shawn Hesse Emersion Design 

Jennifer Burden Gray & Pape, Inc. 

Kevin Pape Gray & Pape, Inc. 

Karen Ball Hamilton County  

Brian Wamsley Hamilton County Planning & Development 

Ray West Interfaith Business Builders, Inc. (IBB) 

Kathy Schwab Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC) 

MaryLynn Lodor MSDGC 

Andrew Reynolds MSDGC 

Terrie Evans San Antonio Church 

Jo Ann Metz San Antonio Church 

Elliott Ellis South Fairmount Community Council (SFCC) 

Charles Young South Fairmount Community Council (SFCC) 

Sister Barbara Busch Working in Neighborhoods 

 
A meeting was held at the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSDGC), 1081 
Woodrow St., Room 106.  The meeting was held to discuss MSD’s Best Management Practices 
(BMP) approach to cultural resource management in South Fairmount and to discuss the next 
steps and possible mitigation for those properties that Hamilton County owns as well as those 
that are either eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or that were flagged by 
the community members in a June 2011 community council meeting as well in the Community 
Design Workshop held in August 2011. 
 
Overview of Agenda and Questions Raised 
 

 Group introductions and MaryLynn invited attendees to the Community Town Hall 
Meetings on the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy on August 16 and August 23. 
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 MaryLynn presented a series of slides on the Cultural Resource Management activities to 
date and gave a background of the 106 process.  It was made clear that at this time there 
is no federal lead agency, and therefore no legal obligation to follow the 106 process. 

o Questions included a confirmation that there is no federal funding involved in this 
project that would trigger 106, which Kevin confirmed and clarified that initiating 
the 106 process is the responsibility of the federal agency, not MSD or the 
County.  Another question was posed about whether the 106 process would be 
triggered automatically if federal funds were later involved with the project, and 
Kevin replied that yes, that would be the case. 

 Margo spoke for CPA and affirmed the findings of the Phase I History/Architecture Report 
for the Potential Sewer Improvements in the Lick Run Watershed.  She noted the 
suggestions CPA had made for revision and said they had been appropriately included in 
the final document.  Elliott confirmed that he had received the report and CD (digital 
copy of the final report). 

 Kevin went through two slides that described the elements of the BMP process and its 
guiding principles.  He explained the difficulties of balancing community desires, historic 
status stipulations, and required project outcomes. 

 Jenn followed with an explanation of the Architectural Resource Inventory process that 
Gray & Pape used to research and categorize each property in the Area of Potential 
Effect (APE) of the proposed project.  She explained the survey methods they used, and 
she listed the criteria for eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP): 

Criterion A- The property must make a contribution to the major pattern of American 
history. 
Criterion B- The property is associated with significant people of the American past. 
Criterion C- The property displays distinctive characteristics in its architecture and 
construction, including having great artistic value or being the work of a renowned 
designer. 
Criterion D- The property has yielded or may be likely to yield information important to 
prehistory or history. 

 At this point in the meeting, all attendees were provided with a list of the properties that Gray & 
Pape identified within the APE that they recommended eligible for the NRHP, as well as any 
properties that had been identified in the Lick Run Community Design Workshop #1 on August 
11, 2011.  This list included for each property the property’s name, address, photo, a summary of 
its NRHP-eligible features or community interest, and whether or not that structure would be 
avoided or impacted by the current project design.  The properties listed were also displayed on 
a map on the projector screen.  

o A series of questions and comments were generated by this list, summarized below: 

 Are 50-year old properties automatically NRHP eligible?  Answer:  No, just 
automatically considered for eligibility (Jenn). 

 Is there a way to determine historic uses of a property from as far back as the 
mid-1800s?  Answer:  yes, using Sanborn maps (Jenn). 

 Elliott noted that the blacksmith shop (1935 Queen City) looked ready to fall 
apart, and he claimed to not care if it stays.  Margo said that the structure was 
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built from stone out of the original Lick Run Creek.  MaryLynn pointed out that the 
County does not own the blacksmith shop, and current project design is not 
expected to impact the property.  She went on to say it and other properties in 
the APE may already be slated for demolition by the City Building Department due 
to safety concerns.  Jo Ann mentioned an interest in saving the blacksmith shop 
and a historic district around San Antonio church. 

 A second list of properties was presented to attendees, this list consisting of the properties that 
the County owns within the APE and the expected impact on these properties based on the 
current project design. 

o Elliott and Charles inquired about how the community can prevent demolition of specific 
properties if they have a major disagreement with their removal.  MaryLynn held that the 
SFCC had been provided with the list of property’s the County owned at their monthly 
meetings over the last 18 months.  Karen clarified that the County, and not MSD, owns 
the properties in the corridor, and noted that the County does not want to own vacant 
buildings because of the numerous risks they present, and the fact that the County has to 
pay taxes on them.  Karen also stated that the County has not determined which project 
they will move forward on, but they still want to reduce potential risk.  Further requests 
to provide comments from the community were voiced by Charles, so it was asked that 
these comments be sent to the County and MSD as soon as possible. 

 MaryLynn opened the next agenda and asked Kevin to discuss potential mitigation opportunities 
for the properties that can be considered by the group and brainstorm others for consideration 
within the APE; and Kevin presented the group with a list of suggestions of mitigation ideas and 
encouraged brainstorming of other ideas.  

o Margo said that there is a lot to be said for traditional mitigation approaches such as 
historic districts, tours, trails, etc., but there is still a need to try and relocate historic 
properties that may be impacted. 

o Jo Ann expressed a desire to know the final plan for the project so it would be clear 
where the proposed channel was going.  She also suggested this neighborhood would be 
a good location to use form-based code.  The Master Plan provides the proposed channel 
alignment and form-based codes are noted in the final chapter of the Master Plan.  

o Shawn suggested that if demolition goes forward, there should be efforts made to 
conserve or salvage materials to divert waste to landfills.  He suggested companies such 
as Building Value to conduct this work.  Karen and Andrew informed the group that MSD 
had already had discussions with Building Value about that possibility. 

 Discussion returned to questions about demolition: 
o Elliott expressed a concern about the future of the community if the EPA rejects the 

alternative plan.  He also requested that mitigation be made part of the project design 
effort.  He noted a specific desire to preserve UDF and McDonald’s. 

o Ray stated that the County faced a catch-22, since it needs to buy properties for the 
alternative plan to have a chance of passing. 

 Kevin asked attendees for any final thoughts on mitigation ideas. 
o Ray said that the examples provided in the presentation were an excellent set of ideas. 
o Margo mentioned that she liked the idea of a partnership loan program, and a possible 

design that included a gateway building at each end of the corridor for public, mixed-use 
function and community information. 
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Friday, August 10, 2012

Cultural Resource Management Plan 
for the Lick Run South Fairmount 

Corridor Master Plan

May 2011 CFAC Presentation: 
Public Involvement in Historic & 
Cultural Section 106 Review 
Establishes a process for public involvement triggered by 
Federal Action or Funding

•Guarantees a process for input
•Framework for consultation 
•Lead Federal Agency
•“Consulting Parties”

Public Involvement in Historic & 
Cultural Section 106 Review 

Lead Agency: HUD?

Who are Consulting Parties in Section 106?

•State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPO)
•City of Cincinnati
•MSD: Applicant for Federal assistance, permits, licenses, and 
other approvals 

MSD shall designate CFAC as a consulting 
party in 106 review, providing information 
about project impacts, mitigation plans and 
approaches

Cultural Resource Management Activities to Date

• MSD has taken actions to initiate cultural resource 
review process consistent with regulatory standards

• MSD has completed identification and evaluation of 
architectural resources within the Area of Potential 
Effect (APE), and coordinated that report with the Ohio 
Historic Preservation Office (OHPO)

• MSD has engaged stakeholders and initiated public 
involvement 

Cultural Resource Management Plan for the 
Lick Run South Fairmount Corridor Master Plan

Cultural Resource Management Plan for the 
Lick Run South Fairmount Corridor Master Plan

Lead Agency for Section 106 Review: UPDATE

• Huntington District Corps of Engineers (14 November 2011): 
Minimal jurisdiction and not lead for Section 106  

• Ohio EPA (6 March 2012):  Project not currently nominated for 
funding under State Revolving Fund, therefore no OEPA role in 
Section 106 

• Housing and Urban Development (June 2012):  Only property 
acquisition funded by HUD would meet their Section 106 lead 
agency status

• Plan:  MSD will approach their cultural resource management 
interests using BMP as alternative to mandatory legislated 
standards 

Cultural Resource Management Plan for the 
Lick Run South Fairmount Corridor Master Plan

BMP Guiding Principles

• MSDGC’s Best Practice for Management of Cultural Resources 
considers the effects of its projects on historic properties.  

• The BMP encourages, but does not mandate, preservation because 
sometimes there is no way for a public benefit project to proceed 
without harming historic properties. The BMP does ensure that 
preservation values are factored into planning and construction 
decisions. 

• MSDGC assumes responsibility for the consequences of the projects 
it carries out and is publicly accountable for its decisions.  

• BMP requires that MSDGC provide project stakeholders an 
opportunity to comment on such projects prior to MSDGC’s 
decision on them.
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Cultural Resource Management Plan for the 
Lick Run South Fairmount Corridor Master Plan

BMP Plan Elements

• Identify Stakeholders and Involve the Public

• Define the Area of Potential Effect

• Develop Historic Context

• Identify and Evaluate Cultural Resources

• Confirm Historic Properties Affected

• Assess Project Effects

• Mitigation of Project Effects

Architectural Resource Inventory Process
Lick Run South Fairmount Corridor Master Plan

SURVEY METHODS
o Stakeholders
o Definition of the Area of Potential Effects
o Literature Review and Background Research Methods
o Architectural Field Methods
o National Register of Historic Places Evaluation Criteria

HISTORIC CONTEXT
o Lick Run
o Architectural Styles and Building Types Identified Within the APE

SURVEY RESULTS
o Results of Literature Review and Background Research
o Results of Field Investigations
o Resource Descriptions

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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Mitigation Ideas to Open Discussion 
Lick Run South Fairmount Corridor Master Plan

• Property‐specific documentation (photos, additional historical research, 
oral histories)

• Moving and re‐establishing buildings (requires partners to commit to 
secure other contributing financial resources & long term reuse plan)

• Preparation of NR nomination for San Antonio Church
• Video history of South Fairmont (incorporate historic images and 

informant interviews)
• Website page or pages that could be linked to a community site, 

something that adds historical information but could also create interest 
and drive exploration and business 

• Historical tour accessible via smartphone or other devices, use QR codes 
linked to the community today, to generating business 

• Community workshops: how to research your family history, history of 
your home, technical workshops  

• Partnership Loan program to support maintenance, structured to give 
people opportunity to own, increase home ownership

• Partnership Financing for adaptive use of commercial structures could be 
through a cooperative, or community ownership selling shares to save 
most important building/s
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Special Meetings of the South Fairmount Community Council (SFCC)/Hargrove Engineering 
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Special Meetings of the South Fairmount Community Council (SFCC)/ 
Hargrove Engineering 
August 28, 2012 
6:00 PM – 8:30 PM 
Orion Academy, 1789 Queen City Avenue in South Fairmount 
 
Attendance:  
Dorothy Bush, South Fairmount resident 
Vanessa and William Callery, New ERA Capital Development, LLC (and StarLet Corp). 
Jacquie Chischillie, South Fairmount resident 
Valerie Daley, Community Building Institute 
Hershel Daniels, Hargrove Engineering 
Greg Drake, Knox Hill Neighborhood Association 
Elliott Ellis, SFCC President 
Joan Griffin, SFCC Trustee 
Chiquita Hancock, Building Blocks Development Care (South Fairmount business) 
Larry Heideman, Ebel Tape & Label (South Fairmount business) 
Dennis Huber, consultant, Jacobs Engineering 
Linda Hutson, SFCC Trustee 
Sharon Jean-Baptiste, MSD 
John Johnston, UDF (South Fairmount business) 
Jill Keith, South Fairmount resident 
Tim Kling, UDF (South Fairmount business) 
Deb Leonard, MSD 
Jo Ann Metz, South Fairmount resident 
Steve Nelson 
Pam Petranek, South Fairmount resident 
Dennis Smith, Paper Products Company (South Fairmount business) 
Paul Vossler, Hargrove Engineering 
Brian Wamsley, Hamilton County Planning & Development 
Glenn Weist, consultant, Jacobs Engineering 
Ray West, Interfaith Business Builders (South Fairmount business) 
Paul Willham, Knox Hill Neighborhood Association 
Joe & Vickie Wira, J&S Soap Company (South Fairmount business) 
Charles Young, SFCC Vice President 
 
Presentation 

Comments by Elliott Ellis, SFCC President: 

• In 2009-2010, MSD contacted the SFCC and showed them a case study of a daylighted stream 
from Kalamazoo, MI.  Elliott called it a “concrete channel.” 

417



• MSD has been silent about wants, needs and don’t wants of the South Fairmount community. 

• Lick Run project will result in loss of: 

o 22 – 30  businesses in project area  

o 560 jobs  

o $68 million in annual revenues  

• Elliott then quoted from the UC Economic Development Report – for every dollar spent on Lick 
Run, only $0 .57cents in reinvestment will be realized.   Is that a good investment? 

• SFCC met with the Hamilton County Administrator on August 21st to tell them the South 
Fairmount Sustains Plan – “divert, avert, burn and return project” 

• Elliott then attempted to turn the floor over to Paul Willham of the Knox Hill Neighborhood 
Association, but he was not present at the time, so he turned it over to Hershel Daniels of 
Hargrove Engineering. 

 

Presentation by Hershel Daniels, Hargrove Engineering: 

• Hargrove Engineering team is partnering with SFCC.   

• Hershel noted he is not an engineer but was formerly an oceanographic technician with the U.S. 
Navy. 

• Fred Hargrove, the company’s principal, is an engineer and has been all over the world and has 
developed a unique treatment process.  However, Fred could not be present at the meeting 
(because he was involved in a car accident with a deer and he was recuperating at home).   

• Hershel indicated that SFCC and Hargrove met with the Hamilton County Administrator last 
week to discuss the South Fairmount Sustains plan and that the County wanted their plan to 
address the issues of cost, science/technology (how it works), and EPA approval. 

• Hershel then read from a report on what the plan will include.  Note:  The info presented was 
very general (e.g., no drawings or maps).   Apparently, a member of the Hargrove team was 
going to bring a map to discuss, but he did not attend the meeting. 

o Fixed Price Plan for $450 million for a zero waste sewer facility that converts waste to 
potable water and compost and also feeds a co-gen plant.  About 1,000 cubic yards of 
compost would be generated a year: 

 $250 million – cost borne by MSD ratepayers 

• $200 million –e.g., Tax Increment Financing (TIF), revenue anticipation, funding 
through 3CDC 
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o The technology is exclusively patented to Hargrove Engineering.  Release of information 
is restricted from now to Sept. 25.  If you want a copy, you need to sign a non-disclosure 
form, which he can provide.   

o Plant would be a biosafety level 4 site. 

o Plant would be built in South Fairmount on hillside on the south side of Westwood 
Avenue between Van Hart and Kebler (Note:  across from where the SFCC is considering 
applying for a national historic district).  The 2 billion gallon of CSOs would be pumped 
to the plant from two locations:  where the former Arby’s restaurant is currently located 
and at CSO 5. 

o Peer review will start September 24 (300-person peer group of scientists, engineers and 
public health professionals); will get data to MSD between September 10-15. 

o They would purchase 27 acres of land:  7.5 acres for the WWTP; 17 acres would be 
reserved for developments (e.g., compost plant, manufacturing housing (1,000-3,000 
square feet, with low water use plumbing (homes would be manufactured in South 
Fairmount but placed elsewhere.    

o The plant would be capable of treating 120 MGD; this would be a 50 year facility 
w/future expansion 

o Plant process has been patented for Intel, Cisco and other industrial users (20) for a 
similar process. 

o Process is oxygen free, sludge is high in nitrogen, was 2 stage-but now propose a 3-stage 
system 

o By products residuals would be pelletized to fertilizer/fuel, use cogeneration for energy 
and have turbines installed for clean water discharge for power generation.  Methane 
would also be produced. 

o Facility is contained in building, flow goes in and clean (potable) water comes out. 

o He noted that MSD did not provide model/flow data, so there info lacks this, but MSD is 
now going to provide the data for Hargrove to use. 

o He indicated that the South Fairmont Sustains plan does include economic 
development, which MSD plan does not address. The Public-Private partnership which 
Hargrove entered into with SFCC will pursue $200 million in other financing (e.g., tax 
incentive financing (TIF) thru the City of Cincinnati). This relates to development of the 
17 acres adjacent to the new facility. 

 

 A Company from Ireland (5 years old) has signed a letter of intent with Hargrove for locating a 
headquarters in Fairmount. They would build co-gen plant that would generate 12 
megawatt/day.   
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 SIP Family Builders signed letter of intent to build “smart homes” - modular homes (1,000 to 
3,000 square feet in size).  The homes would be built throughout Hamilton County. All would 
have low water use plumbing to reduce sewage output by 15-25%.  

 Also mentioned an education/technology school at Lunkenheimer Building to be headed by Dr. 
Silva. 

• The Sustain SF plan would work to retain business.  Want to keep McDonald’s and other 
businesses. 

• He indicated that public comments, as well as a peer review by the scientific community and 
others, will be performed on the proposed treatment process between Sept 10-25, 2012.  Then 
Hargrove will finalize the South Fairmont Sustains P3 plan. 

 
Question and Answer Period: 

• Why did SFCC seek out an alternative to the MSD alternative?  Is it because of cost? 

o Answer: Yes, it is because of cost.  The Sustain South Fairmount plan will cost $450 
million - $250 from ratepayers and $200 from other financing and City capital 
improvement funds – and create public-private partnerships (e.g. 3CDC) for jobs 
enhancement, business support and housing.  Also, it is because the MSD plan will not 
save the historic district. 

• If Hargrove has this exclusive technology to change the sewer industry, why haven’t they 
built/profited from it? 

o Answer: Because MSD hasn’t given them the money 

• Why doesn’t Hargrove have pictures to show the community like MSD? 

Answer:  Because the SFCC doesn’t have the money like MSD.  There are some pictures but they 
didn’t arrive – our architect Tom Hefley couldn’t come to the meeting tonight. 

• What right do the SFCC and Hargrove Engineering have to represent a plan that the South 
Fairmount community has not seen or approved?  They are presenting the County with a plan 
that no one has seen.  The meeting with the County Administrator should have been discussed 
with the community beforehand.   

o Answer:   We presented a draft of this plan to the community in April.  This is a further 
revision.    Elliott Ellis told the group that notifications and discussions of this process 
have been relayed through their newsletter and at their meetings since January.   

• When did community vote on this? 

o Answer:  According to the U.S. EPA report of July 2011, page 35, the SFCC has standing 
with the city and has the right to meet on the behalf of the community in the bylaws.  I 
will not let this community become an open ditch. 
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• Where are the Letters of Intent?   Are those being signed by the SFCC, why hasn’t the 
community seen them before they were signed? 

o Answer:  The Letters of Intent are being signed with Hargrove Engineering on behalf of 
SFCC in a Public-Private Partnership. 

• What you are proposing is a sewage treatment plant in South Fairmount?  The community does 
not want it.  This is dynamite.  We will smell like Gest Street.  You will chase everybody away. 
We do not want a sewage treatment plant in our beautiful valley.  You will ruin this 
neighborhood. 

o Answer:  Our plant will not smell and will create potable water. 

• Do you hold the patent to this technology? 

o Answer:  Yes, it’s been used all over the world and was invented here in Cincinnati.  

 

Paul Willham, Knox Hill Neighborhood Association, comments: 

• Said he was in possession of a three-page letter from the Ohio Historic Preservation Office 
(OHPO) addressed to MaryLynn Lodor that states MSD is not following best management 
practices (BMPs) for historic properties in South Fairmount.  OHPO looked at the Gray & Pape 
report and cautioned MSD to proceed carefully.  If federal funds are desired, they could be 
denied if demolitions occur now. 

• South Fairmount should form a historic district which may not save all the properties but could 
save some.  It would also promote a Main Street Business Program to help small businesses 

• V&S building is probably most significant structure in the area, but there are other significant 
buildings such as the Queen Anne with the turret and another Queen Anne structure. 

• The Knox Hill Neighborhood Association is assisting the SFCC in exploring the possibility of 
applying for national historic district coverage. 

 

Charlie Young, SFCC Vice President, opened the floor for Questions/Comments by residents and other 
attendees: 

• Why did SFCC present to the County Administrator with no vote from Council members?  

 Answer:  They had public meeting in April on the draft plan but had to move fast to get 
comments together for MSD. 

• One person mentioned that all MSD was going to do was to install an open ditch.  However, Deb 
Leonard, MSD representative, said that was incorrect, that MSD has publicly unveiled a base 
plan at the third Lick Run Community Design Workshop in February 2012 and that the base plan 
could be viewed on a poster located against the wall of the gym.    
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• One man commented that he felt this process was driven by only two people on the SFCC and 
Hargrove and the community did not have input or vote. Also, he expressed concern regarding 
the patented process and lack of information.  He indicated a comprehensive planning process is 
needed, UC offered to help. He feels residents have not been involved enough. 

• Dennis Smith, President of the South Fairmount Business Association (SFBA), asked questions 
about historic preservation.  Dennis felt the property that they look to restore costs more than 
the value you can get back.  This is due to adjacent houses and poor condition of some 
neighborhoods.  Would like to see park added to some blighted areas. He did mention a 
relocation and incentive program that MSD has created for businesses/properties. People 
should contact Dottie Carman at MSD.   

Dennis also mentioned that since MSD is saving money with their plan, they should take some of 
this savings and put it back into the businesses or costs for relocation.  He did note that the 
future Western Hills Viaduct bridge project and new ramps will affect some of the businesses as 
well. 

• One resident asked how does the manufactured housing preserve the historic neighborhood? 
Thought it was odd they have patented process but could not share info, they need social media 
to inform people.  Concern that it will be cheap housing and not last long.  She also noted the 
jobs created by plan will not likely be filled by the residents of Fairmount.  

• One resident said they need to see drawings, plant location and maps like MSD provided. 

 

Charles Young wrapped up meeting and said MSD/SFCC/SFBA have been doing a lot of hard work and 
good negotiations to get input into the final MSD plan.  He stated that SFCC is challenging the status 
quo; and while he personally favors the MSD alternative, he wants it to be better as it relates to lowest 
cost and economic impact to the community.  He wants a 100-year sustainability analysis for South 
Fairmount.  Also, he wants to improve the cost to ratepayers. He indicated that SFCC wants to enhance 
the MSD plan and make it cheaper, while looking out for South Fairmount’s interest. 

He told everyone they have until September 3 to get comments to MSD on their plan and questions.  He 
provided comment cards that they can submit to MSD questions or designate on the card SFCC if it is a 
question/comment for the SFCC.  
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A-6:  Meetings with Community Groups

Kings Run Meetings with Wooden Shoe Residents
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CSO 483 AND 217 SOURCE CONTROL PROJECT 

MEETING WITH WOODEN SHOE RESIDENTS 

MEETING SUMMARY: 

On May 10, 2011, representatives from MSDGC and BHE Environmental met with 

approximately 20 people to discuss existing conditions related to Combined Sewer Overflows 

(CSOs) 217 and 483 and MSDGC’s interest and plan to mitigate these two CSOs.  A copy of the 

sign in sheet is attached. 

The meeting was organized with the very active assistance of Ms. Marilyn Wall of the Sierra 

Club.  Ms. Wall also graciously volunteered to gather or prepare resident comments and 

questions to MSD after the meeting.  

Over the course of the nearly three hour meeting, MSDGC presented an overview of the 

Project Groundwork initiatives in the Lower Mill Creek Basin to reduce CSOs and sanitary 

sewer overflows (SSOs), at a minimum, to levels dictated by consent decree. These initiatives 

involve a wide range of activities and infrastructure improvements, including storm water 

separation, storm water detention, underground storage, and natural and pipe conveyance.   

MSDGC then presented an overview of the King’s Run Watershed and the CSO 483 drainage 

area in particular. The CSO 483 drainage area is approximately 1,076 acres that spans 

portions of Winton Hills, Winton Place, and College Hill. CSO 217, which discharges to Kings 

Run stream during wet weather events, is nested within the CSO 483 drainage area. 

Approximately 520 acres of the CSO 483 drainage area are tributary to CSO 217 as well. The 

Wet Weather Improvement Plan (WWIP) approved in 2010 under the consent decree calls for 

partial separation to a new interceptor location to address CSO 483 and a 75-MGD enhanced 

high rate treatment plant to address CSO 217. These projects are intended to reduce annual 

CSO volume for the typical year to 15.3 MG at CSO 483 and 23.3 MG at CSO 217. 

MSDGC described the planning process for developing potential alternative control measures 

for CSO 483 and CSO 217 to those established in the WWIP. This planning process has involved 

MEETING DATE: 5/10/2011 

LOCATION: Retreat House (6:00 PM) - 5081 Wooden Shoe Lane, Cincinnati, OH 45232 

ATTENDEES: MaryLynn Lodor, David Russell, David Lorei (MSDGC); Katie Bollmer, Chris 

Limke (BHE); Residents and Interested Citizens (see attachment) 

RE: Public Meeting - Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSDGC) 

CSO 483 Stream Separation Project 
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the evaluation of numerous CSO source control scenarios, and the Business Case Evaluation 

for the scenario found to be most impactful and cost effective through this evaluation was 

presented to MSDGC’s Program Advisory Committee by the project team.  The Program 

Advisory Committee approved the advancement of this scenario for further design and 

advanced legislation for the funding of the design.  

The CSO source control plan advanced by MSDGC for CSO 483 and 217 is comprised of eight 

individual measures located throughout the watershed in areas advantageous to the 

interception of storm water runoff and combined sewage flow. These potential measures 

would be deployed in two phases.  Phase I would consist of source control Measures 1, 2, 3, 4, 

12 and 15, which are storm water detention basins restricting storm water entering the 

existing combined sewer, and Measure 31, which consists of a CSO storage tank and 

conveyance piping improvements. These source controls and storage and conveyance 

measures would reduce CSO volume by 223 MG at CSO 483 and by 37 MG at CSO 217 for the 

typical year.  After implementation of these measures, the remaining annual CSO volume in a 

typical year of rainfall would be 65 MG of overflow at CSO 217 and zero overflow volume at 

CSO 483. Although overflow at CSO 483 during typical year rain events is proposed to be 

eliminated, larger rainfall events (5-year, 10-year, 25-year storms, etc.), greater than those 

occurring in the typical year, will generate CSO overflow from the proposed Measure 31 

storage tank into the existing 14’x8’ arch Kings Run trunk sewer. 

Although the source control projects that are proposed to be implemented upstream of CSO 

217 will reduce the overflow volume at CSO 217 significantly, MSDGC acknowledges that an 

additional infrastructure investment will be necessary to further reduce CSO 217 overflow 

volume.  Phase II of the alternative measures includes Measure 26, which at this time is a 

placeholder for future infrastructure that may be storage and/or treatment, but has not yet 

been fully evaluated and would be dependent on the volume controlled by Phase I measures. 

During the meeting, several questions were posed by residents. Many of these questions were 

answered by MSDGC or MSDGC’s consultant over the course of the meeting.  As the meeting 

drew to a close, residents posed their remaining questions to MSDGC for response at a later 

date. Below is a summary of all of the questions collected over the course of the meeting by 

MSDGC and the corresponding responses by MSDGC.  

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS: 

 May Measures 1 and 2 on Golden Leaf Baptist Church property have access 
limitations and may they present a potential loss of use of Church property? 

BHE and a Church representative walked the Church grounds on 5/2/11 and reviewed 

acceptable potential access routes to the measure locations.  The Church understands 

that MSDGC must obtain easement rights and/or purchase the properties to construct 

the proposed measures.  The Church has plans for future improvements on Church 

properties.  MSDGC real estate representatives will conduct real estate matters.  
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 What project activities are going on now in the area? 

Surveying and geotechnical explorations are currently underway.  

 Why does MSDGC not intend to eliminate CSO’s entirely system-wide? 

It would be cost-prohibitive to retrofit or completely replace the infrastructure 

necessary to achieve complete removal of CSOs.  MSDGC is required to achieve CSO 

reduction levels established by the consent decree and those levels are based on, 

among other factors, technical and economic feasibility.  

 Residents want clean water to flow in Kings Run stream in a measured way; there 
are erosion problems along the entire reach.  Can something be done about the 
flow volume in the stream? 

The potential upstream Phase I measures will restrict flow into the combined sewer 

and reduce flow rates and CSO volume entering Kings Run stream. The future Measure 

26 will further reduce CSO discharge into the stream.  Measure 26 requires further 

evaluation, but conceptually may include treatment or storage.  After CSO mitigation 

is achieved, MSDGC identifies Kings Run stream as an opportunity for stream 

restoration through other funding sources to develop a sustainable stream feature.  

 Recognizing that CSO’s would be reduced upstream under Phase 1, what would the 
maintenance schedule be at CSO 217 until the future Measure 26 is implemented 
under Phase 2? 

Continued maintenance of that facility will be conducted under procedures developed 

by MSDGC that fit the requirements of the facility.  

 Is it feasible to run down Winton Road with additional storm sewer separation? 

Partial separation of Winton Road is under consideration as a supplement to the 

current plan. 

 Can combined sewage storage be placed north of the landfill near Measure 3 rather 
than at CSO 217? 

Combined sewage storage requires the construction of large underground tanks.  The 
analysis to date shows that such tanks would be unfeasible to construct in the wooded 
ravines north of the landfill due to significant cost; lack of vehicular access; risk to the 
delicate, landslide-prone hillsides; and conflict with surface water flow and storage. In 
addition, combined sewage storage placed north of the landfill would mitigate, but 
not eliminate the need for additional CSO abatement infrastructure downstream, as 
additional combined flow is intercepted by the existing combined sewer system 
upstream of CSO 217.  
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 How is MSD evaluating property purchase?  

As part of the Sustainable Watershed Evaluation Process (SWEP) performed by MSDGC 
to identify source control opportunities in the planning stages of CSO mitigation 
projects, MSDGC identifies abandoned and foreclosed properties to determine if they 
are advantageous for use in separating or storing stormwater runoff. If these 
properties prove useful, MSDGC pursues purchasing them.  

 What is the status of the 84" storm culvert? 

The upstream end of the existing 84” storm culvert has been plugged and buried under 
the Gray Road Landfill. SMU has plans to permanently decommission this pipe. 

 What is volume and quality of the Gray Road Landfill leachate? 

The leachate at Gray Road Landfill is not currently being sampled or monitored.   The 
landfill was closed in 2007, and there is no requirement placed on this construction 
and demolition debris landfill for the continuation of leachate monitoring per Ohio 
Administrative Code 3745-400. 

 Is the leachate escaping through the existing 84” culvert under Winton Road? 

The leachate is collected by a system of pipes underlain by a clay liner below the Gray 
Road Landfill. These pipes discharge to the existing combined sewer and are not 
connected to the existing 84” culvert according to records. The existing 84” culvert 
was plugged, filled and overlaid with the clay liner in the region of the leachate 
collection system according to records. This design would preclude leachate from 
entering the the 84” culvert. Water currently flowing through the existing 84” culvert 
is believed to be infiltration from groundwater from outside of the landfill.  

 Can the existing combined sewer under Gray Road Landfill be routed to the 
combined sewer on Winton Road and away from CSO 217? 

The nearest existing combined sewer on Winton Road that drains away from CSO 217 is 
a 12” diameter pipe and does not have the capacity to receive flows from the 72” pipe 
under Gray Road Landfill.   

 Can CSO 217 be capped and prevented from overflowing into Kings Run stream? 

CSO 217 is an engineered overflow point that was part of the original sewer design at 
its installation. Combined sewer overflows relieve the over-taxed combined sewer 
system during periods of wet weather when the capacity of the existing system is 
exceeded.  If CSO 217 were to be capped, combined sewage during wet weather 
events would be forced to escape the system in other much less desirable and 
controlled locations (e.g. basements, manholes, catchbasins, etc.). 

 Condition of the sewer at the landfill? 

The existing 72” combined sewer appears to be in adequate condition based on sewer 
CCTV inspection/monitoring reports.  
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 Why is the storage facility sited at the location indicated by the yellow box on the 
map of proposed CSO mitigation measures presented at the meeting?  

Although the source control projects that are proposed to be implemented upstream 
of CSO 217 will reduce the overflow volume at CSO 217 significantly, MSDGC 
acknowledges that an additional infrastructure investment will be necessary to further 
reduce CSO 217 overflow volume.  The yellow box represents a placeholder for this 
future infrastructure (Measure 26), which may be storage and/or treatment, but has 
not yet been fully evaluated. The yellow box was placed at CSO 217 because this is the 
CSO requiring resolution as well as the likely location at which the flow will be most 
efficiently managed. However, the optimal location and technology type, accounting 
for all sustainability factors, will continue to be evaluated with input from the 
community. 

 What volume of stormwater runoff is entering the combined sewer from College 
Hill?  

College Hill produces approximately 341 MG of combined flow during the typical year, 
which is 68% of the total combined flow to CSO 217.  Roughly, 236 MG is dry weather 
flow or sanitary sewage, and the remaining 105 MG is stormwater runoff. 

 What are the costs of separation of College Hill? 

Conceptually, the construction cost to separate storm sewer throughout the portion of 
College Hill tributary to CSO 217 and to construct an outfall sewer around or over the 
landfill to Kings Run Stream would be approximately $25 to $30 million. Based on a 
conceptual configuration, the cost is enough to rule it out as a feasible option.  

 Is the project team maximizing stormwater storage at Measure 3? 

Yes, MSDGC seeks to utilize Measure 3 for stormwater storage to the maximum extent 
feasible, keeping constructability, cost effectiveness, and regulatory and safety 
considerations in mind. 

 Can runoff from College Hill be reduced through the use of pervious pavement, 
rain barrels, rain gardens, and downspout disconnection? 

The widespread use and maintenance of pervious pavement, rain barrels, rain 
gardens, and downspout disconnection would reduce the peak flow rate of stormwater 
entering the combined sewer system. However, the feasibility of widespread 
implementation and maintenance of these practices to achieve sustainable reductions 
of overflow is less certain for the following reasons: 

1. Methods that depend on individual property owners for cooperation and 
maintenance responsibilities are not viewed by USEPA as permanent and 
reliable CSO mitigation measures. Therefore, while downspout disconnection, 
rain barrels, and privately owned rain gardens and pervious driveways may 
reduce overall runoff rates, they cannot be relied upon to achieve CSO goals 
for the long term. 

2. At this time downspout disconnection is not permitted by the City of Cincinnati 
Municipal Code, a restriction that also limits the application of rain barrels. An 
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amendment to the city code that would change this restriction is currently 
under consideration.  

3. The remaining options are the installation of publicly owned and maintained 
rain gardens and/or pervious pavement. Again, these practices would need to 
be constructed in a widespread manner throughout the contributing area. The 
conceptual construction cost to install 400 to 500 rain gardens as bump-outs 
into residential streets throughout the developed 270 acres tributary to CSO 
217 is approximately $10 million, but with questionable effectiveness for 
sustainably managing stormwater over a long term.   

4. Finally, stormwater management provided by pervious pavement and rain 
gardens is mitigated by a couple of circumstances. First, due to the clay soils 
that are prevalent in this area, these practices would behave as detention 
elements rather than infiltration elements and would return stormwater runoff 
at a slower rate back to the combined sewer system, with little volume lost to 
infiltration. Second, because downspouts would continue to drain to the 
combined sewer, these practices would intercept runoff only from the public 
roads and from overland flow that reaches the public roads. 

 

 Are there other options for improving CSO 217 now? 

Residents indicated that they had the understanding that MSDGC’s current 
maintenance involves routine application of chemical disinfectant.  However, divisions 
within MSDGC that are responsible for the maintenance of CSOs have indicated that 
they do not perform chemical disinfection at CSO 217. The project team will continue 
to address residents’ stated concern that the area downstream of the CSO 217 outfall 
is scoured and becomes stagnant at low flows.    

 Can Clark Montessori School property be used for Measure 26 and/or detention 
storage? 

The school property was evaluated for source control opportunities and will be further 
evaluated as a potential location for future phase CSO abatement infrastructure 
(Measure 26).  

 Please explain the existing drainage situation on the west side of Winton Road. 

The landfill planned to fill in the large, 84” diameter storm sewer under Winton Road 
because the creek had previously been diverted into the combined sewer. However, 
the landfill inadvertently filled over a smaller public storm sewer inlet just south of 
the 84” sewer and  created a standing water problem along the west side of Winton 
Road. Because the landfill created this issue, SMU contends that the landfill is 
responsible for resolving the issue. Although a permanent solution has not yet been 
devised, the temporary solution is for the landfill to pump the standing water up to 
the next closest public intake which is a catch basin in Winton Road, south of the 
landfill site. Both MSD and the city’s Department of Transportation & Engineering are 
planning projects in this area within the next few years. SMU plans to work with both 
of these agencies to install a more permanent solution to this issue in conjunction with 
either the MSD or road improvement project. 
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 What is the difference between a treatment plant (primary and secondary) and 
EHRT?  

An EHRT facility is specifically designed to treat and disinfect peak wastewater flows 
generated by wet weather (rainstorms, snow melts). EHRT facilities use advanced 
physical-chemical processes to treat wastewater instead of the biological processes 
used by more conventional wastewater treatment plants. This allows flows to be 
processed much more quickly. EHRT facilities operate only when needed, are much 
smaller than conventional treatment facilities and can more easily be designed to 
blend into the surrounding neighborhood. 

A standard treatment plant is designed to treat all wastewater flows, during dry 
weather conditions and wet weather events. These facilities utilize physical, 
chemical, and biological processes to provide primary and secondary treatment to 
required water quality levels for discharge. Treatment time is much longer in a 
standard treatment plant, requiring a much larger facility.  

 Why doesn't MSD build a treatment plan in College Hill to treat the wastewater and 
then convert the rest of the combined system to storm? 

Siting, building and operating a treatment plant upstream of Gray Road Landfill (near 
proposed Measure 3) to convert the existing 72” combined sewer under the landfill to 
storm-only is not cost effective.   A full treatment plant (primary, secondary, and 
potentially tertiary treatment) would need to be constructed in the heavily wooded 
and steeply-sloped ravines of College Hill.  Constructability concerns, access 
limitations, and space and setback requirements make this concept unfeasible. In 
addition, the leachate collection system for the landfill discharges to the existing 72” 
combined sewer under the landfill.  This non-stormwater discharge source, buried 100 
feet below the landfill, would need to be re-directed, at significant cost, to a sanitary 
sewer if the existing 72” pipe were to be converted to storm only. 
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MEETING MINUTES 

Meeting Date: January 12, 2012
Location: Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD), Engineering Building 

(10:00 a.m.)
Attendees: MSD Representatives, Residents Representatives, and Design Team (Refer to 

enclosed Attendance Sign-In Sheet)

Re: Kings Run Watershed - CSO 483 and 217 Source Control Project, Wooden 
Shoe Residents Meeting

Introductions were conducted among meeting attendees.
The purpose of this meeting was to respond to the letter dated December 15, 2011 sent to MSD 
Director Tony Parrott.
Wooden Shoe Residents’ concerns were summarized by MSD and the Design Team to ensure 
the primary requests or objections were understood.

The residents and Ms. Wall of the Sierra Club expressed the following concerns: 

Participation: Residents would like more input in the planning process.
CSO Discharge: Combined sewer overflow discharge into the stream is unacceptable to 
the residents:

o Would like to see discharge of wastewater eliminated.
o Residents feel the current plan does not adequately address the volume and 

frequency of CSO overflows at CSO 217 in Phase 1, and they fear that 
implementation of Phase 2 may not occur.

o Would like to see implementation of additional upstream measures in the 
College Hill neighborhood to further reduce CSO volume.
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o Erosion: Current overflows at CSO 217 result in erosion/loss of property. 
Residents would like this issue addressed, potentially with stream bank 
restoration/stabilization.  

o Stagnation of Discharge: After rain events, combined sewer overflow pools 
in the creek, especially at the outfall, rather than being flushed downstream. 
Residents would like to see this issue corrected.   

Upon asking if residents had any points to add to this list or any clarification of 
these issues, residents indicated one additional concern regarding future upstream 
development. 

Project Background:

MSD and the Design Team provided an overview of the project approved in the 
Final Wet Weather Improvement Plan (WWIP) for Kings Run and CSO 483/CSO 
217 which was tentatively scheduled to occur in the 2018 – 2021 timeframe 
(Phase 2).  MSD's watershed analysis and planning identified source control and 
sustainable infrastructure opportunities – these opportunities are being evaluated 
as part of an alternative plan for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy, resulting 
in a potential phased approach to a solution within the Kings Run watershed.  
Work is currently underway on the Phase 1 30% Design; construction could begin 
in 2013, subject to BOCC and Regulator approval. 
Attendees reviewed a map of the CSO 217 drainage area. 

Source Control Measures 33, 15 and 3:  

MSD is introducing Measure 33 to the Phase 1 project design.  This measure is an 
adaptation of the Measure 15 Gray Road Fill south detention basin discharge. 
This additional measure proposes the construction of a separate storm sewer 
across Winton Road that will separate the discharge from the Gray Road Fill 
south detention basin and a portion of Winton Road runoff from the CSO 217 
combined sewer system and discharge this storm-only flow directly to Kings Run 
stream.  This detention and discharge arrangement would maximize storm water 
detention and provide water quality benefits to the stream.  The new storm sewer 
will provide permanent drainage of the problem area on the west side of Winton 
Road.  Stream enhancement opportunities and stream stabilization measures at 
CSO 217 are being reviewed as well.  Residents requested a Measure 33 plan for 
review – refer to the enclosed Measure 33 Concept Plan. 
Measure 3 Gray Road Fill north detention basin is being designed to maximize 
detention storage based on geotechnical constraints.  In addition to detaining 
typical year events, this basin is currently designed to hold the 50-year storm to a 
10-year discharge rate. 

Residents indicated concerns regarding redevelopment of Gray Road Fill and the 
status of Gamble Montessori School property.  Residents indicated that the Gray 
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Road Fill developer’s track record of operations is not good.  Residents’ concerns 
extend to regulatory enforcement and monitoring of debris dumping and runoff 
control into detention measures and waterways. 
MSD may purchase properties for source control and sustainable infrastructure 
Measure 15 and Measure 3 may seek other mechanisms for shared ownership; 
regardless of ownership, maintenance of these facilities will be by MSD. 

City Code Update:  

A City code revision including provisions for downspout disconnection is in 
progress and has been submitted to City Council; a copy was provided to the 
Residents Representatives on February 2, 2012.  Kings Run Open House is 
scheduled for March 1, 2012.  MSD is now focused on larger storm water volume 
efforts; expect to expand in the future to incorporate storm water education into 
overall watershed solutions. 

Sustainable Infrastructure in College Hill:  

Residents want to partner with and support MSDGC but would like to see a larger 
volume reduction in CSOs in the Wooden Shoe Hollow area during the first phase 
of work.  They would like to maximize sewer separation in the higher elevation 
portions of the watershed (e.g., College Hill area) as much as possible because 
proposed detention measures upstream of CSO 217 cannot alone eliminate the 
overflows.  They are proposing a downspout disconnection program as a possible 
solution.  The U.S. EPA, however, does not support the use of low impact 
development measures such as rain barrels to provide a timely, cost-effective 
approach for obtaining significant CSO volume reduction in the Lower Mill 
Creek area.  Under the Final WWIP, MSD is required to propose alternative 
sustainable solutions that achieve the same volume reductions as would be 
achieved by the default solution (tunnel) in Phase 1. 

The project outlined in the final WWIP for Kings Run and CSO 483/CSO 217 is
tentatively scheduled to occur during Phase 2, in the 2018 – 2021 timeframe.  The 
potential alternative for Kings Run, if approved by the BOCC and regulators, 
could be implemented during Phase 1, in the 2013 timeframe. 

The project team performed conceptual evaluations of the costs of widespread 
green infrastructure both in the planning phase and in the design phase.  Clayey 
soils throughout the watershed inhibit the infiltrative function of bioretention and 
pervious pavement practices.  The infrastructure strategies currently being 
advanced have been identified to effectively remove CSOs in compliance with 
targets and timelines established by Consent Decree.  Residents requested flow 
volume amounts for College Hill - refer to enclosed CSO 217 Tributary Area Map 
with quantitative flow analyses. 
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Source Control Measure 26:  

Measure 26 is conceptual, designated for Phase 2 as an EHRT or CSO Storage 
facility.  Residents have indicated their fear that Phase 2 may never occur; 
however, Phase 2 improvements are mandated under the Consent Decree and 
must be implemented. 

Kings Run Stream:  

MSD is participating with City agencies and other nonprofit organizations in 
preparation of a Watershed Action Plan to position for competitive CWA Water 
Resource Restoration Program grants and other alternative funding options.  
Proposed improvements to Kings Run stream could be identified within the 
Watershed Action Plan which would help identify other sources of funding for 
stream restoration, in addition to what MSD might be able to incorporate into a 
base sustainable solution.  Citizens’ partnership and support is welcome.
The Midwest Biodiversity Institute and Chris Yoder is under contract with MSD 
to conduct watershed monitoring and assessment of regional stream conditions 
considering various elements, including aquatic habitat and biological conditions, 
water quality chemistry and physical conditions.  MSD expects the Midwest 
Biodiversity Institute’s Mill Creek Watershed efforts to help identify watershed
needs to help improve water quality throughout the region – this information is 
critical to help MSD develop sustainable watershed planning efforts.  The draft 
findings for Mill Creek Watershed should be available by mid-2012. 

Community Involvement:  

Discussions included possible strategies for promoting individual property 
owners’ source control, such as low-flow toilets, faucets and shower heads.  
Strategies include educational outreach and promotions at community events, 
open houses and in mailings.  These strategies could form part of an integrated, 
long-term plan recognizing the near-term goal to comply with CSO removal 
targets and timelines established by Consent Decree. 
Kings Run Open House is scheduled for March 1, 2012. 
Spring Grove Village community meeting is coming up in February; Gray Road 
Fill could be a topic of the Spring Grove Village community meeting 
environmental report.  
Residents requested information regarding the Watershed Action Plan and a copy 
of Midwest Biodiversity Institute’s report when it is available. 

The MSD Director is scheduled to present preliminary findings to the County 
Commissioners in late March; pending BOCC direction, MSD will develop a plan 
for submittal to the Regulators.  As part of an alternative submittal Kings Run and 
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other alternatives could be packaged to combine to reduce annual CSO volume, 
based on the typical annual rainfall of 2BG. 

Residents requested and received the CSO 217 drainage area map reviewed at the 
meeting. 

Enclosures:
Attendance Sign-In Sheet 
Measure 33 Concept Plan 
CSO 217 Tributary Area Map with quantitative flow analyses 
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ENVIRONMENTAL

CSO 483 - MEASURE 33

MSDGC CSO 483 SEWER SEPARATION - ADDITIONAL SEPARATION

2011-09-23
SHEET 1 OF 1

BHE PN: 0241.025
ALTERNATIVE PIPING
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Weather Control

Existing Underflow
to Treatment

Existing CSO
Volume

Volumes Based on
Typcial Year

97.8 MG
41.7 MG

23.3 MG

CSO 217 - Approximate Proposed Wet 
Weather Control

First Phase Underflow to
Treatment or Separation

Second Phase EHRT
(Remote) or Underflow

CSO Remaining Volume

3%
1%

10%

6%

13%

67%

Phase I Proposed Stormwater Runoff 
Interception

Measure 1

Measure 2

Measure 3

Measure 4

Measure 15

Unintercepted

% of Total Annual
Runoff Generated 

in Typical Year

385
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 Confidential Lick Run Letter Calls Page 1

Key                                                  
Stormwater runoff issues
     Unable to reach party

         MLL spoke to these parties 
Other request

Owns property in corridor

# of
Calls Date Call or email? First Name Last Name Address Phone Email Question/Concern

1 May 14, 2011 email Robert Long 2549 Talbott Avenue, Cinti, OH  45211 robertlong@fuse.net
wants to know more about the 
project and the acquisitions

2 May 14, 2011 email Gayle Bruner 2501 Dunaway Court, Cinti, OH  45238 rbruner@fuse.net
wanted to know if MSD would buy 
her property

3 May 15, 2011 email Leonard Mark Stamey 1749 Dewey Road, Cinti, OH  45205 513-289-1950 poppystamey@cinci.rr.com
wanted to know if MSD would buy 
his property

4 May 16, 2011 email Tim Stadelmann, Jr. 2243 Quebec Drive Cinti, OH 45205 859-630-8505 timothystadelmannjr@yahoo.com
wanted to know if MSD would buy 
his property

5 May 16, 2011 call Bob Zipfel 2942 Veazey, Cinti, OH  45238 513-922-7351
just wanted to know if his street was 
going to be impacted by construction

6 May 16, 2011 call Craig Young 4794 Hardwick Drive, Cinti, OH  45238 513-767-8338
wants to know if MSD would be 
interested in buying his property

7 May 16, 2011 call Tanya Simpson 1814 Ashbrook, Cinti, OH  45238 513-484-7835

located adjacent to Dunham Rec 
Area; major flooding problems on 
property; can't sell it.  Wants to know 
if MSD would purchase it

8 May 16, 2011 call Sandra Jeffries 4748 Greenglen Lane, Cinti, OH 45238 513-921-4606 jeffries@zoomtown.com

located in subdivision east of West 
High; not interested in selling; just 
wanted to know if MSD wanted to 
acquire her property

9 May 16, 2011 call Joanne Brock 1704 Gellenbeck, Cinti, OH  45205 513-720-2896
concerned about letter; doesn't want 
to sell; MLL spoke with this person

10 May 16, 2011 call Carol Stille 2616 Ocosta, Cinti, OH  45211 513-373-0795
interested in selling her property: 
MLL spoke with this person

11 May 16, 2011 call Emmie Harris 513-787-4641 MLL spoke with this person
12 May 16, 2011 call Destiny Moore MLL spoke with this person
13 May 16, 2011 call Marsha Bedford Blanchard Avenue  45205 MLL spoke with this person

14 May 16, 2011 call Angela Corpin 2224 Shasta Place, Cinti, OH 45211 513-617-3147

wanted to know if her property was 
located in one of the project areas; 
told her it could be located in a 
project area, but that MSD would 
most likely not be interested in 
buying her property.

15 May 16, 2011 call Mark Gay

1947 Queen City Avenue, Cinti, OH  45214 (at 
southern end of White Street at Westwood 

Avenue) 513-519-2864

would like to donate his fill dirt to 
backfill the demoed property; he 
owns vacant land and has been 
removing dirt from it; ultimately 
wants to develop the piece of the 
property (drive-thru); he called back 
on 6-13-11 and was directed to 
contact Beth Sutherland

Lower Mill Creek Watershed Customer Service Database (prior to establishment of MSD Engineering Customer Service)
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16 May 16, 2011 call Charles Hampton 3087 McHenry, Cinti, OH 45211 513-662-9531

called on 5-16-11, but got mother 
(Elaine) who was not coherent; she 
told me to call back when her son 
was home; reached Charles on 5-18-
11; wanted to know impact on 
property

17 May 16, 2011 call Sandy Snow
2015 Quebec, Cinti, OH  45205 (by Panther 

Athletic) 513-232-6196

wanted to know if MSD was 
interested in purchasing her 
property; live near Panther Athletic 

18 May 16, 2011 call Norbert/Rose Mary Bunke
owns 20 vacant lots off Clara Street in South 

Fairmount  45214 513-922-6564

wants to sell property; wife owns 20 
lots in Barsville subdivision; 2 of the 
lots face on Grand Avenue; take 
Grand Avenue to Northside to Clara 
Street which deadends into his lots; 
says sewer runs across the 
properties; Frisch's sign is on his 
property; he is a retired lawyer (older 
gentleman)

19 May 16, 2011 call Clifford Wilbon
2040, 2044 and 2058 Queen City Avenue, 

Cinti, OH 45214 513-307-2543
his address is 3390 Goldrush 

Court

has problems with stormwater runoff 
at 2040 (less severe problems at 
2044); had MSD there; GCWW 
couldn't find anything; nobody would 
say what it was; he can see a 
manhole; he has called Tony Parrott 
and Cassandra Hillary about this 
stormwater issues

20 May 16, 2011 call Rose Reifenberger

2590  Ferguson and 2592 Ferguson, Cinti, OH  
45238  (2590 is a 24-unit apartment building; 
2540-50 Ferguson is a 6-unit apt bldg. and 

2560-70 Ferguson is a 6-unit apt. bldg)   513-284-2195
wanted to know if her properties 
were going to be impacted

21 May 16, 2011 email Debbie Lewis 1810 Ashbrook Drive, Cinti, OH  45238 513-721-3801 debbie@decalimpressions.com
wants to know how her property will 
be impacted

22 May 16, 2011 call Jim Casey 1692 Harrison Avenue, Cinti, OH 45214 937-673-1766
lives with wife on Harrison Avenue; 
interested in selling

23 May 16, 2011 call Tina Mechley 1723 Ashbrook Drive, Cinti, OH 45238 513-969-4433
wanted to know if her property was 
going to be "acquired" by MSD

24 May 16, 2011 call William Metz 2051 Queen City Avenue, Cinti, OH 45214 513-503-6159
would consider selling his property if 
MSD was interested

25 May 16, 2011 call Martha Trujillo 2625 Fleetwood, Cinti, OH 45211 513-661-9252
wanted to know if her property was 
going to be impacted

26 May 16, 2011 call Charlotte Burton

2556 Sarvis Ct., Cinti, OH  45214, 3037 
Worthington Avenue, Cinti, OH 45211 and 
2735 Queen City Avenue, Cinti, OH 45238 513-582-3989 cbrentals101@yahoo.com

wants to know if her property is in 
project area

27 May 16, 2011 call Barry Abebe 2528 and 2532 Queen City Avenue 45211 513-518-5625

28 May 16, 2011 call Wilma Ward 1240 Quebec, Cinti, OH 45205 513-429-2589

how will this project impact her?  
Also, wants to relay that "rancid" 
water is coming up out of the ground 
at Walmart

29 May 16, 2011 call John Durso
owns 818 Purcell 45205 in Price Hill, 2259 

Baltimore 45225 in North Fairmount 513-404-1216
would MSD want to buy his 
property?

30 May 16, 2011 call Duane 513-485-3685

has demolition company and wants 
to know how he can bid on these 
jobs - told him we were working 
through city purchasing department 
at this point in time
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31 May 16, 2011 call Christine Stewart 1236 Fairbanks, Cinti, OH  45205

513-891-5557; 
513-251-8545 

(home)

stormwater runoff issues (gets runoff 
from Glenway; first low spot on 
street); interested in selling; talked to 
MSD in the past; in early March, 
MSD person was out painting the 
tops of caps "blue"; silver piping cap 
(size of small dinner plate)

32 May 16, 2011 call Don Gramann 1262 Grand Avenue, Cinti, OH 45214 513-557-4148

older gentleman (confused) made 
the calls (used to work for GCWW); 
talked to his son; OK

33 May 16, 2011 call John Donavan Westwood (abuts on Harrison) 513-661-1650
Steve Miller said he would convey 
our conversation to him

34 call Steve Miller 2923 Grasselli, Cinti, OH  45211

Steve answered John Donavan's 
phone.  He was interested in the 
project and was directed to the 
website.

35 May 16, 2011 call Joan deGroot 2595 Fenton Ave 45211 513-386-9703

just interested in project and 
whether it would address stormwater 
issues on Fenton Avenue itself

36 May 16, 2011 call Hakeem Ellis 2879 Cyclorama Drive, 45211 513-238-2674 interested in selling
37 May 16, 2011 call Harold Almond 2795 LaFeuille, Cinti, OH  45211 513-661-8334 interested in selling
38 May 16, 2011 call Belinda Auton 1126 Woodlawn Avenue, Cinti, OH 45205 513-921-1904 interested in selling

39 May 16, 2011 call Michael Lebasie
Owns apartments at 2536 Homestead Place, 

Cinti, OH 45211 513-521-8786 left message 5-17-11
40 May 16, 2011 call Daisy King 4728 Guerley Road 45238 513-921-8245 MLL contacted her

41 May 16, 2011 email David Owens 2652 Queen City Avenue 45211 owensdavid1@hotmail.com
will his property be affected by the 
project?

42 May 16, 2011 call Mike Trollinger 3108 Lehman Avenue, Cinti, OH 45204 513-238-2348 interested in selling

43 May 16, 2011 call Mark Waller

multiple properties between 1705 and 1717 
Harrison Avenue 45214 (same property as 

Row #101) 513-578-4313 Represented by real estate agent 

44 May 16, 2011 call Jim Treft 4865 Guerley Road (two apt. buildings) 45238 513-203-0815 interested in selling
45 May 16, 2011 call Pamela Toliver 2909 Debreck Avenue, Cinti, OH 45211 513-633-4085 interested in selling

46 May 16, 2011 call Abrahim Amidou
3054 West Tower, Cinti, OH  45238 

(Westwood)

513-325-5319; 
513-347-6102 

(home) interested in selling

47 May 16, 2011 call Rachel Greer 1817 Fairmount 45214 513-921-0569

wanted to know if MSD was going to 
acquire her property; mentioned that 
MSD has an upcoming sewer 
replacement project on Fairmount 
Avenue

48 May 16, 2011 call Sebastian Ellis 1689 Waverley, Cinti, OH  45214 513-432-0686 kind of curious 

49 May 16, 2011 call Linda Ott 1693 Grand Ave 45204 513-471-2025

left message 5-18;
5-20: Interested of project's impact 
to her property

50 May 16, 2011 email Joe and Donna Kattus
Westfork Service, 1935 Westwood Avenue, 

Cinti, OH 45214

513-921-6778; 
513-921-2791 

(home) joendonna@fuse.net

own a business on Westwood 
across from project area; want to 
know impacts

51 May 17, 2011 call Dina Geyer 1683 Knox Street in South Fairmount 45214 513-251-7545
just wanted to know if her property 
was going to be taken by MSD

52 May 17, 2011 call Bruce Hinkley 2541 Beekman Street 45225
513-381-0298(H); 
513-314-3403(M)

he wanted to know if his property 
was going to be impacted

53 May 17, 2011 call Ralph Monroe 3748 Laclede Ave 45205 513-541-0213 no voice mail
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54 May 17, 2011 call Audrey Goodwin 2184 Clara Street 45214
513-922-3419(H); 
513-382-2277(M)

in a sewer separation area; just 
curious about the impact

55 May 17, 2011 call Richard Hinton
owns 4727 Green Glen Lane and 4734 

Prosperity Place 45238 513-325-6918

wanted to know if project would 
impact his rental properties.  He 
lives at 7148 Bridgetown Road

56 May 17, 2011 call Jack Kenkel Westwood Ave (multiple properties) 859-578-7100

plans to donate properties to MSD. 
Previous discussion with MLL and 
she was to order appraisals.

57 May 17, 2011 call Reverend Wheeler
1622 State Ave 45204 
1924 Montrose, 45214 513-307-4798

He was interested in impact of 
projects to his properties

58 May 17, 2011 call Steve Brightfelder 2416 Ferguson Rd 45238
513-347-0335(H); 
513-470-6387(M)

He was interested if any project 
would impact his property.

59 May 17, 2011 call Carol Hughes 1619 Tuxworth 45238
no number 
provided

No number provided, so cannot 
return call

60 May 17, 2011 call Willard Grubb 1918 Knox 45214 513-659-5259
He was interested if any project 
would impact his property.

61 May 17, 2011 call Kathy Casper 1244 McKeone 45205 513-218-9798

left message in 5-18-11
5/20: Wondering about impact to her 
property

62 May 17, 2011 call Bob Watson
No number provided; said he would 
call back, but he hasn't  

63 May 17, 2011 call Peggy Kistner 4774 Prosperity Place 45238 513-354-7049(W)

left message on 5-18-11
5/20: Interested in impact of project 
to her property. She is retiring in a 
few years and plans to sell her home 
and move.

64 May 17, 2011 call Robin Bullock 2652 Cyclorama 45211 513-484-4174 curious about the project

65 May 17, 2011 call Valerie Green 2750 Westbrook 45211 513-617-3089

left message on 5-18-11
5/20: wondering about impact to her 
residence

66 May 17, 2011 call Charles Sax 3301 Lehman 45205 513-923-1902 MLL spoke with this person

67 call No Name 1264 McKeone 45205

MLL spoke with this person; moving 
into 1264 McKeone; likes idea of 
project

68 May 17, 2011 call John Reid 3324 Freddie Drive  45214
513-628-2529; 
513-846-0705

left message on 5-17-11 & 5-19-11; 
Interested if property was impacted 
by project, wants to sell

69 May 17, 2011 call Kelly Patmon 4876 North Overlook 45238 513-377-4173
Interested in knowing more about 
the project

70 May 17, 2011 call Eunice Bell 1734 Gilsey 45205 513-458-9203
Interested in knowing more about 
the project

71 May 17, 2011 call Natasha Brown 1744 Gellenbeck 45205
513-353-8764: 
513-244-6260

Interested in knowing more about 
the project; curious if MSD was 
buying properties

72 May 17, 2011 call Natasha Ruff 2483 Gate St 45211 513-352-5215 (W) Work hours: 7:45 - 4:15
interested in knowing about the 
project

73 May 17, 2011 call to Elliott Ellis John LaRosa 2084 Queen City Avenue 45214 513-921-3235
He was interested in the impact of 
the project to him

74 May 17, 2011 email Michael Mead 2921 Westbrook Drive 45238 mmead@cinci.rr.com

had a number of questions about the 
project, including whether MSD 
would buy his property

75 May 17, 2011 email & call Karla Smeal 2740 Harrison Avenue 45211 513-748-5784 kngdmofj@aol.com
interested in selling her property: 
MLL spoke with this person
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76 May 17, 2011 email David Kirk did not provide in email 765-647-6921 davidmkirk@peoplepc.com
interested in selling his deceased 
father's property

77 May 17, 2011 call Gerald Murphy 1672 Northside 45214 513-607-8765

left message on 5-18-11
5/20: interested in impact to his 
property

78 May 17, 2011 email Lori Clemens 1960 Montrose, Cinti, OH  45214

Nicholas L. and Virginia L. Toepfert 
are the actual owners; wanted to 
know if MSD was interested in 
buying

79 May 18, 2011 call Michael Posey 513-407-7260 Unable to leave message on phone

80 May 18, 2011 call John Shelton 1623 Tuxworth 45238 513-368-4607
He was  interested in selling his 
property 

81 May 18, 2011 call Ralph Monroe 513-541-0213
Left message on 5-18-11
5/26: left VM

82 May 18, 2011 call John Cole 1642 Waverly 45214 513-886-3828

left message on 5-18-11
5/19: Interested if property was 
impacted by project

83 May 18, 2011 call Delaney Isaacs 2190 Shasta Place 45211 513-332-2453

left message on 5-18-11
5/19: Spoke with her - she was 
interested if Shasta property was 
impacted

84 May 18, 2011 call No Name 513-661-7937

left message on 5-18-11
5/24: left VM 
5/26: left VM

85 May 18, 2011 call John ? West Tower St 859-689-4120

left message on 5-18-11
5/24: left VM
5/26: left VM

86 May 18, 2011 call Ben Willingham 1761 Westwood  45214 513-289-8822

Future Correspondence: 
P.O. Box 8233

 Cincinnati, OH 45208

Interested if property was impacted 
by project; he's on the opposite side 
of Westwood Ave.

87 May 18, 2011 call Cecelia Barker 1709 Grand Ave 45214 513-387-9861

She described a major landslide 
problem on her property. Wants to 
know if MSD help out - she is unable 
to find resources to correct her 
problem 

88 May 18, 2011 call Denise Wilkerson 1712 Holden 45225

513-498-8669 
(Main); 513-593-

5272
She is interested in selling. Her 
house is currently on the market.

89 May 18, 2011 call R. Thurman Harrison 3656 Glenway  45205 513-829-9218 nterested in selling his property

90 May 18, 2011 email Janeen Webb 2410 Bluffcrest Lane  45238 513-881-7620
wondering how this project will affect 
her

91 May 19, 2011 call Charles Gorrasi 1229 Dewey Ave  45205 513-574-2803 Interested in impact to his property
92 May 19, 2011 call Paul Creeden 4718 Hardwick Dr  45238 513-471-3533 Interested in project impact

93 May 19, 2011 call John Benz 2099 Selim 45214 513-236-8092
Mailing address: 2101 Selim 

45214

Plumber with the City
 Property next to him is in disrepair 
and has an old stone sewer on the 
same parcel. Property is for sale 
($4,900). He is suggesting that MSD 
buy it and address the old sewer 
and the blighted property.
John resides at 2101 Selim
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94 May 19, 2011 call Julie Williams

931 Purcell (45205)
 4043 West Liberty (45205) 

1243 Gilsey (45205)
4015 Akochia  (45205)
1211 Elberon (45205)  
1267 Elberon (45205)
3711 Laclede (45205) 

905 Wells (45205) 
1231 Drott (45214) 

1233 Drott (empty lot - 45214)
  1019 Delmonte (45205) 513-646-6932

Owns several props in Price Hill. 
Interested in the impact to 10 rental 
properties that she owns.  She 
called back on June 13; we returned 
call and left VM on June 14

95 May 19, 2011 call Dave Overbeck ? 513-237-7890

Owns several props in Price Hill, 
Fairmont
5/19: Left VM
5/22: left VM
5/24: left VM

96 May 19, 2011 call Rose Gavaro ? 513-476-1754

5/19; left VM
5/22: left VM
5/24: left VM

97 May 19, 2011 call Bobby Kelly

1613 Westwood (empty lot)
1615 Westwood

1637 Westwood 45214
 (all properties in his wife's name Denessa 

Minor) 513-383-0690

He has not heard anything about 
Lick Run projects prior to receiving 
letter. He is interested in project 
impact + most likely would sell his 
properties. 

98 May 19, 2011 call Alee ? ? 2311 Harrison 45211 807-1140
He said he would call back, but 
hasn't

99 May 19, 2011 call Trevim Brock 1626 Elberon 45214 513-251-7878 Interested in project impact

100 May 20, 2011 call Michele Jowers

1705 - 1717 Harrison 45214
(multiple lots in a row) - same property as in 

Row 43 513-313-6012 Real Estate Agent

She is representing a client who is 
interested in selling this string of 
properties.

101 May 20, 2011 call Bev Witschger
2388 Ferguson 45238

4748 Clevesdale 45238 513-471-7795
She was checking the impact of the 
projects to these two properties

102 May 20, 2011 call Cedrick Lampkin 2424 Queen City Ave 45211
513-226-1413
513-835-5056 Checking impact to his property

103 May 20, 2011 call Benny Cobb 2621 Pancoast 45211 513-481-1808
Interested in project impact to his 
property

104 May 20, 2011 call Mike Jeffries

450 Fairbanks (45205)
737 Fairbanks (45205)
1703 Wyoming (45205) 859-547-9568

Interested in the impact to his 
properties 

105 May 20, 2011 call Casey Kinane
1771 Harrison 45214

 (multiple lots) 513-641-9164

Residence:
384 Walnut Lane

Mason, OH 45040
Interested in impact to his property; 
would sell

106 May 20, 2011 call Kimberly Moore 1223 Beech 45205 513-240-3648 Real Estate Agent Interested in selling her property

107 May 20, 2011 call to Beth S. Kim Davis 1918 Queen City 45214

513-623-4955
513-623-0213

Strong desire to sell; even if not 
needed by MSD, they would be 
interested in razing the residence 
given its condition; they paid $3000 
for the property recently

108 May 20, 2011 call to Beth S. Dan Wolf 3662 Glenway 45205 513-325-8286

Tenant moving out at end of month; 
does MSD need property?

109 May 20, 3011 call to Beth S. Susan Bollen 1510 Manss Ave 45205 513-251-1960

Interested in impact to her property; 
would agree to sell as the home 
vaules in this area are on the 
decline. Noted sewer gas odors in 
her neighborhood
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110 May 20, 2011 call to Beth S. Paul Longbottom 1680 Northside  (45205) plongbottom@fuse.net

wanted to know if his property would 
be impacted; told him that his 
property was close to a proposed 
storm sewer project but not in a 
project area

111 May 20, 2011 call to Beth S. Tracey Greeve 2376 Harrison Ave 45211 513-293-1278 greve.ta@pg.com

Putting property on market and was 
concerned of overall impact of the 
project and what it might do to the 
sale of the property; curious about 
scope of construction and the 
impact on her property

112 May 20, 2011 call Scott 2053 Bickel  45214 713-412-5311
interested to know impact on his 
property

113 May 22, 2011 call to Beth S. Glen Leinhart
1656 Iliff Avenue (45205)

1628 Quebec (45214) 513-374-5113 glainhart@quikrete.com

Interested in selling; wanted to know 
if projects would impact his 
properties

114 May 23, 2011 call Mary Donnely
4880 North Overlook 45238

(near Covedale Theater)
513-471-5918
513-687-5968

She is planning to remodel her 
kitchen and wanted to verify that her 
property was not impacted

115 May 23, 2011 call Juan Agular 2715 Queen City Ave 45238
513-551-8857
513-551-8585

Interested in selling; calling on 
behalf of her Aunt 

116 May 23, 2011 call Donald Guard
2824 Lafeuille Ave 45211

1932 Horton St 45214 513-662-0772
The property on Horton is an empty 
lot and he is interested in selling

117 May 23, 2011 call Tressa Sherrod 1767 Fairmont 45214 513-235-8329 Curious of impact to her property 

118 May 24, 2011 call Herb Gable 2034 Harrison 45214 513-661-6924 Gable Electric Co.

Impact to his business? He hopes 
that construction will not take too 
long given traffic issues with his 
business

119 May 24, 2011 call Tanya Stevenson 1998 Harrison 45214 513-771-1131
5/24: left vm
6/1: left VM

120 May 24, 2011 call Linda Schwallie

3024 Theresa (45214)
3034 Theresa (lot)
3036 Theresa (lot)

Parcels:
2040020004 
2040020005
2040020006 
2040020007 
20400200012
20400200013

204002000145 513-941-6585

She was calling on behalf of her 
family; parents and cousin own 
homes on Theresa with extra lots; 
the parcels include 17 1/2 acres and 
are part of the "family farm" along 
the hillsides above Grand Ave

121 May 24, 2011 call Steven Walker 1216 & 1260 1st Avenue  45205
513-471-4218 (H)
513-708-9514 (M)

Interested in selling properties, 
heard that some were bought on 
Quebec

122 May 24, 2001 call Chris Schaefer 2145 Queen City 45205 513-769-4881

House has been in her family since 
the 1840's; one of three properties 
listed on the National Registry of 
Historic Places.  Wanted to know 
impact

123 May 25, 2011 call
Susan &
Dorothy Kennedy

1837 Westwood 45214
 (two vacant lots)

513-629-0544 
(Susan)

513-371-1681 
(Dorothy)

Mailing Address:
1270 Prospect Place
Cincinnati, OH 45231

Interested in project impacts to her 
properties.  She inherited two lots 
from her father and owns them 
jointly with her sister

124 May 25, 2011 call Susan Goff South Fairmont properties 317-979-6874

Family owned properties in SF; 
interested in selling; Goffs live in 
Indy, she said she would call back 
with property addresses later; left 
VM; no response
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125 May 25, 2011 call Don Bradley 1638 Rosemont  45205 513-574-2680

Was calling on behalf of a friend 
who lives in the Rosemont property - 
he was interested in selling

126 May 25, 2011 call Mr. Vollhardt vacant property at 2166 Amor Place  45214 909-322-0432
just interested in project; he grew up 
at 2166 Selim Avenue

127 May 25, 2011 call Michael Hile 4947 Glenway  45238 852-1572

Representing a homeowner (as a 
client) and was looking for 
information on her behalf

128 May 25, 2011 call Jim Swaford 1738, 1742 Queen City 45214 608-5261

Mailing Address:
United Reliance
P.O. Box 23158

Cincinnati, OH 45223
Interested in selling, rental property 
and a vacant lot

129 May 26, 2011 call Leo Lloyd
1043 Beech 45205

1273 Iliff 45205 617-312-5329
Interested in selling - could these 
properties be used for staging?

130 May 26, 2011 call Jewell Partin 1625 Westwood 45204 304-0748

Mailing Address: 
P.O. Box 244

Norwood, OH 45201
Does not live there but would be 
interested in selling

131 May 26, 2011 call Robert Pearson 2222 Quebec 45214 921-1720

He was planning to install new 
windows on his home but before 
proceeding he wanted to make sure 
that his property was not needed in 
the project

132 May 26, 2011 call Gerard Petrone 3089 - 99 McHenry Ave 45211 310-430-8457 GGS & Associates Interested in selling

133 May 26, 2011 call and email Thurman Leggs 2414 Queen City 45211 314-0340 leggs45@ameritech.net

Interested in impact to his property
he also reported a water runoff 
problem that he is experiencing from 
an apartment complex, I suggested 
that he discuss the matter via the 
MSD trouble line

134 May 27, 2011 call Melody Sparks South Cumminsville? 481-2825

6/1: left vm                               6/2: 
missed returned call
6/3: left another VM
6/4: received a call from a 
gentleman who was irate over 
receiving a call on that phone 

135 May 27, 2011 call Rex Overstreet

1607 Westwood 45204
1710 Esmonde

1663 Lionel
604-0754 (M) 
541-5614(O)

He owns one property on Westwood 
Avenue that is currently under option 
with MSD.  Is interested to know if 
MSD wants to buy another property 
he owns across the street on 
Westwood Avenue (catty-corner 
from McDonald's).  

136 May 31, 2011 call James Fox 3069 Moosewood  45225 661-4647

Trying to decide whether to fix this 
house up or sell it. Curious if MSD is 
in need of the property.
He is interested in selling his 
property

137 June 1, 2011 call Don Rosen 574-2680
6/3: left VM
6/6: left VM

138 June 1, 2011 call James Boshears 1760 Westwood  45214 471-0260

Raised concerns over property 
acquisition process in South 
Fairmount.  He is interested in 
selling his property to MSD, but is 
worried about getting a bad deal.

139 June 1, 2011 call Cheryl Choate 1512 Beech 45205 227-6895

She was interested in project impact 
and was interested in selling 
property
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140 June 2, 2011 call Richard Strack 1233 Considine 45205 967-1372
He was interested in impact to his 
property

141 June 2, 2011 call Charles Foot 522-5512
6/3: left VM
6/7: left VM

142 June 3, 2011 call Peggy Yierey? Price Hill/Westwood 922-1910

6/6: Called back but party has no 
voice mail system to leave a 
message

143 June 3, 2011 email Mark Surber 2206 Champlain Street  45214 marksurber@gmail.com

144 June 6, 2011 call Clint Reese 791-7526
6/6: left VM
6/7: left VM

145 June 6, 2011 call Mack Gilkey
2515 Warsaw 45204
915 Summit 45204 702-2304 Interested in selling properties

146 June 9, 2011 Email Barbara Matthews

1501 - 1529 Harrison Avenue and 2980 
Dunaway Avenue

259-4004

Mailing Address:               345 
Wood Ave  45220; 

BMatthews7@gmail.com

She owns property on Dunaway 
Court (just outside watershed) and 
commerical properties along 
Harrison Avenue (1501 - 1529).  
She is very interested in the impact 
the projects might have on her 
property and neighborhood.

147 June 10, 2011 Call Laticia Norman 244-1069
6/14:  left VM 
6/23: left VM

148 June 13, 2011 Call Chris Andrews 3907 West Liberty Street 258-3507
6/14: left VM 
6/23: left VM

149 June 14, 2011 Call Bill Parsons 1270 McKeon 440-933-7090

6:14:  left VM
7/8: He lives in Cleveland - but still 
owns some property in SF. This 
parcel is a vacant lot - he is 
interested in selling it.

150 June 14, 2011 Call Phil Shively 1023 Del Monte 45205 383-9186

6/16: He owns rental property and 
was interested in promoting his 
unit(s) for any potential parties that 
are displaced from the projects

151 June 15, 2011 Call Rob Kimball 544-3581
6/16: left vm
6/23: left VM

152 June 17, 2011 Call Montee Rovekamp
1500 Tremont

2400/2600 Beekman
859-380-4142
859-341-6050

7/8: he was interested in any 
impacts the projects have to his 
properties - he is interested in selling 
some or all of them

153 June 23, 2011 Call Joseph 2140 Harrison
973-684-3412
973-930-4923

7/8: left VM
7/11: left VM

154 June 23, 2011 Call Lynn Johnson 1820 1st Avenue 258-8587
7/8: She was interested in any 
impacts to her property

155 June 29, 2011 Call Felecia Yett 352-5365
7/8: left VM
7/11: left VM

156 July 5, 2011 Call Lydia Frazier 2500 Harrison 662-6636
7/8: She was interested in any 
impacts to her property

157 July 5, 2011 Call Connie Curtzinger 1902 Ashbrook Drive
471-0419
478-3057

7/8: She was interested in any 
impacts to her property

158 July 7, 2011 Call Jean Parsley

1632 Gilsey
3754 Laclede

1658 Ilffis
851-8340
325-6784

7/11: She was interested in knowing 
any impacts to her properties 
resutling from sewer project work

159 July 7, 2011 Call Sam Davidson 1965 Harrison 45214 823-6502

7/8: He was interested in selling his 
property - near the intersection of 
White Street & Harrison

160 July 8, 2011 Call Jennifer Hill 2041 Ley Avenue 910-7632

7/14: she wanted to know if any of 
the projects had an impact to her 
property

161 July 21, 2011 Call Leasy Young 4718 Guerley 244-6868

7/26: she was interested if her 
property was impacted by any of the 
sewer project work
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162 July 22, 2011 Call Diane Brettlinger 4730 Guerley 383-3384

7/26: she was interested if her 
property was impacted by any of the 
sewer project work

163 July 25, 2011 Email Jim Racster 1692 Queen City 241-2050 X.342 7/26: left VM
164 July 26, 2011 Call Don Getz 290-6962 7/26: left VM
165 08/08/11 Call Marilyn Jones 1508 Knox 321-4866
166 08/08/11 Call Doug Lack 2113 Selim 300-1954

167 08/22/11 Call Dan Seig
1885,1891,1893,1901,1905,1911,1915,1904,1

906, 1908, 1910 Montrose Street 885-1748

168 08/11/11 Email Joseph Williamson (son) 3906 West Liberty jo-beymenow@live.com
Low area, vacant property - need to 
investigate

169 06/21/11 Call Mark Jansen
Dewey Ave &  

Harrison nr. McDonalds 265-8981

170 07/27/11 Email (via M Gore) 1669 Westwood
Party wants to buy property and 
open a coffee shop at this location

171 07/29/11 Email Brenda Dick 1272 Henkel Drive 45205 471-1323 bkdick@fuse.net
172 08/30/11 Jeff Kellogg 1826 Esmond 503-4689 Property not needed
173 05/18/11 Call Kim Davis Queen City Ave 623-4955
174 05/23/11 Email Tracey Greve 2376 Harrison Ave 45211 293-1278 greve.ta@pg.com

175 05/23/11 Email Glen Lainhart
1628 Quebec

1656 Iliff 374-5113 (M) glainhart@quikrete.com
176 Grouping in Beth's File Email Mainerd Sorensen 2487 Saturn Rd 675-2731 mainerd@fuse.net Develop solutions testing

177 Grouping in Beth's File Email 2040 Harkness St 45225
Donate a house (via Patricia Garry 
at CDC)

178 Grouping in Beth's File Email 2101 Harrison
179 Grouping in Beth's File Email 2208 Quebec
180 Grouping in Beth's File Email 4730 Guerley
181 Grouping in Beth's File Email Jonathan Smith 1793 West Fork
182 Grouping in Beth's File Email 2051 Queen City Avenue, Cinti, OH 45214

183 Beth Email File Email 1709  Westwood jfdwyer52@aol.com
Via John Dwyer - Owner: "Jobs For 
People"

184 Beth Email File Email 1705 Westwood jfdwyer52@aol.com
Via John Dwyer - Owner: Siam 
Izzadean

185 Beth Email File Email 1701 Westwood jfdwyer52@aol.com
Via John Dwyer - Owner: Siam 
Izzadean

186 Beth Email File File Note Lurella Dettone
2262 Quebec
2258 Quebec

513-921-7288 (H)
859-669-5272 (W)

Has experienced flooding; interested 
in relocating; needs to make 
improvements: could sell o tenant 
being relocated (~ 1 acre)

187 Beth Email File File Note Rosetta Hendrickson 1663 Harrison 251-4161 Map of property in file
188 Beth Email File File Note Casey Laster 1920 Queen City 885-0427
189 Beth Email File File Note Cathy/Dave LaDow 2501 Knorr Ave 5319-5826 Contact from Design Wkshp

190 Beth Email File File Note Gary/Josephine Carmony 1741 Westwood 471-8680

Wants to sell, two mortgages owing 
$56k, flooding damage, need to 
schedule an appraisal

191 Beth Email File File Note Catherine Orsini
Visited Real Estate table at Design 
Wkshp but did not ask questions

192 Beth Email File File Note Jo Ann Metz
Visited Real Estate table at Design 
Wkshp but did not ask questions

193 Beth Email File File Note
ML Listing #1164578
Moellering in Fairmont

4.65 acres, listing price: $125k 
(down from original price of $225k)

194 Beth Email File File Note 2208 Quebec Appears to be vacant

195 Beth Email File File Note Mainerd Sorensen (see line 176)
2101 Harrison,
8121 Daly Rd 675-2731 called in by Kelvin Huseman, MSD

196 Beth Email File File Note Christian Palm Halstead St

Reference to Mill Creek Expy project 
and property acquisitions: referral 
came from City Hall

197 Beth Email File File Note Jeff Kellogg Sharon contact
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198 Beth Email File File Note David Kirk Shasta Place (south of Harrison)

Small parcel that is landlocked, has 
been forfeited to State of Ohio; 
property part of the estate of Ray 
Kirk; David is his son

199 Beth Email File File Note Fred Unkenholt
1903, 1916 Montrose

1914, 1918 Horton

David Miller (Winburn's staff) found 
these properties; potential donations 
to the project; mortgage issues have 
been identified with Horton 
properties in forclosure

200 09/01/11 Call Tommy Vance 1681 Tuxworth (nr Guerley)
desperately wants to sell his 
property

201 in Beth's hard copy file no name  1629 Westwood Avenue

202 11/01/11 Call Robert Hatmaker 1229 Quebec 251-1885

worried that his home might be 
impacted by MSD construction; his 
property is outside any of the 
proposed alignment areas; 
contacted him by phone to explain 
that his property is outside the 
project area.

203 10/31/11 Call Steve Librandi 2250 Quebec 791-1719

does MSD want to buy his property - 
next door neighbor to Lurella 
Dettone

204 10/20/11 Call Daniel Bare
1811 and 1813 Westwood Avenue Auditors 

BPP 205-0021-0028 and BPP 205-0021-0029. 658-4632

2598 Seegar Avenue, Cincinnati, 
OH  45225     
baredan8@yahoo.com interested in selling his two lots

205 11/01/11 Call Mose Hart 2938 Queen City Avenue 562-746-6718

has questions regarding Lick Run 
Project and how it affects him? He is 
outside the project area.  Left him a 
message explaining that he is 
outside the project; he did not call 
back.

206 01/18/12 Call & Email Kathy Amrein 2117  West Fork Road 513-227-2724

in West Fork Watershed - wanted to 
know if MSD was going to take her 
house and demolish it (is in the 
process of remodeling her kitchen); 
Deb called her 1-19-12 to discuss 
the West Fork project; said she 
could be possible impacted by 
construction of a nearby interceptor 
sewer; invited her to attend the open 
house

207 01/18/12 Call Barbara Matthews Owner of 500 Auto Sales 259-4004

wanted to know what was going on 
in the vicinity of Guerley Road and 
the Dunham Recreation Trail; Deb 
called her back on 1-19-12 to 
explain that it is prep work in 
anticipation of construction of the 
detention basin 

208 02/12/12 Call to Laith Alfaqih William Berry 5130 Laconia Avenue in Bond Hill 344-7670 Bloody Run Watershed

missed open house; wanted to know 
about the project; we sent him 
handouts from the open house

209 02/29/12 Call Vince Albanese 2070 and 2046 Harrison Avenue 616-2165

He owns Albanese Concrete in 
South Fairmount on 15 acres of land 
off Harrison Avenu.  Says there is a 
combined sewer across his property 
and that it was once surveyed for 
storm sewers.  Would MSD be 
interested in purchasing his 
property?
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210 02/29/12 Call Sondra  Walls
owns property throughout South Fairmount 

(and also in Denham watershed) lives at 10 Green St., 45202

sent her proposed solutions map, 
presentation, posters and handout 
from Lick Run CDW#3; note: her 
brother owns property in South 
Fairmount corridor and is talking to 
MSD

211 02/23/12 Call Mark Klosterman 1718 Tuxworth Avenue 921-2792

wanted to know if Lick Run project 
would affect his property; called him 
back on 2-24-12 to say it would not.

212 02/27/12 Call John Smith 1074 Grayview Road 542-0507 Kings Run Watershed

wanted to know if Kings Run project 
would affect him; called him back on 
2-27-12 and told the woman who 
answered the phone that it would 
not

213 02/27/12 Call Dave King Kings Run Watershed
wanted to know if the Kings Run 
project would affect him; it will not

214 03/01/12 Call Jim Humble Kings Run Watershed

wanted to know if the Kings Run 
project would affect him; he owns 
property next to the proposed 
location for a wetlands area

215 03/01/12 Call Marilyn Jones Lick Run watershed

wanted to know if the Lick Run 
project would affect her. She owns 
property on Knox Street; the answer 
is no;

216 03/26/12 Call Mary Lou Bowling owns property in South Fairmount 681-2305

mad about Lick Run brochure 
mailing; thought the envelope was 
too big

217 04/05/12 Call Karen & Dan Seig
owns property in South Fairmount on 1901, 

1905, 1910 and 1915 Montrose Street
884-1520 (Karen); 

885-1748 (Dan)
wanted to know if MSD would be 
interested in purchasing her property
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Who answered call?   Wogenstahl, BrianWogenstahl, Brian  ; ;   Date: ?  

Initial Communication: Phone Call    ?

Priority Level: Normal    ?

      

Caller's First Name:  Caller's Last 
Name:

?

      
 Do not use MSD's address. This field is for the caller's address.  

Street Number: ?

Street Name: ?

Apartment #: ?

Location for Concern: 
(If No Address Is Given)

?

Area of Town:           ?

Zip Code: ?

Phone Number: Cell  Cell ?

Email: ?

      
Sewer Number:    

      
Project: Quebec Heights Sewer Separation Phase 1 ?

Project Number: ?

Project Manager: ?

Construction Manager: ?

Project CSR: ?

Project CSS: ?

      
Customer Service Consultant 

(CSC):
Leonard, Deb ?

CSC's Phone: ?

CSC's Company: ?

      
 Customer Service Specialist

(CSS)
Brandenburg, Teresa ?

CSS's Phone:    ?

      
Is Issue Contractor's Fault  Yes    No    ?

Contractor's Name: ?

Contractor's Phone: ?

      
Phase: Environmental Program Group  ?

Question/Comment/Complaint: ?

Progress/Resolution: ?

Final Resolution:*Please Include Responder's Name and the Date ?

11/30/2012

Tommy Vasiliou

3604

Glenway Avenue

513-484-8029

11240170

Willis, Scott

Leonard, Deb

Brandenburg, Teresa

(513) 515-1041

Environmental Quality Management, Inc.

513-557-5939

Customer received letter and wants to know what is going on.

Information forwarded to PM (Scott Willis) to contact customer and 
explain the project. Once customer has been contacted update 
inquiry as needed.

Page 1 of 2CS Inquiry Log - CSTracking_TommyVasiliou_2012-11-30

12/05/2012http://mymsd/PD/Administration/_layouts/FormServer.aspx?XmlLocation=/PD/Administration/Custom...
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When is Final Resolution 
Expected:

   ?

Final Resolution Communication: Phone Call    ?

      
Status: Closed    ?

Assigned To: ?

Closed Date:   * Date to be entered by CSS Only ?

      
Attachments: Click here to attach a file

Insert item

?

      
 

Scott Willis spoke to customer on the phone at 1:20 p.m. on 
December 3.  Gave a brief description of the project and field 
services taking place as part of the project, and directed the 
customer to the website of the Lick Run Project 
(www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun) for additional information. He 
seemed pleased with the description and said he would call back if 
additional questions arose. 

12/4/2012

Willis, Scott

12/3/2012

Page 2 of 2CS Inquiry Log - CSTracking_TommyVasiliou_2012-11-30

12/05/2012http://mymsd/PD/Administration/_layouts/FormServer.aspx?XmlLocation=/PD/Administration/Custom...
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Community Outreach 
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Bethany House Children’s Carnival, July 7, 2010
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Bethany House Children’s Carnival, July 13, 2011
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Help Clean Up St. Clair Park
on

Make a Difference Day
Make a Difference Day is an annual, nationwide event that encourages people 

to make positive contributions to their communities.  Keep Cincinnati Beautiful, a 
non-profit organization that works to improve community environments, facilitates 

Make a Difference Day events in the tri-state region.  

Volunteers will weed, mulch, and collect litter.   
Tools, gloves, and lunch will be provided.  

9 a.m. to 1 p.m., Saturday, October 22, 2011 
(Rain date:  Same time and place, October 29, 2011) 

Activities

Where

When

RSVP

St. Clair Park in South Fairmount, at the eastern end of Fairmount Avenue 
(along the ridgetop)

To volunteer, email MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov  
or call Deb Leonard at (513) 515-1041

Sponsored by
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Great American Cleanup, April 21, 2011
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Lick Run Watershed Tours 
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Description: 

•  Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) #5 is located on the Mill Creek at 

 the eastern end of Queen City Avenue in South Fairmount. 

•  CSO #5 is the largest CSO in Hamilton County – about 1.7 billion 

 gallons of raw sewage and stormwater overflow annually; 

 about 75% of the overflow is stormwater and natural drainage. 

•  All flows (wastewater, stormwater and natural drainage) in the 

 Lick Run watershed are conveyed to a 19.5-foot-diameter combined 

 sewer (called the Lick Run combined sewer) that connects to this 

 CSO. 

•  During dry weather, flows are transported to the Mill Creek 

 wastewater treatment plant in Lower Price Hill. 

•  When it rains, the interceptor can become filled beyond its 

 capacity, and flows can be diverted – untreated – through CSO #5 

 into Mill Creek;  a ½ inch of rain can cause overflows. 

•  Two different solutions are being considered to resolve the 

 overflows:    

 - Default  solution is to divert excess flows to an   
  underground storage tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment 
  facility. 

 - Alternative solution include solutions that reduce or  
  eliminate overflows by reducing the amount of stormwater  
  entering the combined sewer system.  Examples include  
  constructing dedicated stormwater sewers, installing  
  stormwater detention basins or making floodplain  
  enhancements and restoring or daylighting streams.
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Description: 

•  The Cincinnati Department of Transportation and Engineering 
 (CDOTE) is planning safety improvements to a four-mile stretch 
 of Harrison Avenue in South Fairmount and Westwood 

 -  Improvements include road and curb realignments, new  
  sidewalks, addition of left turn lanes in certain locations 

•   As part of this project, MSD is coordinating with CDOTE on 
 design of the following proposed stormwater solutions: 

 -  New dedicated stormwater sewers along Harrison Avenue, 
 from Everglade Place to Queen City Avenue 

 -  One street-side, bump-out rain garden along Harrison 
 Avenue at the intersection of Tremont Avenue  

-  Reforestation near the S-curve in the 1800 block of 
 Harrison Avenue 

•  CDOTE anticipates starting construction in early summer 2012 with 
 completion by end of 2012 

• MSD construction of the rain garden is anticipated in fall 2012 
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Description: 

•  This site is a ravine that begins behind the former Kroger store in 
 the 2400 block of Harrison Avenue and follows a southeasterly 
 path toward Queen City Avenue. 

•  The proposed MSD project would restore natural, historical flows 
 within this ravine.  Area drains 171 acres of property. 

•  Proposed project consists of the following elements: 

-  Daylighted stream through the ravine (starting below 
 Judson Care Center). 

-  Stream channel stabilization along the daylighted stream.   

-  Existing combined sewers in the ravine would remain, but 
 the stormwater inlets would be modified to eliminate 
 natural flows from entering the combined sewer system. 

-  New stormwater sewers behind the former Kroger store 
 and along Cora and Fenton avenues. 

-  Three areas of floodplain enhancement (to capture water during 
 rainstorms and then slowly release it). 

Floodplain Enhancement Area  

Floodplain Enhancement Area 

Floodplain Enhancement Area 

Approx. Channel Centerline 

Floodplain Enhancement 

Streets 

CAGIS Stream Data 
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Description: 

•  This site is located in the 4500 block of Guerley Road between 
 the West Pointe Townhomes and the entrance to the Dunham 
 Recreation Center. 

•  Stormwater and natural drainage flow from the adjacent hillside 
 areas toward a stormwater inlet on the west side of Guerley 
 Road. 

•  Area is a known spot for street flooding during heavy rains. 

•  Cincinnati’s Stormwater Management  Utility (SMU) is designing a 
 stormwater detention basin on the east side of Guerley Road (just 
 west of where the stormwater inlet is currently located). 

⁻ Site is currently being prepped for construction (utilities and a 
portion of an exercise trail in the Dunham Recreation Area 
have been relocated). 

• MSD is also proposing new dedicated stormwater sewers along 
portions of Guerley Road, Sunset Avenue and Sunset Lane. 

 
Floodplain Enhancement Area  
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Description: 

• Rapid Run Park is located at 4500 Rapid Run Pike and is owned 
 and maintained by the Cincinnati Park Board. 

•  Annual stormwater runoff from this 52-acre park is about 8.7 
 million gallons. 

•  MSD is partnering with the Park Board on an early success 
 project for stormwater management that consists of the 
 following elements: 

 - Two large bioswales paralleling  Rapid Run Pike that include 
 a series of bioinfiltration/step pool structures.  A bioswale 
 is a narrow rain garden that conveys stormwater.  The 
 bioinfiltration/step pools are areas within the bioswale that 
 allow water to pool and infiltrate into the ground.  

-  Contour infiltration plantings (mini dams along hillsides 
 that use mounds of degrading vegetation to slow 
 stormwater runoff). 

-  New stormwater sewers  in some areas. 

•  In partnership with the Park Board, since 2010, MSD has planted 
 more than 2,000 trees at Rapid Run Park.  Tree canopy and root 
 systems intercept and absorb stormwater runoff. 

•  This project is approaching 90% design; construction is 
 anticipated to start in late 2012. 
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Description: 

• The Glenway Woods Park site is owned and maintained by the 
 Cincinnati Park Board. 

•  This site is a ravine that begins just north of Glenway Avenue 
 (east of Wessels Avenue) and follows a northeasterly path to 
 Quebec Avenue. 

•  The proposed MSD project would restore natural, historical flows 
 within this ravine.   

•  Project consists of the following elements: 

-  Daylighted stream through the ravine and tributaries. 

-  Stream channel stabilization along the daylighted stream 
 route. 

-  Existing combined sewers in the ravine would remain, but 
 the stormwater inlets would be modified to eliminate 
 natural flows from entering the combined sewer system. 

- Two areas of floodplain enhancement. 

•  In addition, new storm sewers are proposed along Quebec 
 Avenue and some side streets. 

•  MSD anticipates working with the Cincinnati Park Board to 
 maximize water quality benefits, restore habitat and integrate 
 educational opportunities. 
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Description: 

•  St. Francis Court Apartments, 1860 Queen City Avenue  

 (former St. Francis – St. George Hospital). 

•  Annual stormwater runoff from site is 5.2 million gallons. 

•  To reduce stormwater volume, two unused parking lots were 

 converted into two large bioinfiltration basins (rain gardens). 

•  An upper and lower rain garden (7,000 square feet total) work 

 together to capture, absorb and cleanse runoff from the hillside. 

•  This early success project was completed in fall 2010 by MSD in 

 partnership with Cincinnati Park Board and St. Francis. 

•    U.S. EPA/Ohio  EPA/U.S .Geological Survey are monitoring site 

 (see website URL below for monitoring data). 

•  MSD is currently designing a project to capture additional storm 

 water from the driveway leading to the upper parking lot.  Construction is 

 anticipated in 2012.
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Description: 

• The Lick Run corridor is located between Queen City and Westwood  avenues east of White Street in South Fairmount 

•  This area is a gateway to the west side of Cincinnati from I-75 and downtown Cincinnati 

•  MSD is proposing  to build a new aboveground  urban waterway (or stormwater conveyance system) here that would convey flows from the 
 Lick Run watershed to  the Mill Creek 

• MSD has solicited extensive public input on this proposed project through a series of community design workshops held in 2011.   

• MSD is currently seeking approval from the Hamilton County Commissioners .   

• The U.S. EPA, Ohio EPA and ORSANCO have final approval over implementation of this project. 

• Please see the Lick Run Master Plan for details at www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun. 
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• Visit the Lick Run website at www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun 

•  Contact MSD Engineering Customer Service at: 

⁻ (513) 557-3594 

⁻ MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov 
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A-8: Partnerships 
 

Project Groundwork Partners Welcome Letter 
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February 3, 2012 
 
 
 
Dear Project Groundwork Partner, 

On behalf of the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD), I would like to thank you for 

your participation in Project Groundwork.   

As you may know, Project Groundwork is our plan for reducing or eliminating sewer overflows into 

local creeks and rivers.  This multi-year initiative is one of the largest public works project in the history 

of our community and comprises hundreds of sewer improvements and stormwater management 

projects.  These improvements will help improve the quality of life for our neighborhoods and revitalize the 

economy through the creation of jobs and growth opportunities for local businesses.   

Community groups, businesses, property owners, residents and agencies are vital partners in developing 

solutions to the infrastructure challenges faced by our community.  Therefore, your willingness to share 

your input and to ensure a wide range of voices is heard is commendable and appreciated. 

In recognition of your participation, you have earned the designation of Project Groundwork Partner.  

This distinction is awarded to those who have demonstrated their commitment by:  

 Investing time by becoming informed and helping to shape watershed-based solutions to reduce 

combined sewer overflows (CSOs) and improve communities by participating in: 

o open houses 

o community design workshops  

o advisory committees, and 

o sharing input to the process  

 Participating in educational opportunities such as watershed tours 

 Assisting and investing in Early Success Projects (pilot stormwater management projects) 

within priority watersheds 

 Providing forums for MSD to engage in two-way dialogue with community members  

 Helping MSD and the Hamilton County area work toward sustainable long-term solutions.   
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Recognition as a Project Groundwork Partner sends a message to your colleagues, customers and peers 

that you are a steward of Hamilton County’s natural resources and support a strong quality of life.   

Enclosed you will find a certificate recognizing you as a Project Groundwork Partner, as well as a 

Project Groundwork Fact Sheet. 

If you would like to be acknowledged as a Project Groundwork Partner on the Project Groundwork 

website at http://projectgroundwork.org/partners, please contact the MSD Engineering Customer 

Service Line at (513) 557-3594 or send an email to MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov.  We will 

post your name and/or organization and a logo (if submitted).   

If you would like to receive recognition at a meeting of your board or organization, we would be happy 

to attend and make a formal presentation of this distinction.  Also, please contact us if you would like 

an electronic copy of the Project Groundwork Partners logo to display on your website or other media.   

Again, thank you for your time, your input and your continued participation in Project Groundwork.  

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can ever be of assistance. 

Sincerely,  

 
James A. “Tony” Parrott 
Executive Director 
Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati 
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Certif cate of Recognition 

<<Partner Organization>>

Project Groundwork Partner
This certificate recognizes your participation in Project Groundwork, the Metropolitan Sewer District of  Greater Cincinnati’s plan for 
reducing or eliminating sewer overflows into local creeks and rivers.  We thank you for your input in helping work toward a solution for 

improving local communities and watersheds throughout Hamilton County.  

James A. “Tony” Parrott, MSD Executive Director
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Project Groundwork Partners

Recognizing the diverse voices engaged in

finding solutions

Community groups, businesses, property owners, residents
and agencies are vital partners in developing solutions to the
sewer infrastructure challenges faced by our community. 

Earning the distinction of Project Groundwork Partner

recognizes those who have shared their input to ensure a
wide range of voices is heard in Project Groundwork and the
protection of water quality that it represents for all of Hamilton
County and the greater Cincinnati area.

Project Groundwork Partners Listing

We are pleased to recognize the following as a Project

Groundwork Partner. This recognizes those who have
shared their input to ensure a wide range of voices is heard in
Project Groundwork and the protection of water quality that it
represents for all of Hamilton County and the greater
Cincinnati area.

American Red Cross Greater Cincinnati-Dayton Region

Camp Washington Business Association

Camp Washington Community Council

The Christ Hospital

Cincinnati Museum Center

Interested in Becoming a

Project Groundwork Partner?

Project Groundwork Partners Logo

The Project Groundwork Partner

distinction is awarded to those who have
demonstrated their commitment by:

Investing time by becoming informed
and helping to shape watershed-
based solutions to reduce CSOs and
improve communities by participating
in:

open houses

community design workshops

advisory committees, and

sharing input to the process

Participating in educational
opportunities such as watershed
tours

Assisting and investing in Early
Success Projects (pilot stormwater
management projects) within priority
watersheds

Providing forums for MSD to engage
in two-way dialogue with community
members

Helping MSD and the Hamilton
County area work toward sustainable
long-term solutions. 

Recognition as a Project Groundwork
Partner sends a message that an agency,
individual, or group are stewards of
Hamilton County’s natural resources and
support a strong quality of life.  MSD
acknowledges that partnerships with
community groups, businesses, property
owners, and others within the watersheds
where sustainable solutions are being
considered are critical to achieving the
federal Consent Decree mandate.  The
Project Groundwork Partners program
was developed to honor those
partnerships.

If you would like to learn more about
Project Groundwork Partners or to be
acknowledged as a Project Groundwork

PROBLEM | SOLUTION | PROJECTS | HOW TO HELP | FAQ | COMMUNITY BENEFITS | CONTACT US
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Cincinnati Parks

Cincinnati Preservation Association

Cincinnati Zoo & Botanical Garden

City of Cincinnati Economic Development Office

City of Cincinnati Office of Environmental Quality

City of Cincinnati Planning & Buildings

Community Development Corporations Association of Greater
Cincinnati

Greater Cincinnati Energy Alliance

Green Learning Station,
a project of the Civic Garden Center

Partner, please contact the MSD
Engineering Customer Service Line at
(513) 557-3594 or send an email to
MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov.

Project Groundwork

Project Groundwork is MSD's plan for
reducing and eliminating sewer overflows
into local creeks and rivers.
To find out more about the challenges of
combined sewer overflows (CSOs) and
sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs) and to
learn about Project Groundwork solutions
and benefits, click on the links in the
menu at the top.
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Hamilton County Regional Planning Commission

Hamilton County Soil & Water Conservation District

Hamilton County Storm Water District

Keep Cincinnati Beautiful

Local Initiatives Support Corporation Greater Cincinnati &
Northern Kentucky

Mill Creek Restoration Project

Mill Creek Watershed Council of Communities

Mill Creek Yacht Club

Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana Regional Council of Governments
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(OKI)

The Ohio State University Extension-Hamilton County

Queen City Catalytic Development Corporation

Regional Storm Water Collaborative

Santa Maria Community Services

A program of the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater CincinnatiLegal Notices
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Enabled Impact Program

As part of Project Groundwork, the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD) is partnering with 
local organizations to evaluate the effectiveness of sustainable stormwater controls such as rain gardens, green roofs, 
pervious pavement, and green streets in reducing the volume of stormwater entering combined sewers.  

What’s the Challenge?
When it rains, raw sewage — mixed with stormwater — overflows 
from our sewers into local rivers and streams and can also back up 
into basements.

The vast majority of overflows occur from combined sewers, which 
carry both sewage and stormwater in the same pipe.  The overflows 
occur when the pipes are filled beyond their capacity. 

Hamilton County is among the top five locations in the U.S. for 
urban combined sewer overflows (CSOs).  

What’s the Solution? 
The solution is Project Groundwork, a multi-year and multi-billion 
program to rebuild our sewer system.

To reduce or eliminate sewer overflows, MSD is focusing on three 
different strategies:  

•	 Storage and conveyance:  Constructing larger sewers to 
transport wastewater to treatment plants, or large underground 
storage tunnels to capture excess wastewater

•	 Treatment (product control):  Upgrading existing treatment 
plants to handle more wastewater, or constructing enhanced 
high-rate treatment facilities to treat flows at the CSO outfall 
prior to discharge

•	 Source control:  Controlling CSOs by reducing the amount 
of stormwater entering combined sewers during heavy rains.  
Source control solutions eliminate the need to convey and treat 
essentially “clean” water.  These solutions are called “source 
control” because they control the source of the problem:  
stormwater. 

Program Partnerships
Since 2009, MSD has partnered with various public and private 
entities across Hamilton County to demonstrate the use and 
effectiveness of various sustainable stormwater controls.

This effort, known as the Enabled Impact Program, enables 
improvements on public and private property to remove stormwater 
from the combined sewer system, thus reducing overflows.

The stormwater controls are primarily Low Impact Development 
(LID) projects, which capture less than 10 million gallons of 
stormwater annually.  The program also includes several “Regional” 
projects that are expected to capture more than 10 million gallons.

Examples of stormwater controls under evaluation include:

•	 Rain gardens — a planned depressed, vegetated area that 
captures and absorbs runoff from nearby impervious surfaces

•	 Green or vegetative roofs — roofs which incorporate vegetative 
materials that uptake and filter stormwater before flowing via 
gravity to a roof drain system.

•	 Bioinfiltration areas/cells — depressions in the land that 
are designed to capture stormwater runoff from impervious 
surfaces (such as roofs and parking lots) through vegetation 
and subsurface storage.

•	 Pervious paving and pavers — materials used as alternatives to 
concrete or asphalt that allow water to pass to the ground or 
subsurface storage below

•	 Rainwater harvesting and reuse — a process that allows 
rainwater to be collected before reaching the ground and used 
for other purposes.

•	 Bioswales — long, trough-like areas that capture and detain 
rainwater on vegetated ground and in subsurface storage for 
as long as possible before re-entering sewage systems.

Sustainable Stormwater Projects

Cincinnati Zoo in progress:  Phase 1 pervious paving and plantings.  
The project should capture 12 million gallons of stormwater in 
a typical year when Phase 2 pervious paving and a rainwater 
harvesting system are added.

Cincinnati Zoo BEFORE:  Phase 1 of construction for the new 
“African Savannah” project included the removal of an asphalt park-
ing lot in anticipation of installing sustainable stormwater controls.

573



Stormwater Projects in the Program
The projects, which are located throughout the MSD service 
area, range from a series of small rain gardens at Christ 
Hospital (LID project) to a large rainwater harvesting system, 
rain gardens and pervious pavement at the Cincinnati Zoo 
(Regional project).  In total, the projects are expected to 
capture more than 78 million gallons of stormwater annually.

The projects were selected based on the following criteria:

•	 Located in a watershed that experiences CSOs.  

•	 Could result in reduced stormwater runoff from the site.

•	 Are highly visible in the community. 

•	 Can offer education and outreach opportunities.

Stormwater controls are evaluated in terms of benefits, cost, 
performance, design, operation and maintenance.  Monitoring 
may be performed to measure water quality benefits and 
reduction in runoff volume to CSOs.

October 2012

 
Need More Information?
If you would like more information about  

MSD’s Enabled Impact Program, please:  

- Visit www.projectgroundwork.org and under Reports 

choose Enabled Impact Program:  Interim Summary 

(December 2011)  

Call the MSD Engineering Customer Service Line  

at (513) 557-3594 

Email MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov

Cincinnati State Technical and Community College:  The new 
Ludlow Avenue Gateway parking lot incorporates rain  
gardens, three types of pervious paving and a bioretention 
basin to capture and detain stormwater runoff.  

MSD Project Partners
MSD is currently partnering with the following public and private 
organizations: 

City of Wyoming:  A portion of an existing detention basin in the 
City of Wyoming was transformed into a large rain garden.  City 
residents are also participating in a rain barrel program to  
collect and reuse stormwater from downspouts.

Taft Information Technology High School :  A 32,000-square-
foot shallow vegetative roof was installed on the roof of this 
Cincinnati Public School district building. 

•	 American Red Cross

•	 The Christ Hospital 

•	 City of Cincinnati 
Department of 
Transportation and 
Engineering

•	 Cincinnati Museum 
Center

•	 Cincinnati Parks 

•	 Cincinnati Public Schools

•	 Cincinnati Recreation 
Commission 

•	 Cincinnati State Technical 
and Community College

•	 Cincinnati Zoo and 
Botanical Garden

•	 Civic Garden Center

•	 Immanuel United Christ 
Church

•	 Rain Garden Alliance

•	 San Antonio Church 

•	 St. Francis Court 
Apartments 

•	 University of Cincinnati

•	 Wyoming City Schools

•	 Westwood Community 
Urban Redevelopment 
Corporation

•	 City of Wyoming
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Cincinnati State
Enabled Impact Project: 

Level Spreader, Permeable Surfaces, Rain Gardens,  
Rainwater Harvesting and Other Controls

The Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD) — in partnership with Cincinnati State Technical and 
Community College — is evaluating the effectiveness of a variety of sustainable stormwater controls in the Clifton 
Watershed.  This project is part of a larger program to evaluate stormwater controls in managing runoff and reducing the 
volume entering combined sewers to prevent sewer overflows.  

What’s the Challenge?
When it rains, raw sewage — mixed with stormwater — overflows 
from our sewers into local rivers and streams and can also back up 
into basements.

The vast majority of overflows occur from combined sewers, which 
carry both sewage and stormwater in the same pipe.  The overflows 
occur when the pipes are filled beyond their capacity. 

Hamilton County is among the top five locations in the U.S. for 
urban combined sewer overflows (CSOs), with about 14 billion 
gallons overflowing annually.  

What’s the Solution? 
To resolve this public health and environmental issue, MSD has 
embarked on the largest public works project in the history of our 
community.

Called Project Groundwork, this multi-year and multi-billion-dollar 
initiative includes hundreds of sewer improvements and stormwater 
control projects.  

To reduce or eliminate sewer overflows, MSD is focusing on three 
different strategies:  

•	 Constructing larger sewers or underground storage tunnels 

•	 Upgrading existing treatment plants to handle more wastewater 
or constructing enhanced high-rate treatment facilities to treat 
excess flows before they discharge into local waterways 

•	 Keeping stormwater out of combined sewers through 
sustainable stormwater controls 

Partners in Sustainable Stormwater Control
Since 2009, MSD has partnered with various public and private enti-
ties across Hamilton County to demonstrate the use and  
effectiveness of various sustainable stormwater controls.

This effort, known as the Enabled Impact Program, enables im-
provements on public and private property to remove stormwater 
from the combined sewer system, thus reducing overflows.

The stormwater controls are primarily Low Impact Development 
(LID) projects, which capture less than 10 million gallons of storm-
water annually, but the program also includes several Regional proj-
ects which are anticipated to capture more than 10 million gallons of 
stormwater a year.

Some stormwater controls under evaluation include:

•	 Rain gardens — a planned depressed, vegetated area that 
captures and absorbs runoff from nearby impervious surfaces.

•	 Green or vegetative roofs — roofs which incorporate 
vegetative materials that uptake and filter stormwater before 
flowing via gravity to a roof drain system.

•	 Bioinfiltration areas/cells — depressions in the land that 
are designed to capture stormwater runoff from impervious 
surfaces (such as roofs and parking lots) through vegetation 
and subsurface storage.

•	 Pervious paving and pavers — materials used as alternatives 
to concrete or asphalt that allow water to pass to the ground 
or subsurface storage below.

•	 Rainwater harvesting and reuse — a process that allows 
rainwater to be collected before reaching the ground and used 
for other purposes.

•	 Bioswales — long, trough-like areas that capture and detain 
rainwater on vegetated ground and in subsurface storage for 
as long as possible before re-entering sewage systems.

For more information on MSD’s Enabled Impact Program, please 
visit the Project Groundwork website at www.projectgroundwork.
org and click on the Enabled Impact Program:  Interim Summary 
Report - December 2011 under “Reports.”

Example of rainwater harvesting (cistern)
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Cincinnati State
Located in the Cincinnati neighborhood of Clifton, Cincinnati 
State Technical and Community College is a public, two-year 
college that offers more than 100 associate degree programs, 
majors and certificates.    

The school is located on 40 acres in an urban residential 
setting at 3520 Central Parkway north of downtown.  

Based on a typical year of rainfall (41 inches), the annual 
stormwater runoff from the entire property is about 30 million 
gallons.  

Cincinnati State Enabled Impact Project
To help reduce the volume of stormwater runoff from this site, 
eight different kinds of sustainable stormwater control 
projects were implemented on the campus grounds during 
2010 and 2011.  Most of the controls are linked together, with 
the outflow from one becoming the inflow for another.   

This linkage of controls is known as a treatment train and 
provides backup opportunities for stormwater to be infiltrated 
into the ground, absorbed into plants or evaporated into the 
air.  Any excess stormwater that enters the combined sewer 
system does so at a significantly reduced volume and slower 
rate, which helps reduce the risk of CSOs. 

The eight types of sustainable stormwater controls include:
•	 Bioretention Pond
•	 Infiltration Chamber
•	 Level Spreader 
•	 Permeable Pavers
•	 Porous Asphalt
•	 Porous Concrete
•	 Rain Gardens
•	 Rainwater Harvesting Cistern

Project Details
The total drainage to the sustainable stormwater controls is 
4.3 acres, mainly from rooftops and impervious surfaces such 
as parking lots and roads.  Total project cost was about $2.2 
million, including design, construction and signage.  MSD 
funded 69% of the nearly $2 million in construction costs.

Bioretention Pond
An existing retention pond was retrofitted to retain and 
infiltrate stormwater, primarily excess flow from an adjacent 
parking lot and a stormwater harvesting cistern at a campus 
greenhouse.

Infiltration Chamber
Pipes leading to the combined sewer from a campus building 
were cut and plugged, and a new system of pipes was 
installed to direct stormwater to a sub-surface infiltration 
chamber.  The chamber promotes the infiltration of 
stormwater into the ground.

Level Spreader
A terraced 420-square-foot level spreader system was 
installed to disperse excess stormwater from an adjacent rain 
garden into the landscape to prevent hillside erosion.

Permeable Pavers, Porous Asphalt and Porous Concrete 
About 2,000 square feet of porous asphalt, about 1,650 
square feet of porous concrete and about 40,000 square 

One of 10 rain gardens at Cincinnati State

For More Information

MSD Engineering Customer Service:    

(513) 557-3594 or MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov

Project Groundwork website:   

www.projectgroundwork.org

 October 2012

feet of permeable pavers were installed at various locations, 
including two main campus parking lots.  

Rain Gardens
Ten rain gardens totalling about 56,000 square feet 
were installed in various locations to detain and infiltrate 
stormwater.  Two different underdrain configurations were 
used, with and without geotextile filter fabric.

Rainwater Harvesting Cistern
Two 10,000-gallon underground cisterns connected to 
irrigation systems and one 4,000-gallon aboveground tank for 
use at a campus greenhouse were installed.

Project Benefits
•	 Removing an estimated 12.6 million gallons of stormwater 

runoff from the combined sewer system on an annual basis, 
more than one-third of the total runoff from the site.  Cost per 
gallon of captured runoff is estimated at $0.16.

•	 Providing habitat and food sources for insects, birds and 
butterflies. 

•	 Helping recharge groundwater in this area.

•	 Providing an attractive and educational site for students, 
faculty and visitors.

Level spreader at Cincinnati State
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St. Francis Court Apartments
Enabled Impact Project: 

Bioinfiltration Basins

The Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD) — in partnership with St. Francis Court Apartments, 
Cincinnati Parks, the U.S. EPA, Ohio EPA and the U.S. Geological Survey — is evaluating the effectiveness of two large 
bioinfiltration basins in the Lick Run Watershed.  This project is part of a larger program to evaluate various sustainable 
stormwater controls in managing runoff and reducing the volume entering combined sewers to prevent sewer overflows.  

What’s the Challenge?
When it rains, raw sewage — mixed with stormwater — overflows 
from our sewers into local rivers and streams and can also back up 
into basements.

The vast majority of overflows occur from combined sewers, which 
carry both sewage and stormwater in the same pipe.  The overflows 
occur when the pipes are filled beyond their capacity. 

Hamilton County is among the top five locations in the U.S. for 
urban combined sewer overflows (CSOs), with about 14 billion 
gallons overflowing annually.  

What’s the Solution? 
To resolve this public health and environmental issue, MSD has 
embarked on the largest public works project in the history of our 
community.

Called Project Groundwork, this multi-year and multi-billion-dollar 
initiative includes hundreds of sewer improvements and stormwater 
control projects.  

To reduce or eliminate sewer overflows, MSD is focusing on three 
different strategies:  

•	 Constructing larger sewers or underground storage tunnels 

•	 Upgrading existing treatment plants to handle more wastewater 
or constructing enhanced high-rate treatment facilities to treat 
excess flows before they discharge into local waterways 

•	 Keeping stormwater out of combined sewers through 
sustainable stormwater controls 

Partners in Sustainable Stormwater Control
Since 2009, MSD has partnered with various public and private 
entities across Hamilton County to demonstrate the use and  
effectiveness of various sustainable stormwater controls.

This effort, known as the Enabled Impact Program, enables 
improvements on public and private property to remove 
stormwater from the combined sewer system, thus reducing 
overflows.

The stormwater controls are primarily Low Impact Develop-
ment (LID) projects, which capture less than 10 million gallons 
of stormwater annually, but the program also includes several 
Regional projects which are anticipated to capture more than 
10 million gallons of stormwater a year.

Some stormwater controls under evaluation include:

•	 Rain gardens — a planned depressed, vegetated area that 
captures and absorbs runoff from nearby impervious surfaces.

•	 Green or vegetative roofs — roofs which incorporate 
vegetative materials that uptake and filter stormwater before 
flowing via gravity to a roof drain system.

•	 Bioinfiltration areas/cells — depressions in the land that 
are designed to capture stormwater runoff from impervious 
surfaces (such as roofs and parking lots) through vegetation 
and subsurface storage.

•	 Pervious paving and pavers — materials used as alternatives 
to concrete or asphalt that allow water to pass to the ground 
or subsurface storage below.

•	 Rainwater harvesting and reuse — a process that allows 
rainwater to be collected before reaching the ground and used 
for other purposes.

•	 Bioswales — long, trough-like areas that capture and detain 
rainwater on vegetated ground and in subsurface storage for 
as long as possible before re-entering sewage systems.

For more information on MSD’s Enabled Impact Program, please 
visit the Project Groundwork website at www.projectgroundwork.
org and click on the Enabled Impact Program:  Interim Summary 
Report - December 2011 under “Reports.”Example of pervious pavement
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St. Francis Court Apartments
Located in the South Fairmount neighborhood of Cincinnati, 
the St. Francis Court Apartments cover nearly 11 acres at 1860 
Queen City Avenue.  This landmark property was the former 
St. Francis — St. George Hospital. 

Based on a typical year of rainfall, the annual stormwater 
runoff from the entire 11-acre property is about 5.2 million 
gallons.  That amount of water could fill eight Olympic-sized 
pools or could cover a football field in 12 feet of water.

St. Francis Court Apartments 
Enabled Impact Project
To help reduce the volume of stormwater runoff from this 
site, two vacant parking lots were replaced with two large 
bioinfiltration basins on the eastern portion of the St. Francis 
property.  The basins are terraced with upper and lower 
sections that work together in a series.  The project began in 
spring 2010 and was completed in fall 2010.

Project Details
The project area, about 1.3 acres in size, includes two 4,375- 
square-foot bioinfiltration basins (8,750 square feet total).  
The basins use native plant species, special soils and layers of 
gravel to absorb, cleanse and store stormwater or allow it to 
infiltrate into the ground and groundwater. 

The total drainage area for the basins is 3.6 acres, mainly 
including the adjacent forested hillside.  Stormwater is 
conveyed to the upper basin either by overland flow or 
through stormwater inlets in an upper parking lot at the site. 

 

Upper bioinfiltration basin (showing the weather station to 
the left).  MSD is evaluating different soil types in the basins. 

St. Francis Court Apartments 

For More Information

MSD Engineering Customer Service:    

(513) 557-3594 or MSD.Communications@cincinnati-oh.gov

Lick Run Watershed website:   

www.projectgroundwork.org/lickrun

 October 2012

In 2012, MSD initiated a new project to capture additional 
drainage from the forested hillside and paved surfaces.  Once 
completed, this new project will increase the drainage area 
from 3.6 to 5.2 acres.

When the upper basin becomes saturated with water, excess 
stormwater is directed via a perforated drain pipe and inlet 
structure to the lower basin.  Upon saturation of the lower 
basin, excess stormwater enters the combined sewer system 
at a significantly reduced volume and slower rate, which helps 
reduce the risk of CSOs.  

MSD hopes to ultimately connect the basins to a stormwater 
conveyance system as part of the proposed Lick Run 
Alternative Project.  

In addition to the basins, MSD planted trees and installed a 
walking path and benches on the property. 

The basins were designed by the consultant team of 
Strand Engineering and Human Nature, with assistance 
from Cincinnati Parks.  Total construction costs were about 
$261,000.  Cincinnati Parks is responsible for operation and 
maintenance of the basins.

The U.S. EPA, Ohio EPA and U.S. Geological Survey currently 
maintain a weather station and flow monitors on site.  For 
monitoring data, visit http://waterwatch.usgs.gov/new/, then 
click on Current Streamflow, then click on State of Ohio, then 
click on circles around Cincinnati until you find St. Francis. 

Project Benefits
•	 During a typical year, the basins capture about 700,000 

gallons of stormwater, which helps reduce CSOs into the Mill 
Creek.  Cost per gallon of captured runoff is estimated at 
$0.32.

•	 Providing habitat and food sources for insects, birds and 
butterflies. 

•	 Helping recharge groundwater in this area.

•	 Providing an attractive and educational site for residents and 
other visitors. 

Upper bioinfiltration basin during wet weather
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Signage at St. Francis Court Apartments
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Signage at Cincinnati State
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 Friday, November 16, 2012

Podcasts | Subscribe | Mobile

| On Air:  The Diane Rehm Show | At 12 PM:  Fresh Air | Program Schedule  Our Programs A-Z  

Return to the Impact

Cincinnati archive

 

Impact Cincinnati Archive
Thursday, February 23, 2012

Topic: MSD’s efforts to develop sustainable solutions to

watershed management

The Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati faces the challenge of managing
an average of 180 billion gallons of runoff water each year, and doing it in an
environmentally sound way.

Guests include:

Metropolitan Sewer District Environmental Program Manager, MaryLynn Lodor 
Executive Director of the Mill Creek Restoration Project, Robin Corathers 
Chair of the Miami Group Sierra Club, Sam McKinley 

For more information:

Metropolitan Sewer District 
MSD Project Groundwork

Local Initiatives Support Corporation

Miami Group of the Ohio Chapter Sierra Club

Mill Creek Restoration Project

Robin Corathers, Sam McKinley and Marylynn Loder in the WVXU Studio

Impact Cincinnati Podcasts: (Help)

http://www.wvxu.org/podcasts/impact.xml

About Impact Cincinnati:

Every day life in Greater Cincinnati is impacted by ideas, decisions and debates
throughout the tri-state community. Impact Cincinnati is a weekly panel discussion
show designed to delve deeper into the issues and events taking place and shaping
our community dialogue.

SPONSORSHIP

Become a WVXU Sponsor >>

On the Community Calendar:

On Wednesday, November 28:
ALICE IN WONDERLAND:
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Figure 1. Location of the Ludlow Run

watershed (outlined in red)

A Holistic Watershed Approach for
CSO Separation and Removal
Choosing the most appropriate BMPs in a Cincinnati watershed

Tweet 2 0

Thursday, March 01, 2012

By Brian Kwiatkowski, Craig Straub, Daniel Ketzer, David Russell
Comments

Under the Clean Water Act, the federal government has
required cities to reduce and eliminate combined sewer
overflows (CSOs). Cities are required to comply with those
requirements to avoid penalization through fines and other
legal actions. The Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater
Cincinnati (MSDGC) is under a consent decree to respond to
CSOs.

The Ludlow Run watershed assessment was conducted in an
effort to eliminate combined sewer discharges from seven
CSOs located within the watershed. An innovative screening
tool was developed using the existing Cincinnati Area
Geographic Information System (CAGIS) database, to
evaluate stormwater drainage and determine suitable locations
for stormwater best management practices (BMPs) on a
parcel-by-parcel basis for the entire 2.5-square-mile watershed. The main focus of this screening tool was
development of a BMP suitability index, which assessed factors such as hydraulic soil group, slope, and land use.

Stormwater management alternatives were
assessed using the stormwater management
modeling software XPSWMM to model watershed
hydrology at the sub-basin scale, including
hydraulics of open channels and enclosed systems
of stormwater and wastewater flows. The hydrologic
component of XPSWMM divided the Ludlow Run
watershed into smaller sub-basins, using
topographic data provided by MSDGC. Hydrologic
processes, including infiltration, evaporation,
ponding, and ground-surface water exchanges
were included in the model.

The XPSWMM model included the Ludlow Run
main stem and all major tributaries. The open
channel network, reach lengths, and cross sections
were derived from a 3D surface model. Boundary
conditions, roughness coefficients, channel
crossings, and obstructions were assessed during
on-the-ground field reconnaissance of the project
site.
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Figure 2. CSO locations within the Ludlow Run

watershed

 

Figure 3. Color gradation resulting from the

composite scoring of the BMP Site Suitability

Index

Evaluation of stormwater infrastructure to intercept
and convey stormwater runoff and restore natural
drainage conditions included a combination of grey
and green design approaches, including separate
sanitary and stormwater pipes, subsurface
stormwater storage, biofiltration, vegetative bump-
outs, curbside planters, pervious pavers,
bioretention wetlands, and riparian corridor
restoration. A detailed alternatives analysis
assessed viability, benefits, and potential cost
savings to MSDGC’s ratepayers. The alternatives
described in this article are the recommended
solution to eliminate CSO 24 and the contributing
nested CSOs.

Background

Like many older cities throughout the Midwest,
Cincinnati, OH, has a combined sewer system to
manage stormwater and sanitary wastewater.
Stormwater and sanitary waste are collected from
their respective sources, combined into one pipe
network, and conveyed to the municipal wastewater
treatment plant. In Cincinnati, sections of the
current combined sewer system were installed in
the early 1900s and were sized to convey flows
appropriate for that era. Over the decades, the city
has continued to develop, increasing impervious
surface area and overall water consumption. As a
result, more stormwater runoff reaches the inlets on
the streets, and more wastewater is discharged into
the combined system. The existing sewer network
was not designed to convey the increased volume
of additional flows, causing the system to surcharge
and back up. To relieve the surcharging, combined
sewer overflows were installed in the system,
discharging a mix of stormwater and untreated
sewage into natural waterways during wet-weather
events.

Through negotiations with USEPA, the US
Department of Justice, and the State of Ohio,
MSDGC drafted a consent decree that formed the
response program to resolve its overflows. The
global consent decree outlines MSDGC’s plan of
action to reduce and eliminate CSOs, enhance the
environment, and pay fines for past overflow events.
MSDGC is now utilizing funding provided by the
decree to examine alternatives for overflow
removal. In an effort to enhance the environment
and eliminate CSOs, MSDGC is reviewing the
effectiveness of ecologically beneficial (or green)
BMPs compared with traditional wastewater
infrastructure (grey infrastructure).

The Ludlow Run watershed assessment was
conducted in an effort to eliminate combined sewer discharges from seven CSOs located within the watershed
(Figure 1). During periods of heavy rainfall or snowmelt, mixed stormwater and wastewater exceed the capacity of
the existing combined sewer system and discharge directly to Ludlow Run, a tributary to the Lower Mill Creek in
Cincinnati. CSO 24 is the combined sewer overflow location and the endpoint of Ludlow Run that discharges into
the Mill Creek. A map of CSO 24 and its six nested CSOs (109, 110, 111, 112, 151, and 162) is shown in Figure 2.

BMP Site Suitability Index

The Ludlow Run sewershed covers a large urban area, in excess of 2.5 square miles. An initial challenge to
planning CSO separation in a watershed of this size is sifting through volumes of data to focus efforts on those
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areas suitable for regional stormwater BMPs. To remove biases in the site-selection process and maximize the
efficiency of work in the field, AMEC developed a Site Suitability Index to prescreen each parcel in the watershed to
determine suitability and identify potential BMP locations. A combination of factors was included in the evaluation,
including slope, soils, and existing land use.

Slope is an important parameter in BMP design. The performance and implementation of stormwater detention,
retention, and conveyance systems are limited by steep slopes. To evaluate locations based upon slope, and to
identify contiguous areas of shallow slopes, localized gradients were needed for the entire watershed. ESRI’s
ArcView 9.3 was used to calculate localized slopes at a resolution of 5 feet by 5 feet. Contour lines were converted
into a topographic surface. Then, using standard 
ArcView commands, the contour polylines were converted into a surface raster with a resolution of 5 feet by 5 feet.
This divided up the entire sewershed into 5-foot by 5-foot squares or cells and assigned each cell an averaged
elevation based on the original contour lines. Localized slope was calculated for each cell and then assigned a
point value based upon the calculated slope. Point values ranged from 0 to 300 points (>20% is equal to 0 points,
whereas 0% to 5% is equal to 300 points).        

The hydraulic soil group (HSG) rating is a measure of a soil’s runoff potential. The rating is based on the soil layer
with the lowest saturated hydraulic conductivity and the shortest depth to an impermeable layer. There are four
HSG ratings, Groups A to D. At one end of the spectrum, Group A soils have a low potential to create surface
runoff when the soil is thoroughly wet. These are typically soils with less than 10% clay and greater than 90% sand
and gravel. At the other end of the spectrum, Group D soils have a high potential to create surface runoff when the
soil is thoroughly wet. These soils are typically greater than 40% clay and less than 50% sand. Because the soil
data were not available in CAGIS, each parcel was manually assigned a rating based upon the predominant HSG
from the Web Soil Survey. Each soil type was assigned a point value of 100 (Group D) to 300 points (Group B).

In evaluating land use, the range of existing land uses was divided into three categories: open space, woods, and
“other” developed land uses. Due to the cost-prohibitive nature of acquiring and redeveloping a residential or
commercial property, preference was given to parcels that were either open space or forested. Each parcel was
assigned a land use manually, based on review of the latest available aerial photographs. Land uses were assigned
point values ranging from 0 for developed property to 500 for open, undeveloped lands.

After the evaluation criteria were selected and applied to the entire watershed, the criteria were assigned point
values, with higher points indicating a higher suitability for BMP placement. A color gradation map was used to
interpret the range of point values, with green parcels indicating sites most suitable for regional BMPs and red
indicating sites that are unsuitable for BMPs (Figure 3). Land use received the highest weighting, because this
criteria has the greatest impact on both cost and construction feasibility. The scores were summed for each cell
and ranged from a minimum of 100 points (other land use, HSG D, and >20% slope) to a maximum of 1,100 points
(open space, HSG B, and 0% to 5% slope). Areas shown in green are the most suitable locations for BMP
placement, while those shown in red are the least favorable. This process allowed for the identification of 10
potential BMP locations (areas A through J as shown in Figure 4) that were to be investigated further in the field.

Field Verification of Site Suitability

Upon selection of conceptual BMP locations (areas A through J), the suitability of individual sites was verified
through field investigations. These investigations determined if the site could accommodate the logistics of potential
BMPs. Several locations identified through the desktop screening exercise were eventually ruled out for various
reasons (shown as yellow boxes in Figure 4). Location A proved difficult to route water to the location, as it is
slightly higher than surrounding properties. Neighboring green space, depicted in a 2006 aerial photograph, had
been recently converted into a parking lot, reducing the amount of available stormwater to support a viable BMP.
Locations B, D, and J were determined unsuitable from the site investigation for similar reasons, including existing
obstacles to stormwater routing and site access for construction.

Locations C, E, F, G, H, and I were deemed suitable for green and/or grey BMPs. The natural drainage paths of
location C flow to Ludlow Run, making this a good location to collect and convey the stormwater from the rest of the
sewershed. The low-lying, flat areas of location C show signs of ponding water during storm events, suggesting a
suitable location for constructed wetlands. The floodplain along Ludlow Run at location E was cleared and leveled
to allow construction of the new combined sewer line. This allows for the construction of future floodplain
modifications, such as floodplain wetlands. A wetland already exists near the southeast end of location F, which
flows to a tributary to Ludlow Run. The northwest end of location F (just upstream of CSO 110) is flat and suitable
for an additional storage BMP that could intercept the street runoff. Location G was determined to be suitable for
conveyance BMPs, but not suitable for storage BMPs. The northeast (downstream) end of location G was too steep
to accommodate a storage BMP. However, the topography of the site was suitable for conveying the stormwater
from the streets to the tributary and ultimately to Ludlow Run.

Location H was determined to be suitable for
floodplain storage BMPs. The floodplain in this area
has signs of frequent inundation, which suggests
that flows would often reach the floodplain and thus
floodplain storage BMPs. The southern section of

602



 

Figure 5. A vegetated bump-out installed in

place of an existing parking lane (City of

Portland)

 

Figure 6. Pervious pavers installed in low-

traffic parking lanes (City of Portland)

 

location I was determined to be suitable for green
and grey BMPs, while the northern section of
location I was determined to be suitable only for
floodplain storage. In the southern section, the
topography naturally drains from the CSO 162
sewershed down to location I, providing ideal
conditions to convey and store stormwater. Due to
the pipe configuration and topography, it was
infeasible to route stormwater under gravity flow to
the northern section of location I.

Development of Stormwater BMP Palette

There are multiple techniques available to store,
convey, and treat stormwater. Many BMPs were
considered and screened out based on field
observations. This section discusses the selected
BMPs included in our final stormwater BMP palette.

Vegetated Bump-out. A vegetated bump-out (or
curb extension) is a vegetated matrix that consists
of two layers: gravel at the bottom and growing
media at the top. The bump-out is placed in the
direct flow path of the existing curb and gutter
designed to intercept gutter flow. The bump-outs fill
with water, capturing the first pulse of the storm and
removing volume through infiltration and eventually
evapotranspiration. The bump-outs overflow back
into the gutter and into the existing grated inlets.
Bump-outs can be installed in place of an existing
parking lane area (Figure 5) or extend into an
existing tree lawn for greater surface area and
storage volume. The length and slope of each
bump-out varied, based on the available street
length to install the bump-out and the slope across
it. To account for each variation, the model was run
for possible slope and length combinations.

Pervious Pavers. Another green technology
suitable for capturing and storing street runoff is
pervious paver parking lanes. Pervious parking
replaces the existing asphalt surface with porous
media with a high infiltration rate, allowing the
stormwater runoff flowing over it to infiltrate rather
than flow directly to a grated inlet (Figure 6). The
pervious parking cross section consists of three
layers. The bottom layer is a gravel storage layer.
Above that is a compacted leveling layer required to
create a smooth driving surface. Lastly, the top layer
is a set of interlocking pervious pavers, similar in
appearance to cobblestone. Pervious pavers are
generally not suited to high-speed or high-traffic
areas and therefore, were only used as a
replacement in the low-traffic parking lanes.

Wetlands. Stormwater wetlands are regional
detention BMPs, designed to provide extended
detention of stormwater and to maximize pollution
attenuation through microbial activity, plant uptake,
retention, settling, and adsorption (Figure 7). In
addition to stormwater storage, wetlands also
provide treatment value and provide wildlife habitat.
For conceptual design purposes, the wetlands
proposed in each design alternative were assumed
to have an average depth of 2 feet and a drawdown
time between 48 and 72 hours.

603



Figure 7. Stormwater wetland designed to

maximize pollutant attenuation

Step Pools. Step pools are open channel
conveyances for steep terrain (Figure 8). These
systems rely on an alternating sequence of rock
riffles, or drop structures, and constructed pools for
energy dissipation. The step pool storm conveyance
method was used to conceptually size the step
pools for the alternatives identified in this
assessment. Each riffle is 10 feet long and has a 5-

foot elevation change from upstream to downstream end. Each pool is 10 feet long and 2 feet deep. The riffles and
pools are combined in a riffle-pool-pool-pool sequence. This combination yields a 5-foot drop every 40 feet, or a
12.5% slope.

Underground Storage Vault. Underground storage vaults, consisting of buried large-diameter pipes, provide
watershed-scale storage, reducing peak and total flows entering the combined sewer system or to streams and
rivers. Pipes can be placed in parallel or in series with each other to provide the required storage volume. The
pipes can be designed to have the same 48- to 72-hour drawdown time as extended detention wetlands. This
extended drawdown is critical to reducing erosion at the outfall and to prevent downstream flooding in Ludlow Run
and its tributaries.

Performance Evaluation

Stormwater management alternatives were assessed using the stormwater management modeling software
XPSWMM to model watershed hydrology at the sub-basin scale, including hydraulics of open channel and
enclosed systems of stormwater and wastewater flows.

The hydrologic component of the XPSWMM model divided the Ludlow Run Watershed into smaller sub-basins,
using topographic data provided by MSDGC. Existing land-use data from aerial photographs and CAGIS, coupled
with USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service soils data, were used to determine runoff characteristics of
each sub-basin. These sub-basin characteristics, stormwater flow paths, and published rainfall intensity/duration
data were incorporated into the XPSWMM model. Hydrologic processes, including infiltration, evaporation, ponding,
and ground-surface water exchanges, were included in the model. The XPSWMM model included the Ludlow Run
main stem and all major tributaries. The open channel network, reach lengths, and cross sections were derived
from a 3D surface model. Boundary conditions, roughness coefficients, channel crossings, and obstructions were
assessed during on-the-ground field reconnaissance of the project site.

Evaluation of stormwater infrastructure to restore natural drainage conditions included a combination of grey and
green design approaches, including separate sanitary and stormwater pipes, subsurface stormwater storage,
biofiltration, vegetative bump-outs, curbside planters, pervious pavers, bioretention wetlands, and riparian corridor
restoration.

Selected Alternative for Each CSO

An alternative for each CSO was selected based on the modeled ability to eliminate combined sewer overflows
(Figure 9). Each alternative focuses on capturing and reducing peak flows to the combined sewer system.

CSO 151. The selected alternative for CSO 151 is designed to capture stormwater on the streets, before it reaches
the combined sewer system, using vegetated bump-outs and pervious paver parking lanes. A total of 31 bump-outs
fit logistically into the current street layout, placed only in existing parking lanes (and avoiding driveways or
crosswalks). An additional 16,000 feet of pervious paver parking lanes would be installed, replacing the existing
asphalt-covered parking areas. The addition of green infrastructure would be coupled with the reliance on existing
stormwater-only lines. In their present configuration, these lines intercept nearly 50% of the CSO 151 watershed
but flow directly to the combined sewer system. The strategic use of additional piping could effectively separate the
stormwater lines from the combined system, routing stormwater to location C, where it would discharge into an
extended detention basin or constructed wetland.

604



 

Figure 8. Step pool structure for open-channel
conveyance in steep terrain

 

CSOs 109, 110, and 112. With an approach similar to CSO 151, the selected alternatives for CSOs 109, 110, and
112 rely on the ability to capture and detain stormwater on the streets before it reaches the grated inlets leading to
the combined sewer system. For CSO 109, this could be accomplished using a combination of seven bump-outs
and 2,400 feet of pervious pavers. For CSO 110, only four bump-outs and 1,490 feet of pervious paver parking
lanes could be used, due to site constraints including steep topography and narrow streets. CSO 112 would employ
nine bump-outs and 2,690 feet of pervious paver parking lanes. Taking this approach one step further, a hybrid
alternative could completely separate the stormwater from the combined sewer system by disconnecting existing
grated inlets from the combined system and connecting them to new stormwater-only lines. These lines would then
discharge to an open channel conveyance, transporting stormwater to Ludlow Run or its tributaries.

CSO 111 and 162. For other sewersheds, the solution to CSO separation is not nearly as complex. The preferred
alternative for CSO 111 is a simple disconnect of residential downspouts, routing the flow of stormwater into
vegetated swales. For CSO 162, complete separation can be achieved by closing existing inlets to the combined
sewer system and discharging into a step-pool conveyance BMP. The step pools would flow into a wetland located
in the southern section of location I.

CSO 24. The proposed separation alternatives for the CSOs described above rely on the removal of the largest
combined sewer conveyance at the lowermost point in the watershed, CSO 24. This CSO location is the endpoint
of Ludlow Run that discharges an estimated 318 million gallons into the Mill Creek every year. To completely
separate CSO 24 (and the nested CSOs described above), the installation of a separate sanitary line would be
required, thereby converting the existing Ludlow Run conveyance tunnel into a stormwater-only line (Figure 10).
The CSO 24 overflow structure would then be effectively converted into a natural confluence with the Mill Creek,
eliminating all CSO overflow events for a typical year.

Conclusion

The CSO 24 Separation Project illustrates the benefits of using a holistic watershed approach to CSO separation
projects. By identifying existing constraints and opportunities early in the planning process, we were able to
maximize schedule and budget to streamline the process. While there is an extensive menu of stormwater BMPs to
choose from, each with particular requirements and limitations to function properly, determining a palette of BMPs
suitable to a particular region of operation will focus design efforts. Equally as important is the process of field
verification, getting “boots on the ground” to verify location and suitability of conventional and green stormwater
BMPs. Regardless of the location, watershed, existing infrastructure, or proposed BMPs, a rigorous performance
evaluation using XPSWMM or similar modeling software is an essential component to a watershed-scale
management plan. By evaluating and modeling multiple alternatives, we were able to provide workable solutions to
demonstrate separation and eliminate 328 million gallons of overflow to Mill Creek from the Ludlow Run watershed.

Author's Bio: David Russell is a senior engineer with the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati.

Author's Bio: Daniel Ketzer is a water resource engineer with AMEC Environment and Infrastructure in
Cincinnati, OH.

Author's Bio: Brian Kwiatkowski is a fluvial geomorphologist.

Author's Bio: Craig Straub is an ecologist.
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Figure 9. CSO discharge during wet-weather flow

 

Figure 10. CSO 24 overflow gate at the
confluence with Mill Creek
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The Ripple Effect
Massive efforts—and subtle ones—are transforming the muck of the Mill Creek.

Cedric Rose

9/1/2012

On a brilliant June morning, Stanley Hedeen, author of The Mill
Creek: An Unnatural History of an Urban Stream, meets me
where Queen City Avenue dead ends into the Mill Creek in
South Fairmount. A few hundred feet south, the Western Hills
Viaduct hulks across the valley. Swifts arc above us as we speak
over the wail of freight wheels from the Queensgate Yard.

We stand at the Lick Run outfall, the reinforced concrete mouth
of a tunnel nearly 20 feet wide. It is baffled, grated, and fitted
with flues, and it looks like something from Lost. A faint mist
hangs in its mouth and it emits a funk of old fish and loam, with
faint notes of sewage. Water seeps from cracks beneath a sewer
cap in the 45-degree concrete escarpment. I ask Hedeen
whether we might be seeing a CSO.

“It could just be from rainwater trapped behind the concrete,”
he says. “But it hasn’t rained in a while.”

I know something about CSOs—combined sewer overflows. I’m a bike commuter, and riding to work along the Mill
Creek Greenway Trail this spring after a heavy rain, I came upon a sight that almost made me skid out: nasty-looking
water surging from a sewer cap and spilling into the waterway. 

A combined sewer overflow is just that. You’ve got your stormwater sewer and you’ve got your wastewater sewer.
Ideally, ne’er the twain shall meet. Stormwater sewers direct their load where nature intended: to the river.
Wastewater sewers carry their contents to the treatment plant. But during heavy flow events—a rainstorm, say—CSOs
allow wastewater to overflow into stormwater sewers, to keep old pipes from breaking and streets and basements
from flooding. When that happens, the CSO at the Lick Run outfall is a torrent of stormwater and raw sewage mixed
together and dumping directly into the Mill Creek. Bad news for water quality and for everyone living downriver.

The Lick Run outfall is the biggest combined sewer overflow in Hamilton County, and possibly the worst in the
country. In an average year, it disgorges about 1.7 billion gallons of raw sewage mixed with stormwater—and it’s just
one of many points of pollution for the Mill Creek.

         

HOME MAGAZINE FEATURES BEST  OF DINING TO DO LIFESTYLE PROMOTIONS

608

http://www.cincinnatimagazine.com/features/home.aspx
http://www.cincinnatimagazine.com/cincinnatihistory/home.aspx
http://www.cincinnatimagazine.com/topdocs/index.aspx
http://www.cincinnatimagazine.com/webexclusives/default.aspx
http://www.cincinnatimagazine.com/issue/default.aspx
http://googleads.g.doubleclick.net/aclk?sa=L&ai=BPsMBrtfAUPXCEu7GwQHE_IHoA_bVzcYCAAAAEAEgADgAUObXq-AFWL6mlK8wYMnmyIvEpJAQggEXY2EtcHViLTk4MzcyOTM3MzYzMjE5MTOyARp3d3cuY2luY2lubmF0aW1hZ2F6aW5lLmNvbboBCWdmcF9pbWFnZcgBAtoBQGh0dHA6Ly93d3cuY2luY2lubmF0aW1hZ2F6aW5lLmNvbS9mZWF0dXJlcy9zdG9yeS5hc3B4P0lEPTE3NjQ1NDPAAgLgAgDqAiE2NzMyL2VtbWlzLmNpbmNpbm5hdGltYWcvbWFnYXppbmX4AoHSHpADpAOYA6QDqAMB0ASQTuAEAaAGFA&num=0&sig=AOD64_2yO8tsdbV6e1ltvl-6ZdjLI2VeCw&client=ca-pub-9837293736321913&adurl=http://www.zinio.com/browse/publications/index.jsp%3FproductId%3D404522929%26pss%3D1
http://www.cincinnatimagazine.com/index.aspx
http://www.cincinnatimagazine.com/subscribe/default.aspx
http://www.cincinnatimagazine.com/issue/2012/dec2012.aspx
http://www.cincinnatimagazine.com/
http://www.cincinnatimagazine.com/issue/default.aspx
http://www.cincinnatimagazine.com/features/landing.aspx
http://www.cincinnatimagazine.com/bestofthecity
http://www.cincinnatimagazine.com/dining/index.aspx


As an ecologist teaching at Xavier University, Hedeen came to see the Mill Creek’s plight as a failure by society to care
for a vital natural resource. He hoped writing its history could provide insight into how we can make it well again. “I
care about the creek because my culture is responsible for its degraded condition,” Hedeen e-mails me after our
meeting. “Saving the creek will be an important indicator that local citizens are living more sustainable lives.”

The Mill Creek has been on the minds of environmentalists like Hedeen for years, and there have been strides toward
addressing its woes. Now, under a mandate from the federal EPA, Ohio EPA, and the Ohio River Valley Water
Sanitation Commission that requires a remedy to the combined sewer overflow situation throughout the watershed,
those efforts are about to take some big steps forward. The Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD)
must reduce the volume of CSOs in the Lower Mill Creek by up to 2 billion gallons by 2018 and ultimately, 85 percent
overall—a Herculean task. Project Groundwork, as it is called, has a $3.2 billion price tag, making it one of the largest
public works projects Cincinnati has ever seen. MSD’s drawing board includes an array of eco-friendly, sustainable
features, including green roofs, rain gardens, and man-made wetlands. They’re all calculated to improve water
quality in the creek, and they have the potential to improve our lives in ways you never would have imagined had
anything to do with stormwater management. And since the Mill Creek watershed is populated by close to half a
million people, that means a whole lot of us will be part of the next chapter in the history of this urban stream.

 

The reason there’s so much water sluicing through a tunnel like the Lick Run outfall is us: Our waste-producing
homes and industries, the runoff from our paved roads and parking lots. MSD is exploring two possible ways to solve
the Lick Run problem. The traditional solution calls for adding capacity—that is, a bigger  buried tunnel and upgraded
wastewater treatment facilities. But this solution also means paying to convey and treat water that doesn’t need to go
down the drain in the first place. The alternative solution would be to maintain separate systems for wastewater and
stormwater and decrease runoff at its source so that there’s no need to combine the two. Wastewater would still follow
buried pipes to treatment facilities, while stormwater would be “daylighted”—removed from the underground system
to flow on the surface. In South Fairmount, that would mean daylighting Lick Run—the creek where early-19th
century settlers washed and fished, and where late-19th century industries discharged their waste. Pollution forced its
diversion underground generations ago, through the tunnel where Hedeen and I stood. 

MSD’s tentative master plan for Lick Run involves recreating the stream between Queen City and Westwood Avenues,
bringing it to the surface from a spot just west of Quebec Avenue and flowing all the way to the Mill Creek. The area
bordering its banks would be redeveloped as green space, with exercise paths, playgrounds, and parks alongside it
and trees, rain gardens, and man-made wetlands that would take advantage of natural stream ecology and improve
the quality of life in the down-on-its heels neighborhood, too.

Stormwater projects with side benefits are nothing new. Winton Lake—the centerpiece of Winton Woods Park—
began as a flood control project. And the daylighting of Arcadia Creek in Kalamazoo, Michigan, where flooding
impeded development, spawned a development boom in that city. Of course, due to the mandate, plans extend well
beyond Lick Run in South Fairmount. According to MaryLynn Lodor, environmental programs manager for MSD,
the search is on for more opportunities to daylight and restore streams—the West Fork Mill Creek, for instance,
which flows out of Mt. Airy Forest and connects to the Mill Creek through a graffiti-scrawled concrete culvert big
enough to drive your car up. And they’re looking for areas that will benefit from “green infrastructure,” such as rain
gardens and surface water retention ponds—projects that keep stormwater out of sewers. The intention is to do it in a
way that adds long-term value to communities. “Our first priority is solving our CSO problem,” Lodor says, “but we
are also addressing the flood plain issues to identify potential opportunities for green space naturalization and
recreational uses.”

OK, so you’re probably thinking Great, here come the orange cones. But when the dust finally settles, what can we
expect this to actually look like?

 

To get an idea of the shape of things to come, I join a group touring the upper Mill Creek watershed with folks from
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the Ohio EPA. We meet Jennifer Eismeier, executive director of the nonprofit Mill Creek Watershed Council of
Communities (MCWCC), and Warren High, senior biologist with AMEC, a firm contracted to engineer projects like
Twin Creek Preserve in Sharonville, which is where the tour begins.

The Twin Creek Preserve is just northeast of the junction of I-75 and I-275. Funded by Ohio EPA, coordinated by
MCWCC, designed and built by AMEC, the project began in 2007 as a sketch on the hood of High’s car as he
surveyed the spot—then an old cornfield where the East Fork Mill Creek, the main-stem Mill Creek, and Beaver Run
merge. It was flood-prone then—so much so, High tells us as we cross a tree-lined berm, that neighboring businesses
had to lasso their dumpsters in heavy rains. As a confluence of three streams, the site is a critical junction for the
health of the overall watershed. To turn it into something more than a semi-annual washout, the MCWCC worked
with sponsors, land donors, the MSD, Butler County Water and Sewer Department, Norfolk-Southern Railway
Company, General Mills, Hamilton County Soil and Water Conservation District, and OKI Regional Council of
Governments to redevelop it.

High and his team sculpted 2,100 feet of stream into curving, natural forms and created five acres of wetland. White
tubes dot the landscape, each harboring a persimmon, paw paw, pin oak, or other native sapling. At another site,
High has healthy young ash trees that have outgrown their (now biodegraded) tubes. This illustrates how long he’s
been planting trees along restored streams. “This pre-dates ash borer,” he says. “We would never plant ash now.” The
goal, he says, is to quickly create a riparian wetland forest that will allow indigenous vegetation to out-compete
invasive species and provide a tree canopy over the creek that will cool the water.

High points out the deliberately engineered “sinuosity” of this restored section of creek: he has created oxbows,
vernal pools, and riffles (man-made rapids) that slow and aerate the water and provide habitat for aquatic creatures.
Nearby, benches and picnic tables invite visitors to relax in earshot of the splashing stream. And other members of
the community find ways to take pleasure in his work. He points out the buried nub of a tree tube, nibbled to the
ground, plastic and all. “Every time I plant a tree,” High says, “a beaver, deer, or mouse comes along and eats it.”

As I ride with Eismeier to several other upper Mill Creek watershed restoration sites, she tells me about MCWCC’s
role. “We’re trying to re-vision the Mill Creek as an asset, period,” she says. “It’s something that’s worth investing in.
It’s the resource that built Greater Cincinnati and it’s the thing that is going to separate Cincinnati as an urban area
worth living in.”

We visit a pond in West Chester, beside a roller rink and a Liz Claiborne warehouse, created when developers carted
off dirt to raise their properties above the flood plain. High has left the man-made pond and added another—an
intermediate basin which helps replenish groundwater and retain stormwater. Everywhere he points to recent work
by volunteers, such as the Boy Scout–installed nest boxes for waterfowl. We eat lunch by a verdant wetland, then visit
a stream where smallmouth bass, whose presence indicates high water quality, now live. As our entourage pulls away,
a pop can flies out of the Ohio EPA van. Tires screech and a staffer hops out to retrieve it. From inside the van
someone shouts, “That’s an infraction!”

 

Sift through articles about efforts to make the Mill Creek well again and one name recurs: Robin Corathers,
head of the nonprofit Mill Creek Restoration Project (MCRP). MCRP focuses on inner city neighborhoods where
pollution and economic disparities are the worst. Corathers sees her work as inseparable from improving quality of
life in those neighborhoods.

“It’s no small coincidence that this corridor that has been blighted and polluted has neighborhoods that are some of
the most economically depressed in the city,” she says. “We hope that people who live in Mill Creek neighborhoods
will see this as a way to improve their health and their families’ health.”

I catch up with Corathers at the June dedication of the Mill Creek Greenway Trail—a recreational path that runs
along the creek in Northside. At the west end of Salway Park, beside the Old Timber Inn, chairs wait beneath a white
tent. It looks like an old-time revival. Dignitaries and kids—some of the hundreds involved in MCRP’s classroom
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programs—already swell the crowd. The dedication starts on schedule with an announcement from Rick Magder,
Executive Director of Groundwork USA, a New York–based agency that advocates for a nationwide network of
nonprofits bent on improving the physical and social environments of neglected neighborhoods. Magder explains that
MCRP will now become a Groundwork Trust; its new name will be Groundwork Cincinnati/Mill Creek. The new
status comes with a grant of more than $100,000 from the National Park Service. 

The money will help support the Greenway Trail as well as youth employment (low-income teens are involved in
stream restoration) and MCRP’s classroom education programs. Which, as Cincinnati Public Schools Superintendent
Mary Ronan explains when she takes the podium, have been significant for CPS students. “It turns out you can learn a
lot from a polluted industrial waterway,” Ronan says. “When you experience first-hand outdoor environmental
education projects, you can learn about making a difference individually and collectively.”

During the friendly east-side-west-side banter among the politicians on hand,  the school kids are fidgeting. One of
the boys next to me breaks another’s shoelace and I’m waiting for the retaliation when I realize the next speaker, Rick
Lisi, President of the Ohio Audubon Society Cincinnati Chapter, taught me high school electronics—possibly one of
the most polluting and hazardous shop classes of all time. But he brings the good news that the National Audubon
Society and Toyota have awarded a $50,000 TogetherGreen Innovation Grant to the freshly re-christened
Groundwork Cincinnati/Mill Creek to engage inner city youth in restoring a three-acre wetland along the river.

It’s time to cut the ribbon on the trail. Eight oversized scissors snip, someone snaps a photo and, en masse, we walk
downstream along a waterway that, despite its urban course, remains primordial and wild, even pretty.

 

If you haven’t visited the Mill Creek lately, you should. As you ride your bike or walk to the yellow bridge on Mill
Creek Road, where the Mill Creek Greenway trail currently ends, pause to take a closer look. Even if it’s one of those
CSO-spewing days, the watershed is on the rebound. Consider this: a recent sample found 13 new species of fish not
present in 1992, including Sand and Emerald shiners and three species of darter, a type of fish sensitive to pollution.
But there’s still a long way to go.

If Groundwork Cincinnati/Mill Creek receives sufficient funding this year, the trail will soon extend across the creek,
then turn south behind the imposing yellow stacks of the now defunct city incinerator, past the crumbling, half-
demolished Consolidated Grain and Barge silos, and on toward the Ohio River. It’s a post-industrial vista, to be sure.
But Cincinnati’s irrepressible greenness explodes along the shallow riverbed and up along the West Fork Mill Creek,
which converges with the Mill Creek below this bridge, descending from Mt. Airy forest and the valley’s rim. Trees
grow from the roof of the old incinerator. A northern water snake writhes from the water to sun itself on an algae-
encrusted tire. A blue heron balances on a submerged shopping cart, contemplating the cost-to-benefit ratio of taking
a stab at the ponderous, circling carp.

You could also survey the valley from the top of the Western Hills viaduct, which I highly recommend. It’s a rugged
scene that can be awe-inspiring, and sometimes awful. To many, the Mill Creek continues to be just another spoiled
waterway. Still, despite everything we’ve done, it never holds a grudge.

Originally published in the September 2012 issue.
Illustration by Josh Holinaty.
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Great writing too by Cedric Rose, "...But Cincinnati’s irrepressible greenness explodes along the shallow
riverbed ..."

reply · like · report

612

http://www.cincinnatimagazine.com/
http://www.cincinnatimagazine.com/contact/index.aspx
http://www.cincinnatimagazine.com/advertise/index.aspx
http://www.cincinnatimagazine.com/aboutus/contestrules.aspx
http://www.cincinnatimagazine.com/aboutus/privacypolicy.aspx
http://www.cincinnatimagazine.com/aboutus/termsofuse.aspx
http://www.emmis.com/what-we-do/publishing/
http://emmisinteractive.com/
javascript:__doPostBack('ctl00$MainTop$GenericControl8$uc89910f322526df11a96400155d010b03$ucComments$btnComment2','')
javascript:__doPostBack('ctl00$MainTop$GenericControl8$uc89910f322526df11a96400155d010b03$ucComments$btnComment2','')
javascript:__doPostBack('ctl00$MainTop$GenericControl8$uc89910f322526df11a96400155d010b03$ucComments$btnLike2','')
javascript:__doPostBack('ctl00$MainTop$GenericControl8$uc89910f322526df11a96400155d010b03$ucComments$btnLike2','')
javascript:__doPostBack('ctl00$MainTop$GenericControl8$uc89910f322526df11a96400155d010b03$ucComments$rptComments$ctl01$ucComments$lnkReplies','')
javascript:__doPostBack('ctl00$MainTop$GenericControl8$uc89910f322526df11a96400155d010b03$ucComments$rptComments$ctl01$ucComments$lnkLike','')
javascript:__doPostBack('ctl00$MainTop$GenericControl8$uc89910f322526df11a96400155d010b03$ucComments$rptComments$ctl01$ucComments$lnkFlagComment','')


613



614



615



616



617



618



A-10:  Media Relations

National Media

619



620



621



622



623



624



625



626
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Appendix B-1: Graphical Presentation of Public Comments 
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found in the Appendixes of this report.
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Appendix B-1: Graphical Presentation of Public Comments 

 
Spreadsheet Overview of Public Comments from Formal Comment Period 
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First Name Last Name

Page # of 

Comment Comment Type Date Address # Street Suffix City Zip Code

1 Anonymous ‐ A75 Written 08/23/2012

2 Anonymous ‐ A75 Written 08/23/2012

3 Kym Ahern A37 Email 08/23/2012 Cincinnati 45238

4 Edward J. Bemerer A56 Email 09/04/2012 1551 Queen City Avenue Cincinnati 45214

5 Lucas  Bentley  A36 Email 08/17/2012 1600 Gest Street Cincinnati 45204

6 Brian Bohl A65 Email 09/13/2012 22 Triangle Park Drive Cincinnati 45246

7 Tom Carroll A45 Email 08/31/2012 120 Loveland Avenue Loveland 45140

8 Jacquie Chischillie A24 Verbal 08/23/2012 1692 Harrison Avenue Cincinnati 45214

9 Jacquelyn Chischillie A51 Email 09/03/2012 1692 Harrison Avenue Cincinnati 45214

10 Barry Cholak A7 Verbal 08/16/2012 2631 Linden Street Cincinnati 45215

11 Barry Cholak A69 In person 09/05/2012 2631 Linden Street Cincinnati 45215

12 Robin Corathers A53 Email 09/03/2012 1617 Elmore Court Cincinnati 45223

13 Hershel Daniels A25 Verbal 08/23/2012 2 Garfield Place Cincinnati 45205

14 Matt Davis A46 Email 08/31/2012 441 Vine Street Cincinnati 45202

15 Gregory Drake A19 Verbal 08/23/2012 1871 Knox Street Cincinnati 45214

16 Jennifer  Eismeier & Bruce Koehler A56 Email 09/04/2012 720 Pete Rose Way Cincinnati 45202

17 Elliott Ellis A4 Verbal 08/16/2012 1724 Fairmount Avenue Cincinnati 45225

18 Elliott Ellis A16 Verbal 08/23/2012 1724 Fairmount Avenue Cincinnati 45225

19 Larry Falkin A62 Email 09/06/2012 805 Central Avenue Cincinnati 45202

20 Eilieen Frechette A21 Verbal 08/23/2012 5081 Wodden Shoe Hollow Lane Cincinnati 45232

21 Couper Gardiner A75 Written 08/23/2012 3547 Mooney Avenue Cincinnati 45208

22 Patricia Garry A58 Email 09/04/2012 2859 Colerain Avenue Cincinnati 45225

23 Eric Gruenstein A61 Email 09/04/2012 3518 Cornell Place Cincinnati 45220

24 Ed Gutfreund & Eileen Frechette A58 Email 09/04/2012 5081 Wooden Shoe Hollow Lane Cincinnati 45225

25 Kathleen Karle A54 Email 09/03/2012 5990 Werk Road Cincinnati 45248
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First Name Last Name

Page # of 

Comment Comment Type Date Address # Street Suffix City Zip Code

26 Jill Keith A39 Email 08/29/2012 1753 Montrose Street Cincinnati 45214

27 Cecilia Kloecker A17 Verbal 08/23/2012 9485 Wynnecrest Drive Blue Ash 45202

28 Bruce Koehler A76 Written 08/23/2012 720 Pete Rose  Way Cincinnati 45202

29 Marvin Kraus A76 Written 08/23/2012 415 Bond Place Cincinnati 45206

30 Kathy  LaDow A73 Written 08/16/2012 2501 Knorr Avenue Cincinnati 45214

31 David LaDow A11 Verbal 08/16/2012 2501 Knorr Avenue Cincinnati 45214

32 Kathy & Dave LaDow A40 Email 08/29/2012 2501 Knorr Avenue Cincinnati 45214

33 Kathy & Dave LaDow A41 Email 08/29/2012 2501 Knorr Avenue Cincinnati 45214

34 Tim Mara A18 Verbal 08/23/2012 1417 Pleasant Street Cincinnati 45202

35 Timothy Mara A37 Email 08/24/2012 1417 Pleasant Street Cincinnati 45202

36 Mary Beth McGrew A63 Email 09/07/2012 51 Goodman Drive Cincinnati 45219

37 Jo Ann Metz A8 Verbal 08/16/2012 2225 Queen City Avenue Cincinnati 45214

38 Jo Ann Metz A22 Verbal 08/23/2012 2225 Queen City Avenue Cincinnati 45214

39 Michael Miller A10 Verbal 08/16/2012 3348 Meyer Place Cincinnati 45211

40 Michael Miller A24 Verbal 08/23/2012 3348 Meyer Place Cincinnati 45211

41 LaToya Moore A43 Email 08/29/2012 200 W. 4th Street Cincinnati 45202

42 Julie Murray A17 Verbal 08/23/2012 147 Parker Street Cincinnati 45219

43 Jim O'Reilly A4 Verbal 08/16/2012 24 Jewett Lane Wyoming 45215

44 Michael Earl Patton A20 Verbal 08/23/2012 3767 Millsbrae Avenue Cincinnati 45209

45 Michael Earl Patton A55 Email 09/03/2012 3767 Millsbrae Avenue Cincinnati 45209

46 Mimi Rook A38 Email 08/24/2012 2951 Sidney Avenue Cincinnati 45225

47 Kendra Schroer A50 Email 08/31/2012 1402 Oakridge Drive Cincinnati 45140

48 Steve Slack A22 Verbal 08/23/2012 377 Howell Avenue Cincinnati 45220

49 Dennis Smith A7 Verbal 08/16/2012 1543 Queen City Avenue Cincinnati 45214

50 Dennis Smith A19 Verbal 08/23/2012 1543 Queen City Avenue Cincinnati 45214

51 Dennis Smith A59 Email 09/04/2012 1543 Queen City Avenue Cincinnati 45214
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First Name Last Name

Page # of 

Comment Comment Type Date Address # Street Suffix City Zip Code

52 Joe Thoman A9 Verbal 08/16/2012 1617 Queen City Avenue Cincinnati 45214

53 Joseph C. Thoman A60 Email 09/04/2012 1617 Queen City Avenue Cincinnati 45214

54 Marilyn Wall A9 Verbal 08/16/2012 816 Van Nes Drive Cincinnati 45246

55 Marilyn Wall A23 Verbal 08/23/2012 816 Van Nes Drive Cincinnati 45246

56 Margo  Warminski A8 Verbal 08/16/2012 342 W. 4th Street Cincinnati 45202

57 Margo  Warminski A45 Email 08/30/2012 342 W. 4th Street Cincinnati 45202

58 Michael Weinstein A76 Written 08/23/2012 11427 Reed Hartman Highway Cincinnati 45241

59 Ray West A44 Email 08/29/2012 1707 Westwood Avenue Cincinnati 45214

60 Paul Willham A35 Email 08/02/2012 1871 Knox Street Cincinnati 45214

61 Paul Willham A6 Verbal 08/16/2012 1871 Knox Street Cincinnati 45214

62 Paul Willham A17 Verbal 08/23/2012 1871 Knox Street Cincinnati 45214

63 Charles  Young A5 Verbal 08/16/2012 1535 Knox Street Cincinnati 45214

64 Charles Young A21 Verbal 08/23/2012 1535 Knox Street Cincinnati 45214

*Address details in grey italics were not included 

  in original comment but were determined later
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Appendix B-2: Verbal Public Comments 

 
MSD Community “Town Hall” on August 16, 2012 

Transcription of Verbal Public Comments 
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MSD Community “Town Hall” Meeting on the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy 
MSD Administration Building 

August 16, 2012 
 

Transcription of Verbal Public Comments  
1. 
Elliott Ellis, President 
South Fairmount Community Council President 
1724 Fairmount Ave. 
Cincinnati, OH  45214 
513.471.5099 
whccerlene@aol.com 
 
Comment:   
Good evening. My name is Elliott Ellis. I'm a resident of South Fairmount and President of the South 
Fairmount Community Council. We are here to determine the best solution for removing two billion 
gallons of Lick Run Watershed CSOs from entering the Mill Creek untreated. 
 
Is it a tunnel, as directed by EPA, or is it an above-ground solution? The solution needs to be based on 
sustaining South Fairmount. The solution must have business anchors located and defined by South 
Fairmount Residents, not by consulting firms. The solution must consider and be defined by community-
historic assets designing around as necessary. The solution must be based on community wants, needs and 
don't wants. The solution must be more than a suggested possibility or an opportunity for community 
redevelopment. The solution must be based on more than a, what if, a belief in, if we build it, they will 
come. It must be said again. The solution must be based on sustaining the South Fairmount community. 
 
MSD's tunnel alternative funds only proposed open ditch, no more. MSD's alternate will change South 
Fairmount forever and a day. South Fairmount deserves more than clear cutting a hundred and 62 years of 
history and architecture. You won't have to clear cut South Fairmount to achieve results. South Fairmount 
deserves more than an open ditch defining our community. Thank you. 
 
 
2.  
Jim O’Reilly 
Wyoming City Council 
24 Jewett Dr. 
Wyoming, OH 45215 
513.708.5601 
joreilly@fuse.net 
 
Comment: 
Jim O'Reilly, from the Wyoming City Council. I have longer than two minute's remarks so I've given a 
copy of them to the reporter. Very specifically from a point of view of the elected officials, out in the 
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suburbs, we are concerned about the quality of the communication. MaryLynn Lodor did an excellent job 
presenting to our First Suburbs quarterly meeting about what's being done. There should be more clear 
language about why individual year-to-year costs are increasing, so that we can respond to our rate payers 
who call us at our City Hall to complain about the eight to ten percent. 
 
Secondly there should be a better job of explaining why the variation between the original cost estimates 
and the more recent ones. I have the advantage of having been on the original plan committee, so I know 
a lot more. But we really do need explanations, people, why the cost estimates have gone up so much. 
 
Third, as to the tunnel, I'm going to just short circuit this. There's a lot of information out there about 
other cities that have done tunnels. And I think it would be beneficial for us to see what's actually 
happened to Chicago and other cities where they've had the tunnel projects. 
 
We are not looking at a vacuum at alternatives. We need people to understand why the tunnel would be so 
expensive and why it's been expensive elsewhere. The next, the concern about jobs, this would be a 
significant loss of jobs if communities were unable to get businesses to locate here because those 
businesses saw their water and sewer rates going up eight to ten percent a year. That would be significant. 
 
I'm very concerned about the automation and personnel issues. And that's a balance which I've described 
in my printed remarks. And finally I would like the County and the City to clarify, after the 2018 lapse of 
the original 50-year provision, who is going to be the owner of the bonds? If there are major bond 
investments to be made, as obviously there are, then there's got to be some clarification of how much the 
County taxpayers, how much the County taxpayers are taking on, versus how much the City is taking on. 
That's a very important public finance matter. And for the remainder of it, for lack of time, I'm going to 
refer to my printed remarks. Thank you. 
 
3. 
Charles Young 
South Fairmount Community Council, Vice President 
1535 Knox St.  
Cincinnati, OH 45214 
513.251.2332/513.404.5725 
youngcharles@zoomtown.com 
 
Comment: 
Good afternoon. My name is Charles Young. I'm the Vice President of the South Fairmount Community 
Council. Having spoke -- heard the comments from my President, I want to add a few things of my own. 
 
As you know I've been involved with this process for nearly two years now. And I'm merely expressing 
my concerns around the economic impact to our community. And also trying to keep or having you guys 
keep the cost to our rate payers at a low rate. I know that's a hard thing to deal with, but that's what we're 
looking for. 
 
Now, as you know, the July 2011 report, had the Community Council asked the representatives to stand 
up for civil society. We've tried to do our best to do that. And we would like to know is it more important 
to make the water clean and safe or are you more concerned about money? What I mean by that, I'm 
talking about the bond ratings that you guys talk about all the time. We would like to present our own 
community plan to you as soon as we can. And I know you've probably heard about that for some time. 
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And it's my personal opinion that if we can agree the alternative plan that you present is something that's 
very commonly welcomed in the community. 
 
I would say this also. If we do anything to improve things in our community it's better than doing nothing. 
And I know that for true, because in 1993 we tried to do that eight years ago and it failed. 
 
President Reagan said once to Mr. Gorbachev, tear down these walls. This is in Germany. Well, we're 
asking you to tear down these walls Mr. County, Mr. City and let the dialogue begin so that we can help 
our own community move forward and a new rebirth. Thank you. 
 
4. 
Paul Willham 
Knox Hill Neighborhood Association 
1871 Knox St.  
Cincinnati, OH  45214 
317.244.5511 
victiques@gmail.com 
 
 
Comment:   
Good evening. My name is Paul Willham. I've almost 30 years of experience in the field of historic 
preservation, neighborhood development. I'm a retired attorney. I'm also President of the Knox Hill 
Neighborhood Association of South Fairmount. 
 
Our area would overlook this proposed alternative. We do not support the alternative as it would destroy 
historic fabric. And there is no concrete redevelopment plan with signed commitments. We support the 
proven grey approach that's been used in other cities. 
 
In 2011 MSD planned to demolish buildings. A letter was sent out advising that nine buildings to be 
demolished, eight on Queen City, one on Westwood. The letter stated as additional properties are required 
more demolitions will be planned. 
 
I immediately contacted the City Urban Conservative regarding Federal Section 106 Requirements and he 
knew nothing about it. Had I not contacted Ms. Lundgren and advised her about federal requirements 
anticipatory demolitions were to be MSD's policy. MSD has only one plan, a glorified drainage ditch. 
They have lied to the residents and business community. Public forums were held not to receive real 
input, but to direct that input in the direction MSD wants to go. And their reports do not reflect the real 
position of my neighborhood or South Fairmount.  
 
I can't speak for other neighborhood organizations, but we intend to file an amicus brief with the Federal 
court with jurisdiction over the Consent Decree. And if the County Commissioners cannot effectively 
police MSD activities a complaint with State Utility Regulatory Commissions. 
 
At this time South Fairmount took a vote, this week. And South Fairmount and Knox Hill are going to 
pursue a National Historic Registry nomination for the South Fairmount Basin. You will not take out 
historic assets away from us without consent of the community. Thank you. 
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5. 
Barry Cholak 
Citizen 
2631 Linden St., North Fairmount 
Cincinnati, OH 45225 
513.471.5898 
 
Comment:  
My name is Barry Cholak. I live in North Fairmount on the edge of South Fairmount. I would like to 
recommend that to keep this process open and more transparent as an ongoing process that there be 
established in some sort of oversight committee.  Some sort of steering committee made up of citizens 
who would be directly involved in the outcome of this whole process.  
 
I'm talking about a citizen-driven steering committee, oversight committee, which would be made up of 
private citizens who would be a part of the community. Oversee the input that would come from the 
neighborhoods themselves, environmentalist, community development. All the various assets that makes 
up this whole total community. So what I'm talking about is maybe each one of these watersheds would 
have its own task force or steering committee. And it would be staffed by MSW -- or MSD on an ongoing 
kind of basis to keep the public internally informed, keep them aware of what's happening, keep them 
involved in the cost. And keep the, keep the process moving in a positive way. Thank you. 
 
 
6.  
Dennis Smith 
South Fairmount Business Assoc. 
1543 Queen City Ave. 
Cincinnati, OH  45214 
513.921.4717 
dennis@paperproductscompany 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen, my name is Dennis Smith. I'm President and Owner of Paper Products Company 
in South Fairmount. The oldest continuously operating business in South Fairmount. I'm also President of 
the South Fairmount Business Association. Besides the daylighting of the stream we also are faced with 
the possibility of a new viaduct going south of the present one. And they've also proposed, at some point 
in the future, about making Westwood Avenue a boulevard. 
 
The impact zone of these three projects encompasses about 68 million dollars in sales. I personally have 
signed an affidavit, I interviewed the business owners. 68 million in sales reported about 22 of the 30 
businesses in South Fairmount representing about 600 jobs. Myself, personally, I do believe that the 
daylighting is a done deal. 
 
And I refer to a report that is on the MSD website and I'm going to quote directly from it with the USEPA 
logo right next to it. This is a quote of Bob Newport of Region 5 EPA in Chicago. He says, USEPA is 
focused on the modeling and based on what they have seen it's a no brainer. Given the land you have 
already been able to obtain, etcetera, there is no way that I would see the USEPA not approving an 
alternative especially with Nancy Stoner in Office of Water. Headquarters has been briefed and they want 
to make an alternative solution work. If we had this information at the time of the WWIP was drafted a 
tunnel never would have been part of the solution. Cincinnati's lead with source control makes sense.  
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To me this says it's a done deal. And I believe that these meetings and workshops, etcetera, have been 
fulfilling a legal formality. They have used -- as an example, this is a report done by the University of 
Cincinnati, which compares Lick Run with an area up in Kalamazoo, Michigan and Downtown 
Kalamazoo called the Arcadia Creek. I have been there personally. I have a customer there. And trying to 
compare Arcadia Creek with Lick Run, is like comparing Lick Run with Mars and Arcadia 
Creek is Earth. There just is no comparison and they actually paid for this report. Thank you very much, 
Ladies and Gentleman. 
 
7.  
Margo Warminski 
Cincinnati Preservation Association 
342 W. 4th St. 
Cincinnati, OH 45202 
513.721.4506 
margo@cincinnatipreservation.org 
 
Comment:  
Good evening. Margo Warminski of Cincinnati Preservation Association. The Lick Run water way is an 
opportunity-created unique amenity while addressing a critical environmental problem. 
If this is done right it could be transformational for the neighborhood. But it won't achieve its potential for 
placemaking benefits without saving as many of the historic buildings in the area as possible. 
 
The valley, the hills, the creeks, the buildings, the people who built them all worked together to create a 
powerful sense of place that remains in place 'til this day. Mitigation under the Section 106 process, once 
that finally begins, offers opportunities for saving many of these historic National-Register eligible 
buildings either leaving them in place or avoiding or relocating them. But if these buildings are moved 
they need to be adopted, they need to have a reuse plan and funding for renovation as recommended in the 
Final Phase I Report and not just left as orphaned buildings. 
 
The planning process also needs to talk about what is going to happen to these buildings if the green 
alternative is rejected or modified for a hybrid plan. We're afraid that if you do nothing, they will end up 
being demolished, the neighborhood will end up with nothing and it deserves better. But regardless of 
which plan is chosen we also need to fix the traffic through the valley to encourage reinvestment. You 
can't have a revitalized neighborhood business district unless you repopulate the neighborhood as a 
livable, walkable community. And that is not going to happen while it's used as a commuter raceway. 
 
Just in conclusion, this is a once in a lifetime opportunity to revitalize a neighborhood that has seen far 
too much bad planning in the past. Let's work together with all the stakeholders to create a real 
community of the future. Thank you. 
 
8. 
Jo Ann Metz 
San Antonio Church- President, Lick Run Valley Historical Assocation 
2225 Queen City Ave. 
Cincinnati, OH 45214 
513.662.9934 
 
Comment:  
I'm Jo Ann Metz. I'm with the San Antonio Advisory Council and also President of the Lick Run Valley 
Historical Association. It's 20 sum years in operation down there. I'm a fourth generation South 
Fairmount person, been around the world too, out in Oak Hills and elsewhere. 
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 So, I agree that everyone here has their own interests. And I like to see the American process, it's good, 
it's positive. We can work it out. Our experience at San Antonio has been very good with the MSD  
oversight. And the group that is designing this, we have been listened to, counseled with. And everything 
they promised us at our church, so far as being a drainage center, has been complied with. And cheerfully, 
it can be worked out, I agree with Margo. So far, as South Fairmount is concerned, we have had the bad 
end of the stick for a long, long time. I think it can be worked out, I really do. Thank you. 
 
9.  
Marilyn Wall 
Sierra Club 
816 Van Nes Dr. 
Cincinnati, OH 45246 
513.226.9235 
marilyn.wall@sierraclub.org 
 
Comment:  
My name is Marilyn Wall and I want to add to voices that have already expressed the desire to get more 
transparency, to get more information shared with the public about these projects. It's particularly 
frustrating since I've, I've been involved in this, efforts, with MSD for years and years. And to be learning 
new information at the last minute, to hear costs are increased we have drastically different modeling data 
that there are questions about water quality standards and exactly what is MSD trying to convey? 
 
But we've asked for more questions -- we've asked more questions and asked for more information. And 
we hope that MSD will make a bigger effort to try to make information available to people. There's a lot 
that -- things have changed recently.  
 
For instance, the Kings Run solution is different than what was presented at the open house, it's different 
than what was presented to community members when they asked MSD to come to the community and 
explain what was going on. Yet do they really know that what has been proposed now is different? You 
know, the postcards that went out didn't even mention Kings Run. That people have really no idea what's, 
what's, what's coming forward. 
 
We would hope that MSD is making every effort to ensure that we do meet water quality standards and 
that nothing MSD does causes or contributes to violations of those standards. What is caused by Butler 
County is Butler County's problem and they can certainly do a better job up there, and hopefully they 
will. But we really would like to encourage MSD to keep this project in budget and to keep it on time and 
to deliver the benefits that we really need in this community. Thank you. 
 
10.  
Joe Thoman 
Weil Thoman Moving & Storage Company 
1617 Queen City Ave. 
Cincinnati, OH 45214 
513.519.9654 
joe-thoman@hotmail.com 
 
I'm Joe Thoman and this is my friend Tippy the Canoe. And I'm playing a little what if. Thank you.  
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Thanks, Charles. So I'm playing a little what if. Okay. Everything that's going to happen to the property 
owners in this location are affected by eminent domain, potentially eminent domain, and governed by 
rules on the books how they're being treated. 
 
I feel there's going to be some shortfalls, possibly not getting all the monies you think your real estate is 
worth once you've had the appraisals, once the attorneys get done with the discussions on both sides 
there's going to be a shortfall. And nobody liked the numbers the other day in the newspaper. Okay. I 
don't like the numbers that I see and Tippy is riding right beside me. 
 
We want to know how we can change the laws so it doesn't cost the property owners personal income. 
Because the only thing available out there is monies available from the City at two percent or whatever, 
but it's got to be paid back. So we're going to be relocated if this goes through and we want to know what 
kind of law, what kind of laws can be brought into effect to compensate us for our expenses. 
 
Tippy doesn't like the 600 miles of water that she saw on the map. And she would love to see some 
money and so would everybody else in the neighborhood that's being transferred. Thank you. 
 
Tony Parrott’s Response to Joe at meeting:  
I want to make a -- was it Mr. Joel? Joel. Who? Thoman. The one thing that I, I wanted to be able to tell 
you tonight and any other industry that's out there. I know that when we talk about relocation assistance 
we've talked about us following  the -- a city process and the Uniform Relocation Act. We have been, this 
summer, working very diligently with the City Administration to look at other opportunities and other 
resources that would be available for businesses. 
 
Most recently the City Manager did approve administrative regulation that will allow us on a project-by-
project basis to use supplemental resources for businesses. And we can get into a little more details about 
that, but I at least wanted you to know that we heard you the first time and we've been working since then. 
And so we want to, we would like to meet with you to talk about that. But there's most recently the City 
Manager has approved additional supplemental assistance for businesses that we can share with you. 
 
 
Joe’s response:  
Thank you for the efforts. We took a poll of business owners in the neighborhood. It was a number of 30 
million. It really wasn't really pie in the sky. We're only asking for reality and responsible compensation. 
So, thank you. Tippy, do you need Tippy? Sure. 
 
 
11.  
Michael C. Miller 
Rivers Unlimited, Mill Creek Watershed Council 
3348 Meyer Pl. 
Cincinnati, OH 45211 
513.556.9751 
mike.miller@uc.edu 
 
Comment:  
I'm Michael Miller representing Rivers Unlimited and I'm a member of the Mill Creek Watershed Council 
of Communities. The effort you're putting forth here is directed at cleaning up water. This is generated by 
the Clean Water Act as you well know. And the comments here haven't been directed towards the clean 
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water implications of this, of this study. The daylighting of streams like the West Fork Creek and Lick 
Run that have been cement lined or put underground I'm a little alarmed at the number of underground 
storage tanks that are going to be used. 
 
Anything that is underground does not oxidize organic material or nutrients. Flowing waters and wetlands 
and retention ponds do. In fact, retention ponds and wetlands are the most effective way at reducing E. 
coli from water sources in the series of reports I reviewed this afternoon. 
 
It would be, it would, I would like to see more inclusion to the surface features in the headwaters 
reduction of the water flows into the Mill Creek as a policy. I just wanted to speak in favor of the 
supplemental environmental grants that you've already put out that have generated green ways, park ways 
and channel improvements for fish and wildlife in the Mill Creek. And we hope that those continue. 
Thank you. 
 
12.  
David LaDow 
South Fairmount Resident 
2501 Knorr Ave. 
Cincinnati, OH 45214 
513.319.5826 
 
Comment:  
My name is Dave Ladow and I'm a resident of South Fairmount community. First of all I understand the 
cost will rise. Why -- I guess my first question is, are the costs of either of these projects going to be 
presented to the County in a today-dollar form rather than a 2006 dollar form, which is much more 
realistic? 
 
And secondly, Mr. Portune, you and the County Commissioners, shame on you. Holding a closed meeting 
of public institutions. You should know better than that. I'm done. 
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Special Exhibit from Commenter No. 2 (written comments submitted to reporter) at the MSD 
Community “Town Hall” Meeting on August 16, 2012 

 

MSD PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 

Aug. 16, 2012 

James T. O’Reilly 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. This is a vitally important point in the history of our local 
environmental progress, and I want to open by commending the MSD communications staff, Mary Lynn 
Lodor, for coming to visit our First Suburbs Consortium Quarterly Membership Meeting to address us 
about the public comment period. I may be the only suburban elected official who has read and keeps a 
copy of the consent decree in my office and who has studied these options over several years. I served on 
the Long Term Control Plan Advisory Committee and have been active in the Executive Committee of 
OKI Regional Council of Governments for many years. 

These views are not necessarily those of our city, of OKI or of the Consortium. 

l. The large sewer fee cost increases will have a direct impact on regional macroeconomic 
competitiveness as this county competes with Dayton, Louisville, Indianapolis, etc. for high liquid-
generating industries and those with liquid-assisted machinery for bulk consumer packing or industrial 
uses. Sewerage rates factor into costs of goods produced; and the prospects of 8-l0% annual increases will 
deter a liquids-using industry or a new developer of multi-unit housing opportunities from investments 
here. Overhead increases like an 8% sewer increase will deter jobs from being located here. 

2. Post-2018 uncertainties regarding owner and operator roles for MSD are a cloud over the bond 
underwriting prospects, a relatively rate circumstance in the municipal bond market. so it cannot be 
presumed that the bond market will embrace a spike in issuance of long term municipal bonds for the 
construction of these projects at the desired AAA rating. Every step that can be taken 1o reduce the 
District's dependence on very large bond financing placements should be taken now, before the 2018 date 
enters into the consciousness of bond underwriters who evaluate the credit worthiness of the City and 
County.  Multiple smaller issuances, spreading out time to completion makes more sense as a fund raising 
strategy. 

3. Many good people work hard for MSD. But the personnel aspects of the additional MSD projects 
should be controlled by investment in automation wherever possible. The large legacy costs of additional 
staffing to the city pension plan and post-2018 to PERS for county employees will be a real problem that 
should be factored into the equation. Make every effort to reduce the workforce needed to operate the new 
systems, and consider investing in a study of peer comparatives to the costs per comparable task, of the 
sewer entities in other cities, to determine relative benefits of inside/outsource costs assigned to current 
and legacy costs of MSD workforce assignments. The weighted cost per employee of a manually operated 
system in MSD versus another city's automation savings is an important number as we calculate long 
term operational expense estimates. 
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4. Please do a better job of explaining the reasons for the variation between 2005, 2010 and 2012 sets of 
cost estimates. The public rate-payer is slowly awakening to the rising cost curve of projections for the 
consent decree in 2012 versus the original LTCP. Explain better and more often why costs went up so 
significantly. Make it clear if you can and the public will better accept the bad news. 

5. Our accountability as the local elected officials for communities in the service area requires us to be 
ready when complaints are made about our billing numbers; may we please have an annual update of the 
reasons why the costs have gone up this year vs. last and this year vs. 3 years ago? Let us know so we 
remain credible in answering our residents' legitimate concerns. 

6. The Tunnel is the "800-lb. gorilla" which must be squarely addressed in any discussion of the long term 
plan. As the consent decree gets older, some may forget the original role of the Tunnel was as the 
"Hammer" element intended to force serious consideration of costly but less difficult options. The LTCP 
committee members, including me, urged alternatives be offered to US EPA for the approval of the judge.  
The judge who inherited this case file is a generalist who is likely to defer to US EPA environmental 
engineers if they resist the MSD on alternatives to the tunnel. We need to have US EPA concurrence in 
the non-Tunnel project alternatives if we are to seek Boehner, Portman, and Sherrod Brown’s help with 
the more visible and marginally less costly alternatives. I recommend that we intensely publicize tunnel 
storage experiences in other cities both as to the costs of creation (and disposal of rock) and costs of 
operation (pumps and power usage). Then MSD should position the alternatives as more benign and more 
rational. I am concerned that MSD may not have offered the public sufficient perspective on the issue of 
why several alternative rain-event water retention options will be feasible. The public must get that 
context from facts that MSD and its contractors can publicize. If the tunnel is the sole choice left standing 
after smaller surface projects are discarded, there may be a real problem with voter acceptance of the 
tunnel, e.g. "why didn't you tell us that A or B were our best alternatives to a Chicago-style tunnel?" 

Thank you for considering these Comments. 

Jim O' Reilly, Wyoming City Council, joreilly@fuse.net, 708-5601 
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MSD Community “Town Hall” on August 23, 2012 
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MSD Community “Town Hall” Meeting on the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy 
MSD Wastewater Collection Division 

August 23, 2012 
 

Transcription of Verbal Public Comments 
 

1. 
Elliott Ellis 
South Fairmount Community Council 
1724 Fairmount Ave. 
Cincinnati, OH  45214 
513.471.5099 
whccerlene@aol.com 
 
Comment:   
Good evening. My name is Elliott Ellis. I'm President of the South Fairmount Community Council. When 
in  -- or 2010 MSD began making public the need to remove CSOs in a project groundwork they 
published the same solutions for Project Groundwork. I quote from that pamphlet. MSD is currently 
pursuing potential opportunities in Carthage and South Fairmount and will continue to look for new 
partners.  MSD's Vision 2012-2014, pamphlet, MSD's, Our Promise to You. Promised. And I again quote, 
engaged in integrated discussion making. From the very beginning the South Fairmount Community 
Council offered to partner with MSD. From the very beginning MSD have be silent on our offer to 
become Project Groundwork Lick Run partner. As a result, the South Fairmount Community Council 
formed a public private partnership with Hargrove Engineering, L.L.C. 
 
We have developed enhancements to Lick Run's --or MSD's Lick Run project to ensure that South 
Fairmount would be more than an open ditch. We stand ready to make these enhancements public and 
will do so on Tuesday August 28th from 6:00 to 8:00 P.M. at Orion Academy,  located at 1798 Queen 
City Avenue. The South Fairmount Community Council has repeatedly stated that our enhancements 
would truly make the entire Lick Run project a win win for MSD, South Fairmount and the Lick Run 
Watershed. 
 
MSD has said all the right words. Has MSD taken all the right actions? MSD's Project Groundwork Lick 
Run can never become a national model for CSO removal without all having a share in the outcome. 
South Fairmount deserves more than open ditch defining our community.  Thank you. 
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2.  
Julie Murray 
CUFNA (Clifton Heights University Fairview Neighborhood Association) 
147 Parker St. 
Cincinnati, OH 45219 
513.721.7543 
julimurray@aol.com 
 
Comment: 
My name is Julie Murray and I'm a Member of the Community Council in CUF, Clifton Heights 
University Heights in Fairview. And I have questions rather than a prepared statement. Several -- well, a 
statement, several months ago, all the neighbors in my end of CUF had fumes coming from our sewer, big 
time, inside our homes. We had to evacuate our homes and we were told afterwards, when the people that 
were responsible for checking it out came that night, I'm glad to say so we could return to our homes, that 
it was the result of one of the industries dumping gasoline into the water system, into the sewer system. I 
was shocked. So, that's one example. 
 
My question is since stormwater services is the lion's share of my residential water bill, by far, how much 
more will either of these projects cost a homeowner? That's my first question. And the second question is 
how is industry and business being prorated for their use of the same system? So those are the statement 
and the two questions. Thank you. 
 
3.  
Miss Cecilia Kloecker 
9485 Wynnecrest Dr.  
Blue Ash, OH 45242 
513.745.9062 
kloecker@fuse.net 
 
Comment:  
I'm Cecilia Kloecker and I'm a resident of Hamilton County and I just have one sentence. I don't 
understand and I'm frustrated how MSD is defining this as a public feedback meeting when Tony Parrott 
speaks for 50 minutes and a two-hour meeting that allows only 40 minutes of public input. 
 
4.  
Paul Willham 
Knox Hill Neighborhood Association 
1871 Knox St.  
Cincinnati, OH  45214 
317.244.5511 
victiques@gmail.com 
 
Comment:  
Good evening. My name is Paul Willham. I'm President of the Knox Hill Neighborhood Association. I've 
been involved in community turn-around efforts in several cities as a preservation consultant to 

651

mailto:julimurray@aol.com
mailto:victiques@gmail.com


neighborhoods and redevelopment groups. I have extensive experience in urban planning and effective 
redevelopment strategies. 
 
I would like to address the fuzzy math, MSD's proposed budgetary projections, and shed light on the real 
hidden costs involved in this project. Nowhere in the MSD alternative projection is factored the loss of 
property tax revenue. In short, property acquired by the County for this project is not going to be taxed. 
Based on the property MSD has acquired and the property MSD needs to acquire for the alternative plan, 
millions of dollars in property tax revenue are lost over the 25-year span in this project. 
 
There's no concrete development, redevelopment plan with this alternative, no budget for redevelopment. 
Who would ultimately do the redevelopment? Simply the idea that we will build this and magically it will 
happen. As someone who has a history of redevelopment and new infill construction the idea that a 
developer would build market-rate 250 to $350,000 infill in a basin centered around a drainage ditch is 
laughable.  
 
Indianapolis has a similar project called Pogue's Run. You should go by it. It was built as a wet water 
park. You can't go to it because of the mosquitoes and the smell. Cincinnati has a history of 
redevelopment. We saw it with Queens Gate when we knocked -- when we evicted 25,000 people from 
there. We spent 43 million dollars to clear the neighborhood to build Queens Gate which were sold to 
private developers for seven, point, two million dollars. In urban planning circles the Queens Gate project 
is illustrated as to what not to do in urban renewal. Let's not make the same mistake again. 
 
I support the deep tunnel is the only sensible alternative. The meager savings of the green alternative is 
offset by the property tax revenue forever lost by this proposal. You may save eight cents per unit, but 
when you factor in the real property revenue loss this alternative will cost far more and amount to the 
architectural rate of South Fairmount by MSD. Thank you. 
 
5.  
Tim Mara 
1417 Pleasant St.  
Cincinnati, OH 45202 
513.246.4236 
Tmara4570@aol.com 
 
Comment:  
My name is Tim Mara and I don't yet have an opinion as to which alternative is the best. I came here to 
learn. But I do feel that whatever alternative is ultimately chosen that rate payers should not be stuck 
paying for aspects of the project that are more the nature of economic development than addressing the 
stormwater overflows. This project, those kind of projects, should stand on their own feet and be funded 
either by agencies whose job is economic development or by developers who stand to benefit by the 
money making opportunities created by these projects and not the customers of MSD. 
 
And this is not the first time that MSD has created projects that are more for economic development than 
to solve a sewer problem. And, Mr. Parrott, I mentioned to you the Glenview Pump Station project in 
Green Township which is to open up land rather than to solve a CSO problem. So we don't want to see 
that again. It's not your job to promote economic development and you should stick to the sewer issues.  
  
I'm also concerned that the dollar comparison is a narrow way of looking at or comparing these projects. 
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Dollars are important, but they're not everything. As I understand it these alternative projects, one of 
them, calls for removal of acres of trees at Mount Airy Forest for stormwater detention basins. That's a 
loss of trees and wildlife. You have to put a dollar value on those losses in order to make a comparison 
valid. Just as you need to put a dollar value on the loss of historic structures along Lick Run in order to 
make the dollar comparisons valid. So we need to somehow bondize the loss of habitat in order to make 
these comparisons valid. Thank you. 
 
6. 
Dennis Smith 
Paper Products Company in South Fairmount 
South Fairmount Business Association President 
1543 Queen City Ave. 
Cincinnati, OH  45214 
513.921.4717 
dennis@paperproductscompany.com 
 
Comment:  
Ladies and Gentlemen, my name is Dennis Smith and I'm President of the South Fairmount 
Business Association. You'll notice by what they're saying here tonight this is an outreach program. Tony 
mentioned about the 300 people that attended the workshops, workshops one, two and three. 21,000 
invitations were sent out and only about 300 people showed up. And of that 300 people most of them 
were MSD employees, City employees or consultants. Last week I attended the South Fairmount or the 
one over at MSD headquarters in Lower Price Hill. And the statistics are there was hundred and 17 people 
that attended that meeting, that's similar to this crowd here. Of the hundred and 17 close to 70 were 
employees of the MSD, the City, the County or consultants. 20 businesses were represented or probably 
about 18 businesses. There were some extras there for each company. And there was a miscellaneous of 
about 30 people. I suspect this group here tonight also is very similar in its makeup. I think there's a lot of 
County, City employees, MSD employees. And this is part of the outreach effort. Somehow the MSD is 
not getting out to the general public. 
 
You'll notice in tonight's presentation that Tony  said nothing about businesses in South Fairmount that 
will be affected by this Project Groundwork including the viaduct and possibly Westwood Avenue. Total 
of about 68 million dollars in sales are representing of about 22 of the 30 companies that are there. And I 
have affidavits from these people who I interviewed representing about 600 jobs. There seems no regard 
whatsoever for what the businesses are to do. They say they reach out and they reach out basically in 
name only. They do talk to us, he mentioned here tonight, but he didn't say anything about what they were 
going to actually do for us. 
 
And also I want to say we've invited the USEPA to come to our meetings twice and they refused saying 
they don't have money in their budget. And we've offered to pay for their airfare. Thank you. 
 
7.  
Gregory Drake 
Knox Hill Neighborhood Association 
1871 Knox St. 
Cincinnati, OH 45214 
317.244.5511 
gad.victiques@gmail.com 
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Comment: 
Good evening. My name is Gregory Drake and I'm the Redevelopment and Project Coordinator for Knox 
Hill Neighborhood Association of South Fairmount. I support the proven deep tunnel approach for South 
Fairmount as I feel it provides the necessary requirements under Federal Consent Decree. But more 
importantly it would, it would preserve historic assets which are best, which are the best chance for 
rebirth and redevelopment in South Fairmount. 
 
We cannot risk our history and viable redevelopment based on leveraging historic assets for unknown and 
untested theory. Nor are there any redevelopment numbers available for review. This is nothing more than 
a 1960's urban renewal scheme repackaged as a green alternative. It didn't work in 1960s and it won't 
work this time. There is nothing green about placing an extended or existing built, existing-built structure 
in a landfill, excavating brownfields and bringing new soil in, in hopes of development will come. Thank 
you. 
 
8.  
Michael Patton 
Citizen 
3767 Millsbrae Ave. 
Cincinnati, OH 45209 
michaelearlpatton@yahoo.com 
 
Comment:  
Hello. My name is Michael Earl Patton. I'm an engineer, I live in Oakley. I wanted to say that of the two 
alternatives presented, the deep tunnel and the sustainable alternative, that I'm very skeptical of the deep 
tunnel because I'm concerned about the ongoing operational costs. As I say, it's not the cost but the 
upkeep, you know, to pump all that water down. Let the water drain down down down to a deep tunnel 
and then pump it up again, you know, after every heavy rain it's just going to be extremely expensive. 
And I do not see energy costs getting cheaper over time.  
 
So, that's my explanation whether the sustainable or alternative can't be improved. I did listen to some of 
these concerns here, I do think they are legitimate, but that's what my concern is about the deep tunnel.  
 
I do have two questions. Mr. Parrott spoke of the two percent of the medium income and some kind of 
indicator as to the economic burden. He did not say where we are now with respect to that two percent. I 
would like to know what that is? And also this is the Consent Decree, and attachments which I 
downloaded off of the website. It's speaks of a one, point, five billion dollar capital cost after which if we 
spend that much money in 2006 dollars, as Mr. Parrott likes to say, you know, we can, you know, work 
with the parties to see if we can get a time extension. 
 
I think Mr. Portune mentioned a three and a half billion dollar cost, but I'm not sure if that's a capital cost. 
But I would like to know where we are with respect to the one, point, five billion dollar capital cost 
Section 9 of this Consent Decree? Thank you. 
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9.  
Eileen Frechette 
Wooden Shoe Hollow Neighborhood Association 
5081 Wooden Shoe Hollow 
Cincinnati, OH 45232 
513.542.2055 
efwoodenshoe@fuse.net 
 
My name is Eileen Frechette and I live in Wooden Shoe Hollow. It's part of Spring Grove Village Winton 
Hills area, Kings Run Watershed. 
 
I have a very strong feeling about if our money is to be spent, at least I'm going to be charged for what 
happens. It feels really important to me that you approve how affective the system will be. And the 
multiple modeling process concerns me, 'cause this could go on for a long long time. You can come down 
to Kings Run which is daylighted in Wooden Shoe Hollow. You can see what happens in a normal small 
rain. And you can think about what has happened in the past year when we had 70 inches of rainfall. 
 
I don't, in my going through these papers, see a projection that really covers what is happening with our 
rainfall and what is happening with the volume and the velocity of stormwater. That's not including 
development that may occur. But we need to see real models. And our community offered to be very 
much a part of showing the situation, demonstrating what's happening down there. And we have been 
waiting for our community design project. I know one was done in Lick Run. 
 
So I would like to know what happened to the community design project? And also, how affective will 
this really be? I don't want to see lots more money spent modeling for several more years. Thank you. 
 
10. 
Charles Young – Vice President 
South Fairmount Community Council 
1535 Knox St.  
Cincinnati, OH 45214 
513.251.2332/513.404.5725 
youngcharles@zoomtown.com 
 
Comment: 
Good evening. My name is Charles Young. I'm the Vice President of the South Fairmount Community 
Council. Proceeding me, my President, Mr. Elliott Ellis, laid out for you some of the difficulties we are 
having in our community. And trust me, if I was in South Fairmount right now I probably would have a 
bunch of eggs thrown at me. 
 
But let me say this to you. Those of you who really don't know me as the Vice President of my 
community I'm also an accounting major, economics minor. I have said on many a times and many 
occasions that I think this challenge that the MSD and the County has is a great one. 
 
And I would think that we can champion it with a win win situation solution. Just as this past week, for 
the first time, this community was able to engage the County in a dialogue that can put us forward with 
that effort. 
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I do want to see a new birth in our community. I think we can achieve that. But today I'm here to talk 
about the cost. Now in my schooling and my training we would talk about the cost curve, the subsupply 
and the demand. Presently I'm trying to figure out how can we pay for this. Most of us, well, most of you, 
are not like me are not rich so you have to pay for, pay for this project. That means that you have to have 
a set amount of people to supply this cost or this payment for this project. So that means that there's not 
going to be a decline in our population, or is it? So, who's going to pay for this? And if we're going to pay 
for this and you want us to pay for this why don't you give us something at the end of the year that we can 
recapitalize our money loss through our taxes? Give us a credit, and then I can see my investment in this 
project being sought in my own personal business. Because a lot of your businesses I know pay for it, I 
mean, you can write it off. But some of us smaller people can't do that. So I'm asking possibly, you 
legislators, give us a tax credit that we can write off every year to help sustain this project for you. And as 
you know the economy is declining. Thank you.  
 
11.  
Steve Slack 
Land/Home Owner on Kings Run 
5045 Wooden Shoe Hollow 
Cincinnati, OH 45232 
slack@fuse.net 
 
Comment:  
Hi. I'm Steve Slack. I'm a landowner in Wooden Shoe Hollow in Kings Run which runs directly, yeah, on 
my property. I want to put it in the record that I gave MaryLynn Lodor a thumb drive of a rain event in 
December of 2011 of just a simple one-day rain that filled up Kings Run.  (Note:  Stills from this video 
are included in this appendix).  That's over the sewer, the daylighted stream and, you know, it was a 
foot below flood. 
 
And I was reading about the alternative solution that I just learned about recently and that there could be 
even more stormwater diverted to Kings Run. And it just simply cannot handle any more capacity than it 
does right now. So you have a video of what that rain event looks like because we see it all the time there 
in Wooden Shoe Hollow. I understand that the EHRT that could be installed at 217 would be designed for 
a one and a half inch rain event.  
 
And the way it rains there I don't know if that would actually help the situation since so often we have 
more than one and a half-inch rain events. And so I would like some more information about the statistics 
on that sort of thing. And the, of course, the alternatives are unknown really right now since I haven't had 
a chance to talk with people what exactly what those are. And that's it. Thanks for listening. And I hope 
that the sustainable solution is the solution. I hope it all works out. I don't envy your job at all. 
 
12.  
Jo Ann Metz 
San Antonio Church & Lick Run Valley Historical Association 
2225 Queen City Ave. 
Cincinnati, OH 45214 
513.662.9934 
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Comment:  
I'm Jo Ann Metz. I'm with the San Antonio Church. The congregation sent me. Also, I'm the President on 
Lick Run Valley Historical Association. We've been in business about 22 years. I live on the floor of the 
valley. The people on the floor of the valley, it should be made clear, feel very differently than the people 
that live on the ridges and on, halfway up the valley. 
 
It's kind of amazing. The people that are speaking for South Fairmount actually live in Central Fairmount 
and I thought you should know that. Not that we have great differences in what they bring up, but 
probably is useful to them, but we are really glad that somebody's come and saved us from all the traffic 
and the sewage that backs up in our basement. We are perfectly willing to cooperate in any way we can, 
and our church has. And I want to remind you that the EPA has a long proud history here in Cincinnati. I 
know it personally for many years, and was acquainted with an agency. They could always assign a 
special group and unit that would see to it that this is not an open ditch, that it's sustained. And it would 
be a feather in our hat and a feather in their hat to turn something good like that out of Cincinnati. They 
have a long history of helping the nation's health system. I wish you would ask for that when you bargain 
with them. They're good men and women. Thank you. 
 
13. 
Marilyn Wall 
Sierra Club 
816 Van Nes Dr. 
Cincinnati, OH 45246 
513.226.9235 
marilyn.wall@sierraclub.org 
 
My name is Marilyn Wall and I'm a Member of Sierra Club. And I just wanted to touch on a few topics. 
I'm glad to hear Mr. Parrott say that more information will be made available on the web. We've been 
asking for more information and I think you are hearing that from a number of people tonight.  
 
Also, who would like to understand the project better and understand the implications, the water quality 
issues and so on, far better than what they can from the information that's been made available to date. 
We -- also glad to hear a little bit different descriptions of what's going on with water quality and MSD's 
goals as far as water quality goes. But the ultimate goal is not just that did we achieve volumetric 
reductions in short term, but to actually achieve water quality standards in the long run. And that's, that's 
the ultimate purpose of the entire effort with the Consent Decree. 
 
We're really concerned about whether or not the right solutions are being picked when they're being 
aimed simply at meeting an 85 percent goal as opposed to ultimately what the benefit is from working 
toward achieving water quality and whether or not we're picking the right solutions at this point. We're 
looking at pretty significant changes in the volume of overflows from just a few years ago. And we have a 
lot of concerns about how accurate these are right now and how well this really represents the impact to 
water quality within Mill Creek as well as the other watersheds in -- that MSD is responsible for. 
 
How accurate are they? We know MSD says they're very confident, but we need to see real data and real 
validation by actual flow monitors and so on to know both the flow is right and also what the actual water 
quality at the point of overflow is. Whether it is highly concentrated or contains a lot of storm-water 
runoff. We're very concerned about the cost and how much these have risen since they were first put 
together in 2009. And we're also -- there are many aspects of the so-called green plan than -- finish? Yes, 
okay. That um – about the green plan, they are really not very green. The Kings Run overflow area is 
really a grey solution. It's pipes, it's EHRTs, it's storage, it's retention ponds which were -- are part of very 
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traditional grey infrastructure as are many of the conveyances that are being talked about. The box 
channel under Lick Run. We'd like to see a really green plan and we hope that MSD can produce one. 
Thank you. 
 
 
14.  
Michael C. Miller 
Rivers Unlimited, Water Quality Committee MC Watershed Council of Communities 
3348 Meyer Pl. 
Cincinnati, OH 45211 
513.675.0293 
mike.miller@uc.edu 
 
Comment:  
I'm Michael Miller. I'm speaking for Rivers Unlimited and I'm on the Water Quality Subgroup of the Mill 
Creek Watershed Council of Communities. We're interested in water quality attainment in the Mill Creek. 
 
That's what this is all about. Chris Yoder has just done a massive job for you as you're well aware. And 
the TMDL for the Lower Great Miami is also out. So, we're, we're very attuned to what the water quality 
ought to be. One of the aspects of the, of the plan is to reduce volume and we think it ought to reduce 
overflows. 
 
I don't want to see an 85 percent reduction in volume. I want to see a reduction of 85 percent of the 
number of overflows. The overflows bring in the first flush. That contains most of the toxins, the oil, the 
brake linings, the road salt. That is the lethal part to the water quality of the stream. 
 
In Ohio it is macroinvertebrates and fish that determine our water quality. And water quality standards are 
used in -- as in support of the biological water quality or biocriteria. We hate to see underground 
structures. There's no, there's no purification that occurs in underground structures. In fact, they are 
biofilms that create places for nanobacteria to grow and perpetrate and slough off. It's the sunshine 
shallow waters, bubbling creeks, small retention ponds, rain gardens that are going to be the solution. 
 
We would like to see you move up into the uplands and do more retention on site with the evaporation 
infiltration and retention. Thank you. 
 
15.  
Jacquie Chischillie 
Resident, South Fairmount 
1692 Harrison Ave. 
Cincinnati, OH 45214 
513.623.0615 
jac.3sisters@hotmail.com 
 
Comment:  
So I'm going to come up here and talk, not with credentials. Although at one point in my life I was a 
chemical engineer. I don't have credentials on water quality. I'm going to talk about being a lifetime 
resident of South Fairmount. And you talk about taxes going away from South Fairmount. Ladies and 
Gentlemen, our property values can't get any lower in South Fairmount than they are right now. 
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So if the MSD can bring a project that's going to be beneficial for the environment as well as 
economically beneficial to the neighborhood, then there's a strong following of South Fairmount residents 
who are behind you and want to see this daylighted. And, with Jo Ann, I'm on the floor, so when it rains I 
have a river running through my basement not my front yard. Thank you. 
 
 
16.  
Hershel Daniels 
Hargrove Engineering 
2 Garfield Place, Suite 300  
Cincinnati, OH 45205 
Hershel@hargroveengineering.com 
 
Comment: 
My name is Hershel Daniels. I'm with Hargrove Engineering, I'm an oceanographic tech, and we're the 
partners of the South Fairmount Community Council. I've written out the questions, and I invite all of you 
to come out next Tuesday at 6:00 to 8:00 at Orion Academy in South Fairmount. And come out with 
questions. 
 
What we're going to be releasing -- we've released a draft in April, but we're going to be releasing our 
work product. And it includes a lot of what has been from the water quality and from the biological from 
the flow that is addressing the sustainability of the community. We have written questions for the MSD. 
But come on out next Tuesday 6:00 to 8:00 and we'll answer your questions. 

659

mailto:Hershel@hargroveengineering.com


 
Appendix B-2: Verbal Public Comments 

 
MSD Community “Town Hall” on August 23, 2012 

Special Exhibit from Commenter No. 11 (stills from a video of Kings Run after a heavy rain) 
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MSD Community “Town Hall” on August 23, 2012 
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Special Exhibit from Commenter No. 15 (written comments submitted to stenographer) at the  
MSD Community “Town Hall” Meeting on August 23, 2012 

 
Jacquie Chischillie 
Resident, South Fairmount 
1692 Harrison Ave. 
Cincinnati, OH 45214 
513.623.0615 
jac.3sisters@hotmail.com 
 
 
There is a strong following of South Fairmount residents who are excited to see positive change in our 
community. Therefore, we support the sustainable solution to the combined sewer problem. We have 
witnessed South Fairmount diminish from a community to a blighted neighborhood.  Although the 
objective of the project is to reduce the volume of water being treated, the side affect of the project is 
improved quality of life for the residents of South Fairmount. We have been waiting for something like 
this for a long time.  
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Appendix B-2: Verbal Public Comments 

 
MSD Community “Town Hall” on August 23, 2012 

Special Exhibit from Commenter No. 16 (written comments submitted to stenographer) 
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Special Exhibit from Commenter No. 16 (written comments submitted to stenographer) at the  
MSD Community “Town Hall” Meeting on August 23, 2012 

Hershel Daniels 
Hargrove Engineering 
2 Garfield Place, Suite 300  
Cincinnati, OH 45205 
Hershel@hargroveengineering.com 
 

You will make your modeling data available.  

Will u enter into P3.  

Let me be clear, the figures quoted are 2006 costs that lost 2012.  

How much money have you spent in the design phase so far? In the future? 

What is your SBA agreement slope? 

What do you mean by sustainability in terms of economic development 

Does your costs include maintenance 

You are building for how long 
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Appendix B-3: Written Public Comments 

 
Transcription of Emails 
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MSD Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy 
 

Transcription of Emails 
 

1.  
Paul Willham 
President of the Knox Hill Neighborhood Association  
1871 Knox St. 
Cincinnati, OH 45214 
317.244.5511 
victiques@gmail.com 
 
Comment submitted 08/02/2012:  
My name is Paul Willham and I represent the Knox Hill Neighborhood Association and area of 
approximately 224 homes in the area overlooking this proposed project. 
 
The Knox Hill Neighborhood Association is in favor of the deep tunnel approach to resolve the storm 
water separation issue for Mill Creek. This is a proven, tested solution that will resolve the issue and most 
importantly preserve historic South Fairmount. 
 
We are OPPOSED to the alternative which would destroy significant historic architecture, dislocate 
businesses that employ local residents and forever destroy the history of the City of Cincinnati. 
 
There is nothing 'green' about the demolition of existing structures and placing them in a landfill, the 
removal of millions of tons of soil, the trucking in of soil to replace a brownfield all to 'recreate' a stream 
that was essentially used as an open sewer when it originally existed. 
 
We question the 'openness' of this entire process, when section 106 review was only considered after our 
neighborhood association raised the issue when the county was ready to begin demolition. We question 
the 'openness' of property acquisition. Most importantly we question the openness of the process when it 
was made apparent to EPA, long before this alternative was presented to the public that this was the 
proposed plan that would essentially result in the destruction of the South Fairmount for yet another 
"urban renewal scheme" which Cincinnati is famous for. 
 
In the 1960's we demolished another neighborhood called Kenyan Barr for the construction of 
Queensgate Industrial Park. 25000 people, mostly poor African Americans were dislocated to Avondale, 
Walnut Hills and other parts of the city which prompted 'white flight' and forever changed the character of 
this city and in the minds of many 
urban planners, hastened its decline. Kenyan Barr now only exists in many urban planning textbooks as a 
classic case of what not to do in responsible urban planning, and Queensgate never reached a level of 
success it was projected to do.  
 
If MSD has its way with this alternative plan, a glorified drainage ditch, we are doomed to repeat the 
mistake of Kenyan Barr and further ruin the 'preservation image' of Cincinnati. 
 
For Knox Hill we see this process as a farce. The community was never engaged but directed in a 
carefully controlled process. We will bring our position directly to EPA, our Congressman, Senators, the 
Governor, and the federal court via an amicus brief we will submit directly to the court. 
 
South Fairmount is a viable community which can be redeveloped by leveraging its historic assets, 
creation of a national historic district, creation of a main street development program and turn itself 
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around without its destruction as MSD, and this city's mayor proposes. 
 
We will never support a "boondoggle" that will result in the destruction of South Fairmount, because 
MSD and the city is worried about its Moody's bond rating more than the citizens of this city.  
 
2.  
Lucas Bentley 
1600 Gest St.  
Cincinnati, OH 45204 
bentleylucas@gmail.com 
 
Comment submitted 08/17/2012: 
To all parties this concerns: 
  
Below is taken directly from MSD’s website: http://www.msdgc.org/about_msd/msd_mission/index.html 
  
Mission: 
To protect public health and the environment through water reclamation and watershed management.  
  
Vision: Our diverse and inspired workforce is recognized regionally for exceptional service and 
commitment to our community and is a global leader in water reclamation, environmental services and 
organizational excellence. 
  
Values: We commit to serve as professionals with honesty, integrity, accountability, and respect  
  
First off, MSD needs to heed to their values of honesty, integrity, and accountability and respect the 
public in which they serve by honoring their mission statement.  Second, to say, “complying with the 
consent decree doesn’t mean the water has to be clean (Mary Lynn Lodor, The Enquirer 08/17/12)” seems 
to go entirely against MSD’s mission to protect public health and the environment through water 
reclamation (Water reclamation is a process by which wastewater from homes and businesses is cleaned 
using biological and chemical treatment so that the water can be returned to the environment safely to 
augment the natural systems from which it came. It is used today as both an aquifer and stream 
enhancement strategy. Water reclamation helps decrease diverging water from sensitive eco-systems 
which depend greatly on the flow to improve the quality of the water. Water reclamation also decreases 
the pollution to bodies of water, such as oceans and rivers, by diverting the wastewater) and watershed 
management (Watershed management is the study of the relevant characteristics of a watershed aimed at 
the sustainable distribution of its resources and the process of creating and implementing plans, 
programs, and projects to sustain and enhance watershed functions that affect the plant, animal, and 
human communities within a watershed boundary.  Features of a watershed that agencies seek to 
manage include water supply, water quality, drainage, stormwater runoff, water rights, and the overall 
planning and utilization of watersheds. Landowners, land use agencies, stormwater management 
experts, environmental specialists, water use surveyors and communities all play an integral part in the 
management of a watershed).  
  
How can projects such as the Lick Run Project be estimated at a cost of over $3 billion and, in 
paraphrasing Ms. Mary Lynn Lodor, the water quality standards will still not be met?  How is this 
protecting the environment and public health?  How is meeting water quality standards not the main 
objective behind any of these repairs and updates within MSD’s sewer system and the impact it has on 
our waterways?   
 
Lucas Bentley 
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3.  
Kym Ahern 
J.L. Rei Co 
P.O. Box 389021 
Cincinnati, OH 45238 
513.471.8809 

kymahern@aol.com 
 
Comment submitted 08/23/2012:  
With the ongoing and expensive sewer updates throughout the county, my biggest concern is that the 
utility bill does not follow the person actually using the service.  Unlike Duke Energy bills where the 
usage is always tied to the user, the water/sewage bills fall back on the landlords.  With only a 40% home 
ownership rate in the city, the cost to landlords is becoming exorbitant.  Almost every time a tenant leaves 
one of our houses, we are stuck with at least a $300-500 unpaid water bill.  We cannot file a small claims 
suit to collect this money because the tenants are not leaving a forward address.  I would imagine in the 
last 20 years, we have paid out hundreds of THOUSANDS of dollars for deadbeats who don't pay their 
own bills. 
 
This policy must be changed to hold people accountable and to lessen the burden on the landlords.  There 
also should be a change to bill everyone monthly and not quarterly.  The quarterly bills are too expensive 
for many people to manage considering that 60% of the bill is for sewer projects. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kym Ahern 
 
4.  
Timothy G. Mara 
1417 Pleasant Street 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202-6916 
(513) 246-4236 (H) 
(513) 484-8773 (cell) 
TMara4570@aol.com 
 
Comment submitted 08/24/2012:  
Attached are my comments which are more detailed than I was able to make in the 2 minutes available to 
me last night. 
 
Timothy G. Mara 
 
Attached letter: 
To:  Metropolitan Sewer District 
In re:  Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy 
 
In response to your request for comments, I submit the following additional comments beyond those 
which I made at the town hall meeting on August 23. 
 
I came to the meeting to learn about the alternatives being considered and to hear what my fellow citizens 
had to say about the alternatives.  I appreciate Mr. Parrott’s presentation, but as someone else noted at the 
meeting, the presentation began late and was too long.  By the time Mr. Parrott finished, many in 
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attendance were ready to leave.  In the future, I strongly suggest that no more than 30 minutes be devoted 
to presentations so that we can get right to public comments before the audience becomes restless. 
 
Although I have not yet come to a firm opinion about which alternative I should support, I do feel that 
whatever alternative is ultimately chosen, the ratepayers should not be stuck paying for aspects of the 
chosen alternative which are not directly attributable to reducing the overflows.  Specifically, I note that 
there are a substantial number of projects which appear to have been modified to spur additional 
economic development and revitalization.  While it is commendable that MSD be amenable to such 
modifications to achieve positive impacts beyond eliminating combined sewer overflows, any additional 
costs incurred should be funded by agencies responsible for economic development or by developers 
themselves who would benefit from the money-making opportunities created, not the MSD ratepayers. 
 
I am also concerned that the additional costs incurred by making modifications to projects in order to 
accommodate economic development opportunities may push the total project cost so high as to put into 
play opportunities to revisit the obligations and timetables found in the consent decree.  To the extent that 
the increased costs are not directly attributable to the overflow aspects of the projects, this could create a 
false impression that the cost of compliance has risen so high as to be unacceptable. 
 
The phenomena of MSD going beyond its mandate to eliminate combined sewer overflows to create 
economic development opportunities are not new.  In Green Township, MSD staff has proposed to extend 
the Wesselman Sewer to eliminate the Glenview Pump Station when a less expensive update of the pump 
station would prevent future overflows.  The apparent justification for spending more of the ratepayers’ 
money is to open up land for development.  The additional money could be better spent on fixing other 
CSOs.  Raising sewer rates to fund economic development amounts to an unvoted tax increase in order to 
enhance the land values of a few. 
 
Lastly, I am concerned that MSD is comparing the alternatives based solely on cost of construction.  
Operation and maintenance expenses should also be considered.  Additionally, it does not appear that the 
comparative analysis of the alternatives considers non-monetary costs, such as loss of woods where 
stormwater retention basins are proposed for the loss of historic structures in the Lick Run basin.  Some 
effort should be made to monetize or otherwise compare the alternatives in those respects. 
 
Sincerely,  
Timothy G. Mara, JD, AICP 
 
5.  
Mimi Rook 
Camp Washington 
2951 Sidney Ave.  
Cincinnati, OH 45225 
mimiyoga1@yahoo.com 
 
Comment submitted 08/24/2012:  
 
Hi Mary Lynn, 
 
I really wanted to make one of your meetings, but we are down to one car and my husband does not get 
home from work until between 7:30 and 8:30 p.m. I fully support your daylighting initiative. After the 
summer we have had and all the suffering plants and trees and animals, your initiatives become ever more 
important to the region's health and well-being.  
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I hope the community realizes how important the right decision is. Business as it has been done before 
won't work! I am so sorry I could not add my voice to that discussion the last 2 weeks. 
 
Mimi Rook 
 
6.  
Jill Keith 
1753 Montrose St.  
Cincinnati, OH  45214 
513.471.4432 
jilki@aol.com 
 
Comment submitted 08/29/2012:  
To Whom it may concern, 
 
Last evening I attended a very disturbing meeting about the MSD project proposed for South Fairmount!   
  
MSD is proposing a landscaped, daylighted waterway to carry rainwater runoff from the western part of 
Cincinnati to their treatment plants.  Since this proposal I have noted an increase in homes being repaired 
and some properties being purchased near the proposed site.  I believe this is in hope of a better future for 
the area related to the MSD project.  This area of South Fairmount is consumed with litter, blight, 
drugs, and crime. (I know I live right in the center of it). 
  
There are several people who are opposed to this idea for varying reasons (mostly fear of losing the few 
small businesses in the area).  They have proposed a different idea on how this runoff should be handled.   
  
This group of people (none of them residents of the immediate South Fairmount area) believes it would 
be better to clear cut over 20 acres of trees from the hillsides overlooking Cincinnati (creating even 
more water runoff) and build a waste treatment plant to welcome people to South Fairmount!  I have been 
a lifelong resident of South Fairmount.  The only beautiful thing about our neighborhood at this time is 
the tree covered hillsides surrounding the valley!  If you drive over here from downtown (especially over 
the next few months-autumn) you will see an almost smoky mountain looking welcome to the 
neighborhood.  Once in the immediate area it is a lost cause.  The neighborhood is a collection of run 
down properties and litter. 
  
 If we trade MSD's proposed plan for this treatment plant South Fairmount will be the laughing stock of 
Cincinnati.  When the East side is taking advantage of their waterway (the Ohio River) by building 
expensive homes and nice restaurants why should the west side settle for continued blight topped with a 
waste treatment plant. 
  
I believe the MSD's project is a catalyst needed to improve this area and hope that the businesses affected 
by the project can work with MSD to improve the area for the residents that  are here 24/7!   
 
Jill Keith 
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7.  
Kathy and Dave LaDow 
2501 Knorr Ave. 
Cincinnati, OH 45214 
513.319.5826 
ladow.k@gmail.com 
 
Comment submitted 08/29/2012:  
I apologize if you have received this twice.  It was human error rather than technical! 
 
We were out-of-town and had no access to the internet, therefore we could not respond to the email we 
received on August 26, 2012 from Hershel Daniels of Hargrove Engineering (HE) until now: 
 

Re: South Fairmount 
Inbox 
Hershel Daniels hershel@hargroveengineering.com via yahoo.com  
Aug 26 (3 days ago) 
to Tony, Greg, Chris, Todd, Jeff, me, youngcharles, Whccerlene, Diana, Dorothy, Jacquie, Jill, Jim, me, LaToya, 
Lavina, Maureen, Michael, Pam, Ray, rob, dennis, Lea, Cincinnati, Yvette.Simpson  
http://southfairmount.blogspot.com/ 
This is the site for all public announcements related to the public private partnership established between the South 
Fairmount Community Council [SFCC] and Hargrove Engineering, LLC. This agreement was agreed upon by actions 
of the SFCC board in October 2011 which instructed the SFCC President and Vice President to be the day to day point 
persons in the agreement. 
Hargrove Engineering, LLC, is an established minority owned small business enterprise whose President is Fred 
Hargrove, Sr. PE, MBA, CCM. The business was started in 1986 and is majority owned by Fred. 
Our core competencies are focused on systems engineering and integration services [SE&I]; architecture, engineering 
and construction management [AEC], HAVC and plumbing solutions; technical engineering services [TES]; 
information and communications technology services [ICT]; environmental and energy services (ESG), and; Research 
& Development (R&D). 
At Hargrove Engineering AEC we know that Diversity of Talent and a Passion to do great work assures success. That 
is why we are in the process of bring together over 50 other firms from around the world into a partnership to support 
clients from around the globe from our new headquarters in South Fairmount. 
Regards, 
 
/s/ hershel daniels junior 
  
HERSHEL DANIELS, JUNIOR 
 
*    President, Friends of the African Union 
*    Business Development Director at Hargrove Engineering, LLC [MBE AEC/GC ICT Consultant]  
  
This transmission is intended for the sole use of the individual and entity to whom it is addressed, and may contain 
information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law.  You are hereby notified 
that any dissemination, distribution or duplication of this transmission by someone other than the intended addressee or 
its designated agent is strictly prohibited.   If your receipt of this transmission is in error, please notify Hershel Daniels, 
Junior c/o Hargrove Engineering at hershel@hargroveengineering.com 
  
10 attachments — Download all attachments   View all images    
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846K   View   Download    
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991K   View   Download    
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The 9 pages that were attached to the email contained no explanation of what the company would actually 
be doing to accomplish the needs and wants listed on page 4 of the document.  
 
To establish competency, we would like to see written documentation of the projects HE has completed 
with regard to any municipal/county projects they say they have been involved in.  Was HE involved in 
an engineering consultation role? 
 
Mr. Daniels has spoken of talks with representatives of African nations.  Would HE provide 
documentation of these talks and their outcomes? 

Would HE disclose the identification of the private entities who have been contacted for financial 
backing?  What are the expected results? 

The existence of the southfairmount.blogspot.com website has never been mentioned as a source of 
information at any South Fairmount Community Council meetings where I have asked that members be 
contacted by email for information about meetings and proposed plans. 

I suggest that HE hires an editor to review and correct the spelling, punctuation and grammar errors in the 
documents it publishes.  The many errors discredit its professionalism. 
  
Dave LaDow 
Kathy LaDow 
 
8.  
Kathy and Dave LaDow 
2501 Knorr Ave. 
Cincinnati, OH 45214 
513.319.5826 
ladow.k@gmail.com 
 
Comment submitted 08/29/2012:  
Dear Mr. Sigman,  
 
I was not able to attend last night's South Fairmount Town Meeting presented by the South Fairmount 
Community Council (SFCC) President and Vice-President along with the Hargrove Engineering (HE) 
firm representatives.  I was out-of-town until late last night. 
  
In the following messages, Ms. Moore and Ms. Keith have described my viewpoint about the SFCC and 
HE Lick Run CSO proposals and actions as well as I can. This email is to reaffirm what I've said in 
previous emails I've written or copied to you about the lack of SFCC true representation of its members 
and the community. 
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I acknowledge the time Mr. Elliot and Mr.Young spend as officers;  it's a shame that their efforts are so 
closely aligned with what seem to me to be the self-serving involvement of HE. 
  
I hope as the decisions about the submission of plans to, ultimately, the EPA are finalized, HE (I assume 
it'll still be around even if its plan is determined to have no merit.) and the officers of the SFCC will work 
to address the other problems in the whole community (crime, drug dealing, blight, community 
involvement, attraction of new business, residential housing, etc.). 
  
Kathy LaDow 
Dave LaDow 
   

On Wed, Aug 29, 2012 at 11:41 AM, LaToya Moore <moorel@gcfdn.org> wrote: 

Dear Mr. Sigman, 

I and many other South Fairmount (SF) residents echo Ms. Keith’s sentiments in the note below. The notion of putting 
a “120 million GPD treatment facility in the community” has not been examined by a significant portion of South 
Fairmount residents (or anyone else for that matter). In fact, Elliott Ellis and Charles Young (South Fairmount 
Community Council (SFCC) president and vice president, respectively) have essentially worked on this project alone 
and much to exclusion of the SFCC membership. This exclusion concerns me a great deal, not only because Charles 
and Elliott are falsely purporting that they “represent the perspective of the community” but also because the 
development of a treatment facility will undoubtedly have a number of negative externalities that have yet to be 
thoughtfully considered.   

Furthermore, I feel rather strongly that the community would like to move forward with the implementation of MSD’s 
Lick Run alternative plan (provided that appropriate measures are in place for routine upkeep and maintenance). And 
while I do not want to suggest that the estimated cost of Hargrove’s alternative plan is baseless; I do believe that it is 
unreliable and therefore should not warrant serious consideration until they are able to develop a more realistic cost 
estimate.  

MSD has invested a tremendous amount of resources over the past two years to investigate alternative solutions to 
addressing overflow issues as mandated by the EPA. And as you know, this has included a significant amount of 
community and stakeholder engagement. Unfortunately, the SFCC/Hargrove team has not benefited from such rich 
feedback. So, while I do not oppose having a second option to the MSD alternative plan, I think full consideration of 
any alternative would require a significant investment of time and money and I'm not sure this one is worth it.  

If warranted, I am happy to have a more in depth discussion about these issues.  

Thank you,  

LaToya Moore 

South Fairmount Resident/ Former Trustee, SFCC/ Current SFCC Member 

___________________________ 

LaToya L. Moore, MCP | Community Investments Program Officer 
The Greater Cincinnati Foundation 
200 West Fourth Street | Cincinnati, Ohio 45202-2775 
tel: 513-768-6109 | fax: 513-768-6122 | www.gcfdn.org 
Follow us: Facebook | Twitter 

From: Jill Keith [mailto:jilki@aol.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 29, 2012 11:07 AM 
To: LaToya Moore; jchischillie@projetech.com; christian.sigman@hamilton-co.org; msd.communications@cincinnati-
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oh.gov 
Subject: MSD / South Fairmount 

To Whom it may concern, 

Last evening I attended a very disturbing meeting about the MSD project proposed for South Fairmount!   

 MSD is proposing a landscaped, daylighted waterway to carry rainwater runoff from the western part of Cincinnati to 
their treatment plants.  Since this proposal I have noted an increase in homes being repaired and some properties being 
purchased near the proposed site.  I believe this is in hope of a better future for the area related to the MSD 
project.  This area of South Fairmount is consumed with litter, blight, drugs and crime. (I know I live right in the center 
of it). 

There are several people who are opposed to this idea for varying reasons (mostly fear of losing the few small 
businesses in the area).  They have proposed a different idea on how this runoff should be handled.   

This group of people (none of them residents of the immediate South Fairmount area) believes it would be better to 
clear cut over 20 acres of trees from the hillsides overlooking Cincinnati (creating even more water runoff) and build a 
waste treatment plant to welcome people to South Fairmount!  I have been a lifelong resident of South Fairmount.  The 
only beautiful thing about our neighborhood at this time is the tree covered hillsides surrounding the valley!  If you 
drive over here from downtown (especially over the next few months-autumn) you will see an almost smoky mountain 
looking welcome to the neighborhood.  Once in the immediate area it is a lost cause.  The neighborhood is a collection 
of run down properties and litter. 

 If we trade MSD's proposed plan for this treatment plant South Fairmount will be the laughing stock of 
Cincinnati.  When the East side is taking advantage of their waterway (the Ohio River) by building expensive homes 
and nice restaurants why should the west side settle for continued blight topped with a waste treatment plant. 

I believe the MSD's project is a catalyst needed to improve this area and hope that the businesses affected by the project 
can work with MSD to improve the area for the residents that  are here 24/7!  Jill Keith 

 
9. 
LaToya Moore 
The Greater Cincinnati Foundation 
200 West Fourth St. 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
513-768-6109 
moorel@gcfdn.org 
 
Comment submitted 08/29/2012: 
 
Dear Mr. Sigman, 
 
I and many other South Fairmount (SF) residents echo Ms. Keith’s sentiments in the note below. The 
notion of putting a “120 million GPD treatment facility in the community” has not been examined by a 
significant portion of South Fairmount residents (or anyone else for that matter). In fact, Elliott Ellis and 
Charles Young (South Fairmount Community Council (SFCC) president and vice president, respectively) 
have essentially worked on this project alone and much to exclusion of the SFCC membership. This 
exclusion concerns me a great deal, not only because Charles and Elliott are falsely purporting that they 
“represent the perspective of the community” but also because the development of a treatment facility 
will undoubtedly have a number of negative externalities that have yet to be thoughtfully considered.   
  
Furthermore, I feel rather strongly that the community would like to move forward with the 
implementation of MSD’s Lick Run alternative plan (provided that appropriate measures are in place for 
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routine upkeep and maintenance). And while I do not want to suggest that the estimated cost of 
Hargrove’s alternative plan is baseless; I do believe that it is unreliable and therefore should not warrant 
serious consideration until they are able to develop a more realistic cost estimate.  
  
MSD has invested a tremendous amount of resources over the past two years to investigate alternative 
solutions to addressing overflow issues as mandated by the EPA. And as you know, this has included a 
significant amount of community and stakeholder engagement. Unfortunately, the SFCC/Hargrove team 
has not benefited from such rich feedback. So, while I do not oppose having a second option to the MSD 
alternative plan, I think full consideration of any alternative would require a significant investment of 
time and money and I'm not sure this one is worth it.  
  
If warranted, I am happy to have a more in depth discussion about these issues.  
  
Thank you,  
  
LaToya Moore 
South Fairmount Resident/ Former Trustee, SFCC/ Current SFCC Member 
 
10. 
Ray West 
Executive Director, Interfaith Business Builders 
1707 Westwood Avenue 
Cincinnati, OH 45214 
ibb@fuse.net 
513-557-3600 
 
Comment submitted 08/29/2012:  
Mr. Sigman: 
  
I wish to add my voice to the chorus of South Fairmount residents stating that the president and vice 
president of the South Fairmount Community Council do not speak for us.  I write as a longtime resident 
and property owner in South Fairmount. 
  
The announcement that the South Fairmount Community Council is advocating for a sewer treatment 
plant in the neighborhood was news to me. This was not made known to the community until after the 
SFCC officers had presented the concept to you. There was no public awareness or consideration of this 
prior to their presentation to you. There was certainly no vote of South Fairmount residents, property 
owners and/or businesses on this proposal prior to the SFCC officers presentation of it to you.  
  
The neighborhood also learned last night that Hargrove Engineering has presumably been signing letters 
of intent with various parties outside the city for implementation of elements of their plan. This too has 
had no proper oversight from the community. The legality of this is certainly open for questioning.  
  
While the neighborhood has quietly allowed the president and vice president of the South Fairmount 
Community Council to speak for the neighborhood for many years now, that period of our history may 
fast be drawing to a close.  
  
The level of input which the Metropolitan Sewer District solicited from the neighborhood throughout this 
process was far greater than anything the neighborhood had experienced for decades. While there are 
undoubtedly some questions still to be worked out, overall the MSD is definitely to be complimented on 
its very professional work on this project. 
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Thank you for your consideration. I do hope in the coming months South Fairmount will have more 
positive news to report.  
  
Ray West 
 
 
11. 
Margo Warminski 
Cincinnati Preservation Association 
342 West Fourth Street 
Cincinnati, OH 45202 
margo@cincinnatipreservation.org 
 
Comment submitted 08/30/2012:  
The Lick Run Alternative offers an opportunity to create a unique amenity while solving a critical 
environmental problem, and could be transformational for the neighborhood. CPA is pleased to see the 
plan calls for saving historic buildings when feasible. These resources add value to the project and create 
a unique sense of place. We encourage MSD to save as many historic buildings as possible, by avoidance 
or relocation: for example, selected National Register-eligible properties could be moved and reused. We 
would be happy to work with MSD to seek funding to help make this happen. 

Regardless of which plan is chosen, the heavy volume of high-speed traffic through the valley will need 
to be addressed to encourage reinvestment. The neighborhood will not be repopulated as a livable, 
walkable community with a revitalized business district unless residents feel comfortable living there and 
walking the streets.  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important project.  

12. 
Tom Carroll 
City Manager, Loveland 
TCarroll@lovelandoh.com 
 
Comment submitted 08/31/2012:  
Please find attached our letter.  
 
Please also note that the due date of September 3, 2012 is a legal holiday.  More care and consideration 
should be given to selecting due dates for public comments which are not set aside to honor the labors and 
sacrifices of hard working Americans.  
 
Tom Carroll 
City Manager 
 
Attached letter: 
August 31, 2012 
City of Loveland 
 
James A. Parrott 
Executive Director 
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Metropolitan Sewer District 
1600 Gest Street 
Cincinnati, OH 45204 
 
Re:  Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy 
 
Dear Mr. Parrott:  
 
As a stakeholder and the owner of certain sewer assets in the Polk Run Wastewater system, including the 
Polk Run Wastewater Treatment Plant, the City of Loveland is concerned about recent developments 
related to Metropolitan Sewer District's implementation of the Consent Decree as it relates to the Lower 
Mill Creek Partial Remedy. 
 
Having reviewed MSD's presentation related to the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy, the City of 
Loveland wants to ensure that MSD pursues the most expeditious and cost effective solution to 
implementing the federal mandates contained in the Consent Decree. MSD should be implementing 
projects to comply with the Consent Decree in accordance with the time parameters stated therein, and 
preferably sooner. Any alternatives which do not comply with the Consent Decree obligations, which are 
more costly because the solutions accomplish policy objectives outside of the Consent Decree, and that do 
not expedite the completion date for the Consent Decree, are opposed by the City of Loveland. 
 
I trust this comment will be helpful as you pursue submitting a solution to federal and state regulators by 
the end of 2012. Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (513) 683-0150 or by 
Email at TCarroll@lovelandoh.com.  
 
Sincerely,  
Tom Carroll 
City Manager 
 
13. 
Matt Davis 
Cincinnati City Chamber 
513.579.3143 
mdavis@cincinnatichamber.com 
 
Comment submitted 08/31/2012:  
MSD Communications:  
Please add the attached comments from the Cincinnati USA Regional Chamber to the formal docket 
pertaining to Project Groundwork and the Consent Decree.  
 
Thank you.  
Tom Ewing  
“reply” or 
513-579-3176 
 
Attached letter: 
Cincinnati USA Regional Chamber 
August 31, 2012 
James A. Parrott 
Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati 
1600 Gest Street 
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Cincinnati, OH 45204 
 
Dear Director Parrott: 
Congratulations to you and your team as MSD and its partners start the final phase of Project 
Groundwork. The decisions and policies that emanate from Project Groundwork will affect our city and 
region for decades to come. It's our assessment that Project Groundwork is a strong research and 
evaluation project and that it can serve as a strong foundation for critical decisions regarding stormwater 
control in Greater Cincinnati. 
 
At the Cincinnati USA Regional Chamber, I asked our Government Affairs team, in conjunction with the 
Chamber's Environment Committee, to review Project Groundwork. That review has prompted the 
following comments and suggestions. I hope that you and the Hamilton County Commissioners find these 
suggestions helpful and that they will become part of your final review process as you and your team 
move towards a Phase 1 decision, due by the end of December, 2012. 
 
A central element, perhaps the central element within Project Groundwork is which path to choose 
regarding a set of multi-million dollar projects, projects that must keep two billion gallons of stormwater 
out of MSD's combined system. MSD has concluded that there are two viable pathways to reach the 2 
billion gallon goal. MSD refers to the two pathways as the Grey Alternative and the Sustainable 
Alternative, or the Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative. On behalf of the Chamber's review team, I appreciate 
the chance to offer comments on these Alternatives. 
 
Our top concern is that the selected alternative meets all of the Consent Decree mandates. In addition, that 
compliance is met in the most cost effective ways and provides a level of assurance that this set of 
stormwater problems is behind us. The selected Alternative must provide a permanent solution, not 
something that requires constant attention and investment. 
 
Prior to any decision, there are a number of outstanding issues that need further resolution. These issues 
are expanded upon below. 
 
Impacts on Ratepayers. 
In MSD's June 2012 "Refined & Updated Report" (hereafter, the Report) rates are only briefly dealt with 
(see page 112). It appears that either Alternative will require an increase in revenue of 8% each year 
between 2013 and 2016, with a decline in increases between 2016 and 2018. We seek greater clarity and 
detail regarding the projected increases. We think the following information needs to be presented and 
evaluated: 
 

1. Does the 8% increase reflect revenue needed just for the Consent Decree projects or does the 
increase include revenue for all of MSD's upcoming infrastructure and operational costs between 
now and 2030? MSD staff has indicated that the 8% increase will cover all costs, that it is not just 
the marginal increase required for either Alternative. We think the Report needs to confirm, 
through a much more expansive rate presentation, that the 8% increase reflects the entirety of 
MSD's revenue requirements. 

2. Does the 8% estimate include an inflationary factor? If so, what is that factor? 
3. One particular concern with rates stems from the fact that specific projects and decisions in 
4. Phase 2, starting in 201.9, are not as well-defined as plans for Phase 1. This could set up a rather 

open-ended set of conditions and choices, with impacts on rates. How likely is it that the 8% 
projected rate increase for Phase 1 will continue into Phase 2? What is the likelihood that the rate 
increase will be higher or lower? 

5. We are concerned that MSD rates will reach a tipping point for private investors, that rate levels 
will present a business cost judged to be too high and that new investments and facility 
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expansions will move out of Hamilton County. Surely, this is a worst-case scenario but an 
expanded attention to rates, within the Project Groundwork analysis, would provide further 
insight and clarity on this critical issue. 

 
Partnerships. 
Throughout MSD's extensive reporting, the Sustainable Alternative appears to require many partnerships 
with agencies under the purview of the City of Cincinnati, including, for example, the Parks Department, 
Recreation, and Transportation and Engineering. From discussions with MSD staff, these partnerships are 
not critical for meeting the goals required in Phase 1. But we are not as clear regarding the need in Phase 
2. MSD writes that Phase 1 is "not predicated on a well-defined plan for future Phase 2 requirements." 
That flexibility can be good and, true, MSD may be able to easily and readily move into Phase 2. 
However, Phase 2 could also present additional, unforeseen difficulties - technically and economically. 
We think the following information needs to be made available and evaluated prior to the December 31 
decision: 

1. How formal do possible partnerships need to be? It is not clear, for example, how money and 
resources will be handled across or between agencies and how regulators may view enforcement 
and responsibilities for project performance and maintenance. It's critical to note that the Consent 
Decree and on-the-ground results are mandatory and enforceable. The stormwater reduction has 
to occur and be maintained in perpetuity. 

2. Consider, for example, the following scenario: The Parks Department becomes newly responsible 
for 50 or 100 acres of new greenspace declared to be an integral component for redirecting 
surface runoff. If the performance of that component degrades, or does not work as planned, what 
are the ramifications and choices and possible impacts for the City, the County and ratepayers 
regarding fines and mandatory redirection of resources? Is it possible, for example, that instead of 
spending money on Krohn Conservatory the Parks Department would have to use that money for 
Consent Decree requirements? Has the Parks Department agreed to do that? 

 
Timing: 
In its June, 2012, “Alternatives Evaluations Preliminary Findings Report" MSD references the still 
developing relationship between Phase 1 and Phase 2: 
 

The definition of longer-term compliance will be determined at some point in the future when 
MSD submits a Phase 2 plan for USEPA consideration. As previously stated, the decision for the 
LMCPR is not predicated on a well-defined plan for future Phase 2 improvements. Rather, it 
needs to be demonstrated that the selected LMCPR is viable and fits into a conceptual Phase 2 
solution. 

 
The inherent flexibility presented here can be an advantageous feature. It's our assessment that the 
Sustainable Alternative, on its face, seems viable. Nevertheless, in order to strengthen the decision 
making process we suggest further development of a "confidence level", if you will, regarding the 
"viability" and "fit" between either Phase 1 Alternative and subsequent demands in a Phase 2 solution. 
After all, Phase 2 is not that far away- it starts in 2019, just six years after the December, 2012 decision. 
What is the peer reviewed professional standard that should apply to projects of this magnitude with 
similar regulatory mandates? Either alternative must provide the greatest degree of certainty that these 
critical investments will meet the mandates of the Consent Decree. 
 
In a summary cost table {Report, page 13) MSD calculates that the Grey Alternative would cost $537.4 
million. The Sustainable Alternative would be quite a bit less: $317.4 million. That cost delta surely 
supports the Sustainable choice. 
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However, the total final remedy, after Phase 2, for the Grey Alternative is $1.18 billion. The total cost for 
what becomes known as the "Hybrid Option" - apparently because it includes projects from both the Grey 
and Alternative choices - is $1.24 billion - a $60 million difference. The possibility exists that MSD could 
start with the Sustainable option and complete it in Phase 1. But there is the likelihood that those 
Sustainable results will not be acceptable and require costly variations in Phase 2. True, there is also the 
likelihood that the Phase 1 Sustainable investments will develop and function as predicted and MSD can 
continue with a Sustainable option for Phase 2 and complete the second Phase at a much lower cost: 
$629.9 million.  
 
Again, we think that the decision-making process would be strengthened and draw broader support if the 
confidence levels among these expensive choices were more fully developed and clearly presented. 
 
Another issue related to cost and expense Is the possibility of "LMCPR Schedule Extensions" referenced 
in the November, 2009, "Final Wet Weather Improvement Program." This text (see page 3, WWIP) 
seems to allow an extended schedule if project costs exceed the original estimate of $244 million, which 
is surely the case now. We seek clarity on the meaning of these possible extensions and whether they set a 
policy option that could be helpful at this critical point in Project Groundwork. 
 
Business Relocation: 
For either Alternative, businesses in South Fairmount will be impacted. These impacts present issues 
beyond the engineering and environmental nature of the June Report. Still, a review process regarding 
either preferred Alternative must include economic impacts for current business operations. To the extent 
that businesses must be relocated we urge the City and County to do everything possible to help 
businesses stay close to their customers, employees and suppliers within the South Fairmount area. 
 
City-County Control of MSD: 
The City-County 50-year MSD ownership and operating agreement is due to expire in 2018. The timeline 
for Project Groundwork runs well past that important date. To the extent the issues of ownership, 
management and public finance could or will impact Project Groundwork, we believe that those, too, are 
issues that need to be brought into the discussion of an Alternative. What might a change in utility 
ownership and management mean for Project Groundwork's contractual and financial obligations and 
commitments'? Hopefully, a future managerial and operational transition for MSD can be smoothly 
accomplished. But to the extent those imminent decisions affect Project Groundworks' demands, we 
believe it would be wise to begin to address such issues earlier, not later. 
 
Conclusion: 
The direction set by the decision due on December 31, 2012, will impact Greater Cincinnati for decades 
to come. Because of mandates and enforcement provisions we need a decision that reduces, to the greatest 
degree, the likelihood that agency and political leadership will have to constantly focus on the many 
complex and expensive issues inherent in the Consent Decree. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to present these comments. Please contact me if you have any questions or 
seek additional information about the concerns or the issues we have raised here. 
 
Regards,  
Matt Davis, Vice President 
Government Affairs 
Cincinnati USA Regional Chamber 
513-579-3143 
mdavis@cincinnatichamber.com 
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14.  
Kendra Schroer 
1402 Oakridge Dr. 
Cincinnati, OH 45140 
513.575.9412 
kendra@fuse.net 
 
Comment submitted 08/31/2012: 
 
August 31, 2012 
 
Dear Decision Maker,  
 
This letter is being sent to show support for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy for the Lick Run 
watershed.  While, a tunnel may move storm water quickly, thus meeting the quantity specified to be 
removed in the US EPA Consent Decree, it doesn’t have the same ability to improve storm water quality 
or impact the surrounding area.  

The community in question, South Fairmount, is economically disadvantaged, and needs a jump start to 
return the area to a more prosperous time.  If money is going to be spent, it seems best to maximize every 
dollar to ensure we get the most for rate payer money.  Not only is the tunnel more expensive, it does 
little to create a positive economic impact for the host community. 

The appealing factor with the “day-lighting” option is it creates more green areas and natural spaces that 
will become inviting destinations for the thousands of commuters that pass by daily.  With new interest 
points, existing business will thrive, and attract more investment.  Whereas, a tunnel will simple convey 
or hold water. 

Another aspect that has to be considered is how the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy plan cultivates 
other opportunities in addition to economic growth, namely, health and recreation.  With the emergence 
of this plan, other off shoots will grow.  For example, walking trails, hike-bike paths, community gardens, 
rain gardens, educational opportunities, and natural areas are all possible with this option. 

The LMCPR will also appeal to surrounding communities.  Right now there is little interaction between 
neighborhoods, and this project could launch projects in surrounding communities to improve 
connectivity and capitalize on the new interest in South Fairmount. 

Another important aspect to the LMCPR plan is it will substantially improve the quality of our storm 
water by physically separating it from sanitary flow.  Not only is this more effective management of our 
resources, but it also reduces operating costs at MSD plants because they will be treating less water.  Plus 
the natural effect of the water flow being controlled and tempered will help reduce erosion and 
sedimentary fill-in.  The action of water traveling over rocks and riffles will also help remove particulate 
impurities, which is also important to aquatic life. 

To summarize, there is no question that any choice will cost rate payers a lot of money, but if we are 
being forced to choose, let us pick the option that has the most holistic effect, and does the most for the 
least cost, namely the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy.  By selecting this option, it opens up new 
possibilities for subsequent projects, and welcomes in new and innovative thinking for solving our long-
term storm water management issues.  I hope you will agree! 
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Sincerely, 

Kendra G. Schroer, MCP, CHMM 

15. 
Jacquelyn Chischillie 
1692 Harrison Ave 
Cincinnati, OH 45214 
513-623-0615 
jac.3sisters@hotmail.com 
 
Comment submitted 09/03/2012: 
 
September 3, 2012 
Mr. Christian Sigman 
County Administrator 
138 E. Court Street, Room 603 
Cincinnati, OH 45202 
Re: Lick Run Alternatives 
MSD Combined Sewer Overflow Project  
 
Dear Mr. Sigman: 
 
As a longtime resident of South Fairmount I have attended almost all of the meetings presented by the 
MSD and recently was present while Hargrove Engineering LLC presented their alternative to the South 
Fairmount City Council. I understand that something has to be done to reduce sewer overflows into the 
Mill Creek so one option will need to be selected to satisfy the EPA consent decree. As I understand it we 
the citizens have three options.  
 
Option 1: Dig a very deep tunnel and use a large pumping station to convey large rainwater overflows 
deep under the Mill Creek,  
 
Option 2: Build a large lake and creek structure to daylight the rain water overflow which can then 
evaporate into the atmosphere,  
 
Option 3: - Hargrove’s solution - Build a new treatment plant that will be large enough to treat 
approximately 800,000 gallons of rainwater.  
 
All three options will require substantial capital investment. Option 1 and 3 will require energy to drive 
pumps and treatment equipment. Option 2 will require ongoing maintenance to the newly created lake.  
 
Option 1 is the default option suggested by the EPA when they issued the consent decree.  

• This option solves the problem by using an electrical energy to send the water deep underground.  
• The goal of reducing overflow is accomplished and the residents of South Fairmount are left with 

a status quo neighborhood.  
• In addition the natural path of the Lick Run remains permanently altered.  

 
Option 2 is the MSD alternative to daylight the water. This option: 

• Restores the Lick Run to its natural state and any additional rainwater can naturally evaporate. 
•  Evaporation would be an environmentally friendly process that does not require any additional 

energy and has been part of proven solutions in many cities addressing this same issue.  
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• A third auxiliary benefit would be to create a new urban green space that could be used to attract 
new investment to our neighborhood 

 
Option 3 presented by Hargrove Engineering LLC would construct a new pumping station and treatment 
plant.  

• This treatment plant would operate using Hargrove’s patented technology to use a nitrogen rich 
environment to starve the bacteria and clean the sewer water.  

• A 20 acre site on the side of hill would need to be cleared of old growth forest for the 
construction of the plant.  

• Significant electrical energy would be consumed by the process to separate nitrogen from the air.  
• Working with nitrogen has its own list of hazards as well as requiring trained workers to operate 

safely in the environment.   
• This alternative would require the as much energy if not more to operate. It also does not remove 

the unnecessary step of treating rainwater.  
• Lastly, Hargrove could not cite any examples of this technology being used by a similar sized city 

to reduce overflows. 
 
As a lifetime resident I am writing this letter in support of the MSD daylighting option for the following 
reasons:  

• Daylighting and evaporation uses passive technology which will require the least energy going 
forward to accomplish the goal of reducing sewer overflows.  

• The project would be able to be scaled or modified should the need arise to reduce sewer 
overflows in the future.  

• This option restores the natural flow of the Lick Run,  
 
I believe that returning waterways to their original state is consistent with providing a more sustainable 
urban living environment. The Hargrove alternative uses technology which has not been proven and 
might in the end fall short of reducing the overflow enough to meet the EPA decree. This could 
potentially result in fines which would be paid by the MSD customers.  
 
Let it be clear that there are many residents of South Fairmount who feel that the South Fairmount 
Community Council is excluding them from their decision-making and therefore are not represented by 
the Council in this matter. 
 
Let it be clear that there are many residents of South Fairmount who feel that the South Fairmount 
Community Council is excluding them from their decision-making and therefore are not represented by 
the Council in this matter. We also empathize with the business owners of South Fairmount and the 
parties who would like to see the historic treasure of South Fairmount restored. The neighborhood has 
been status quo for too long. The residents have waited long enough for change and revitalization, 
especially those of us who remember when we used to be a community, not just a neighborhood. I believe 
restoring the waterway is the only solution to start moving the area in the right direction - 
environmentally, aesthetically, economically and socially. 
 
Regards,  
Jacquelyn Chischillie 
1692 Harrison Ave.  
Cincinnati, OH 45214 
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16.  
Robin Corathers 
Groundwork Cincinnati/Mill Creek 
1617 Elmore Court 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45223 
513-731-8400 
robin@groundworkcincinnati.org 
 
Comment submitted 09/03/2012: 
-- 
Robin Corathers 
Executive Director 
 
 
Attached letter: 
Groundwork Cincinnati Mill Creek 
September 3, 2012 
To: Tony Parrott, Director, Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati 
Cc: Groundwork Cincinnati/Mill Creek Board of Trustees 
From:  Robin Corathers, Executive Director, Groundwork Cincinnati/Mill Creek 
Re:  Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy 
 
I. Introduction 
Groundwork Cincinnati/Mill Creek (formerly Mill Creek Restoration Project) has participated on the 
Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD) Communities of the Future Committee and in 
MSD's Lower Mill Creek public meetings and design workshops. The nonprofit has also reviewed the 
Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy Alternatives Evaluation Preliminary Findings Report (LMCPR report) 
and offers the following comments: 
 
II. General Comments 
Groundwork Cincinnati/Mill Creek endorses the Phase 1 Sustainable Alternative proposed by MSD. The 
Sustainable Alternative is watershed-based and holistic in scope, concentrating on source control with 
strategic Green Infrastructure projects (e.g., reforestation, stream restoration and day lighting, wetlands, 
rain gardens, green roofs and walls, and bio-swales). 
 
These approaches are ecologically and fiscally sound and provide multiple benefits for Mill Creek 
neighborhoods and communities. Source control reduces the volume of stormwater and natural stream 
flows that enter combined sewers, preventing and reducing combined sewer overflows (CSOs) to Mill 
Creek and its tributary streams. Groundwork Cincinnati understands that additional grey infrastructure 
(e.g., the Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative) will also be needed to meet MSD Consent Decree requirements 
in the heavily urbanized Lower Mill Creek Watershed. 
 
Over the past three years, MSD could have focused solely on building a far more expensive deep tunnel 
that the public would never see and that would have higher life cycle and energy costs to operate and 
maintain. The Hamilton County Commission, the City, and MSD are to be commended for their foresight 
in developing a viable alternative to a deep tunnel that saves dollars; engages diverse public and private 
partners; uses sewer improvements as a catalyst for stimulating economic reinvestment in Lower Mill 
Creek neighborhoods; and provides other major environmental, economic, social, and public health 
benefits to the broader community. 
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Groundwork Cincinnati is committed to collaborating with MSD whenever possible on implementation of 
Phase 1 and 2 Sustainable Alternative Green Infrastructure projects and to integrating sustainable 
watershed solutions into its ongoing Mill Creek environmental education programming. The nonprofit is 
willing to raise outside funds to underwrite some of the work ahead, including creating green ways, trails 
and other ecological improvements along daylighted portions of Lick Run and West Fork Creek. Further, 
Groundwork Cincinnati will continue to participate on the MSD Communities of the Future Advisory 
Committee and the Policy subcommittee, and to contribute to the development of the Lower Mill Creek 
Watershed Action Plan that will address other sources of water quality and biological impairments. 
 
Groundwork Cincinnati/Mill Creek is a dynamic, community-based nonprofit working in the Lower Mill 
Creek Watershed with the City of Cincinnati and other diverse partners to regenerate the health of Mill 
Creek and other natural resources, to revitalize economically depressed neighborhoods, to recycle derelict 
properties for productive reuse, and to build community capacity by educating youth and providing 
training and employment opportunities for adults. To date, the nonprofit has provided year-round 
environmental education programming for 26,000 youth; completed 25 ecological (wetlands, wildlife 
habitat, water quality, streambanks, and floodplains) projects; and constructed and landscaped 3.5 miles 
of the Mill Creek Greenway Trail in the Lower Mill Creek Watershed. 
 
III. Specific Comments 
1. Butler County Impacts on Mill Creek Water Quality: In Chapter 12 of the LMCPR report, it indicates 
that even if MSD eliminates all of the CSOs to Mill Creek in Hamilton County, Mill Creek will still not 
reach water quality standards because bacteria levels will remain high from upstream Butler County 
sources. This is a critical issue impacting public health, water quality, and the ultimate net benefit of the 
MSD Consent Decree that must be resolved. 
 
2. Water Quality and Recreational Use in Lower Mill Creek: The LMCPR report notes that 
channelization and industrial and transportation uses along the Lower Mill Creek severely limit 
recreational use of the river, and therefore reducing CSOs will not have a significant impact on public 
health or increase the number of days when there is recreational use of Mill Creek. Groundwork 
Cincinnati believes this picture is changing with development of the Mill Creek Greenway Trail; 
ecological improvements taking place in and along the river; and incremental improvements in water 
quality from CSO projects MSD has completed to date. As MSD continues to eliminate and reduce CSOs, 
thereby reducing public health risks, Mill Creek neighborhoods will increasingly want to recapture the 
river's benefits. Water quality is a high priority for these economically disadvantaged communities. 
 
17.  
Kathleen Karle 
5990 Werk Rd.  
Cincinnati, OH 45248 
513-922-0574 
ka_karle@msn.com 
 
Comment submitted 09/03/2012:  
The Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy – Presentation 
August 16, 2012 
Comments 
 
I recommend that MSD implement the Tunnel  
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After attending MSD’s presentation and reviewing the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy Report, dated 
June 26, 2012 it became obvious the only project that will meet the 85% control of CSO’s in the Mill 
Creek Basin is the tunnel. 
  
Per the report: the tunnel (Phase I and II) has the lowest cost to achieve 85% control at every CSO and 
provides more alternatives for Carthage and SSO 700 solutions.   
(Page 26) 
  
I would interpret this to mean the default tunnel project (Phase I) was to provide 85% control to the 
bottom eleven CSO’s (002, 003, 004, 005, 006, 007, 009, 125, 428, 429 and 666) not just in two or three 
areas. 
  
The Sustainable Option (Phase 1) is just another gray solution of storm pipes that will dump 
2,978,000,000 gallons of highly polluted urban stormwater into the waterways of Hamilton County 
disguised as a faux creek and wet lands.  The faux-creek and wet lands planned for Lick Run Drainage 
Basin is a good idea in theory but too small to provide adequate treatment to meet the Consent 
Decree.  As sited in the EPA Urban Fact Sheet (841-F-03-003), “Urbanization increases the variety and 
amount of pollutants carried into streams, rivers and lakes.  The pollutants include:  sediment, oil, grease 
and toxic chemicals from motor vehicles, pesticides and nutrients from lawns and gardens, viruses, 
bacteria and nutrients from pet waste and failing septic systems, road salts, heavy metals from roof 
shingles, motor vehicles and other sources, thermal pollution from dark impervious surfaces such as 
streets and roof tops.”  The Sustainable Option will not be able to remove these pollutants based on the 
design plan.  It does not provide a large enough wet land to treat the amount of pollutants that will be 
present. 
  
If the Sustainable Option is selected who is going to be responsible for treating this highly polluted urban 
storm water, Hamilton County?, City of Cincinnati?, or the Sewer rate payers?  What will this cost? 
  
As Tony Parrott stated, “solutions can be two fold;” but the obvious solution should benefit the greatest 
number of sewer rate payers and not just the city residents.  Maybe it is time to fix the problem and leave 
city re-development to the City Manager and City Counsel to be paid for out of their budget and not the 
pockets of the county sewer rate payers. 
  
CHOOSE THE TUNNEL! 
 
Thank you,  
Kathleen Karle 
513-922-0574 
 
18.  
Michael Patton 
3767 Millsbrae Ave.  
Cincinnati, OH 45209 
513.731.6884 
michaelearlpatton@yahoo.com 
 
Comment submitted 09/03/2012:  
We need to know the costs of the alternatives with respect to the $1.5 billion trigger contained in the 
Consent Decree (Section IX) and the 2% of median income trigger mentioned in the public meeting on 
August 23.  Where are we now with respect to these triggers and where will we be after either of the 
alternatives is constructed? 
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Further we need to know the amount, in dollars, each of these alternatives will have on the typical 
water/sewage bill.  Again, what is the typical residential (i.e., house) bill now and what will it be in the 
future after either of these alternatives is constructed? 
  
I must, from past experience with MSD on questions of this nature, make it clear that in the second 
paragraph I am talking about residences -- especially houses -- where the owners or occupants are billed 
directly by MSD.  I am not, repeat NOT, talking about apartment buildings or condos where the bill is 
divided amongst the various parties. If MSD does not have that information separately, then the data from 
customers with a 5/8 inch meter size may be used. 
  
I am very concerned about the constantly escalating costs and the effect this will have on the typical 
homeowner.  The effect is to drive those from moderate means either out of Hamilton County or to force 
them to sell their houses and to move into an apartment. 
  
These costs also will hinder industries which use a large amount of water from moving here,  My guess is 
that this will especially affect the food industry.  They used to be a much stronger presence in Cincinnati 
than today.  I think that the rising sewage costs helped drive them out. 
  
Michael Earl Patton 
 
19.  
Edward J. Bemerer, President 
BLK Properties 
1551 Queen City Avenue 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45214 
513-921-4500 
edbemer@hotmail.com 
 
Comment submitted 09/04/2012:  
Gentlemen; 
 
We are frustrated that after two years the same story is still be told. Oblige the businesses of South 
Fairmont with decent offers and move on. 
 
20.  
Jennifer Eismeier and Bruce Koehler 
Mill Creek Watershed Council of Communities 
720 East Pete Rose Way, Suite 420 
Cincinnati, OH 45202 
info@millcreekwatershed.org 
513.563.8800 
 
Comment submitted 09/04/2012:  
Attached please find the Mill Creek Watershed Council of Communities’ comments on MSD’s Lower 
Mill Creek Partial Remedy. Thank you for the opportunity to submit feedback.  
 
Jennifer Eismeier 
 
Attached letter: 
Mill Creek Watershed Council of Communities 
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September 3, 2012 
Mr. James A. Parrott 
Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati 
1600 Gest Street 
Cincinnati, OH 45204 
 
Dear Mr. Parrott:  
 
On behalf of the Mill Creek Watershed Council of Communities (MCWCC), we are writing to support 
the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy (LMCPR) offered for public comment by the Metropolitan Sewer 
District of Greater Cincinnati (MSD). MCWCC was formed to build consensus among the 37 political 
jurisdictions of the Mill Creek Watershed and undertake initiatives that improve the Mill Creek and its 
tributaries. MSD’s proposed LMCPR demonstrates tremendous investment in an environmentally and 
economically superior alternative to the default tunnel solution, an alternative which will deliver 
watershed-scale improvements consistent with MCWCC’s founding mission and community-driven 
work. 
 
The benefit of a watershed approach is a holistic assessment of both water quantity and quality 
impairments, and a thoughtful comprehensive approach to reducing those impairments. MSD’s consent 
decree mandate is tied solely to volumetric reduction, not to specific water quality improvements. 
MCWCC sees the lack of specific water quality improvement benchmarks as a weakness of the LMCPR. 
As partners in development of the Lower Mill Creek Watershed Action Plan (LMC WAP), the State of 
Ohio’s process for identifying and addressing water quality impairments, MCWCC and MSD, among 
others, have a responsibility to aggressively pursue water quality improvement. We strongly encourage 
MSD to continue this engagement beyond its regulatory mandate of volumetric control. 
 
MCWCC commends MSD for its rigorous pursuit of a feasible alternative to the default tunnel solution. 
We firmly believe implementation of the LMCPR, undertaken in tandem with water quality improvement 
delivered through the LMC WAP, and community revitalization efforts through brownfield 
redevelopment and continued construction of the Mill Creek Greenway trail, will bring us all leagues 
closer to realizing the vision of the Mill Creek as an amenity that improves quality of life and makes 
Greater Cincinnati an outstanding example of environmental stewardship. 
 
Sincerely,  
Bruce Koehler 
Chair, Board of Trustees 
 
Jennifer Eismeier 
Executive Director 
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21.  
Patricia Garry 
Executive Director, Community Development Corporations  
Association of Greater Cincinnati 
2859 Colerain Avenue #11 
Cincinnati, OH  45225 
513.281.3774 
patricia.garry@cdcagc.org 
 
Comment submitted 09/04/2012:  
Thanks for the two docs you had delivered to me last week!  I am impressed – and I really love the quote 
Roxanne Qualls gave you in the Executive Summary.  I have been very happy with the openness and 
forward thinking MSD has shown throughout this project.   
  
Keep up the good work!  
 
Patricia Garry 
 
22.  
Ed Gutfreund and Eileen Frechette  
5081 Wooden Shoe Hollow Ln.  
Cincinnati, OH  45225 
513.542.2055 
egutfreund@fuse.net 
 
Comment submitted 09/04/2012:   
To The Staff of MSD:  
We attended the recent public meeting on August 23rd concerning the options being considered for the 
Lower Mill Creek partial remedy. 
 
We live in Wooden Shoe Hollow, very near the CSO 217 which regularly overflows into King's Run 
Creek, which is a border of our property. We have witnessed serious erosion which has taken land from 
our property over the years and we have regularly observed the unsanitary and unsafe water conditions 
when the creek is flooded with sewage. 
 
We want the preferred remedy to be the choice of an alternative, sustainable, green solution for the 
project. We want the solution to be sustainable, affordable, and most of all effective. 
 
Effectiveness of Plan 
We have attended many meetings, and, based on some previous discussion, appreciate the changes that 
separate the sewers from storm water carriers. It makes sense to not treat "clean" rain water, though there 
is some question of the pollutants which are accumulated from road oils, etc. and the fertilizers used in 
lawn and landscape treatments. 
 
There is no need to wait until some unknown time to implement "storm water management tools that 
advance water quality and quantity".  This is low hanging fruit. It seems most important to slow and 
integrate water accumulation near the sources which means homeowners usage, commercial and open 
land runoff. Commercial business run off should have more regulation and monitoring so that developers 
and builders have more responsibility to reduce flow with ample detention. Education and implementation 
of low-water use showers and toilet equipment would also control use in a significant way, and require 
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little attention if the proper equipment is installed or retrofitted in homes and businesses. These point 
source controls can take the pressure off the CSO systems. 
 
In our particular situation the control of raw sewage in the creek at the edge of our property is of utmost 
importance. Slow progress that only has a goal of gradually getting to 75% clean in many years is 
unacceptable in our perspective. Since the water that is planned to be treated by the EHRT station further 
upstream will be "discharged into the Mill Creek," will it end up in King's Run Creek on its way to the 
Mill Creek? What volume of water is expected to go into the creek in a high rain event? How can the 
creek tolerate potential additional water without worse erosion? What plans does MSD have for stream 
restoration for this part of the creek which has been so badly damaged and degraded in the last 30 years? 
 
The proposed solutions we heard do not seem to address the increasing pattern of extreme weather events 
with high volume severe rainfall. The recent high volume storms this year have frequently gone over the 
50-100 year rain quantities. How will the Gray Road Fill owners and other future developers of land in 
the area be held accountable for detaining appropriate amounts of water? The future development of the 
Land fill will no doubt cause additional runoff from buildings and pavement. How will they cooperate 
with solutions MSD proposes to control water at point sources? 
 
Concerning "community participation and input which we welcome": what happened to the Community 
Design Meeting for the King's Run Watershed that was promised after the March 2012 meeting held in 
Wooden Shoe Hollow? The local community is still expecting that. 
 
We look forward to hearing your response to our comments and questions. 
 
Sincerely,  
Eileen Frechette and Ed Gutfreund 
5081 Wooden Shoe Hollow Dr.  
Cincinnati, OH 45232 
 
23.   
Dennis Smith 
President 
Paper Products Company 
1543 Queen City Avenue 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45214 
Office: 513-921-4717 Cell:513-739-7817 
E-mail: dennis@paperproductscompany.com 
 
Comment submitted 09/04/2012: 
Gentlemen,  
The original date the MSD posted to respond to their 2 most recent Town Hall meetings was yesterday, 
September 3, 2012, Labor Day, a national holiday. Today’s date should be within the deadline. While the 
above “attachment” represents the interest of Paper Products Co., it also represents the view point and 
interests of most of the members of The South Fairmount Business Association. Thank you for your 
consideration and we look forward to continued dialogue.  
 
Attached letter: 
Ref: Response to MSD Town Hall Meetings! 
 
The MSD's Project Groundwork will have a dramatic impact on Paper Products Company by potentially 
forcing us to move on someone else's timetable from our South Fairmount location. Our industry is 

691

mailto:dennis@paperproductscompany.com


capital intensive and we need to update our machinery that includes printing presses and die cutters. We 
have 2 other manufacturing facilities nearby that support each other in the process of making folding 
paper boxes for the baking industry. We are a 3rd generation family owned company having been started 
by my father, Omer J. Smith, during the Great Depression in 1932. 
 
Unknown to us around 2004 the Commissioners and USEPA and the courts entered into a consent decree 
that required the MSD to separate storm water from sewer water to solve the combined sewer overflow, 
CSO #5, in South Fairmount. The so called "deep tunnel" was mandated in the consent decree. At some 
point the MSD realized they could save rate payers and taxpayers millions of dollars by designing an 
alternative "green" solution referred to as "daylighting" of the old Lick Run stream. The Lick Run sewer 
runs directly though our property on Queen City Ave as well as through the properties of many other well 
established taxpaying businesses. We have two other locations - one in Camp Washington and the other 
in Queensgate. We must stay very close to those locations as one supports the others in the manufacturing 
process. 
 
Since the MSD and the Commissioners are considering the less costly solution, we are asking that Paper 
Products Company and the other businesses of South Fairmount be allotted the funds necessary above and 
beyond the appraised values of our properties to move to like and similar locations elsewhere without 
debt. We are asking that since the MSD will be saving millions of dollars for ratepayers and taxpayers at 
our expenses by daylighting, that the requested funds be part of the MSD's budget. We are hopeful that 
the USEPA, Department of Justice, State of Ohio, Hamilton County, City of Cincinnati, and the 
Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati will somehow find the authority to render economic 
justice as part the reality of enforcing the Clean Water Act by amending the laws, policies, ordinances, 
etc. to make this happen. 
 
We are the job providers, tax payers, risk takers, and the true stakeholders in this project! 
Dennis J. Smith 
President 
 
24. 
Joseph C. Thoman 
President, Weil/Thoman Moving & Storage Co 
1617-29 Queen City Ave 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45216 
Office: 513-251-5000 
weil@fuse.net 
weilthomanmovers.com 
 
Comment submitted 09/04/2012:  
Along with Dennis and Paper Products Co., Weil/Thoman Moving & Storage would like to voice our 
opinion on the matter. 
 
You may view our view point expressed in the attachment. 
 
Attachment:  
Gentlemen, 
From my experience, having attended two town meetings, the most informative speakers were the 
responders limited to two minutes. 
 
In light of the proposed "Deep Tunnel" project, a responder at the meeting divulged a few negative points 
of this concept: 
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- Astounding $500 Million project 
- Crude application of wastewater management 

 
With prodigious savings of $200 Million, it can be readily perceived that "Daylighting" would be the 
most practical, economical, and ecological application of wastewater management for the South Fairmont 
community. 
 
A movement for additional funding for persons who meet specific criteria was also announced. Great! 
Except funding for these "qualified" individuals still comes up short. There is no grant funding, only loans 
ata2.00o/o interest rate. Why must we borrow money to pay for MSD's expense to cover "Project 
Groundwork"? 
 
The best game in town is the courtroom. Let us line everyone up in a row and get our day in front of our 
peers! Let them compensate us for our total expenses – of which are not covered by the current practices. 
 
I have both said and demonstrated with my coin purse - "It should not cost one red cent for me to relocate 
and re-establish!" 
 
Weil/Thoman Moving & Storage is a 4th generation company that has been in business since 1891 - the 
days of the horse and wagon. The least effective maneuver would be to go out of business. 
 
25. 
Eric Gruenstein 
3518 Cornell Place  
Cincinnati, OH 45220 
513-558-5531 
GRUENSTE@UCMAIL.UC.EDU 
 
Comment submitted 09/05/2012:  
Attached please find my comments in response to the request for public input on the Lower Mill Creek 
Partial Remedy Report. Please forward them to the City Council and BOCC.  
 
Eric Gruenstein 
 
Attached letter: 
Comments on the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy Report 
by  
Eric Gruenstein 
September 4, 2012 
 
I am the chair of the Board of Advisors of the Green Partnership for Greater Cincinnati and a Professor of 
Biochemistry and Neuroscience at the University of Cincinnati Medical School.  The following analysis 
and recommendation to the proposed alternatives presented in the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy 
Report represent my own opinions and not necessarily those of these organizations. 
  
An overriding consideration which mitigation method to employ should be the ability to accommodate 
almost all of the extreme precipitation events that can be anticipated for the foreseeable future.  This in 
turn requires that we have as clear an idea as possible of what, if any, changes may occur in the degree 
and frequency of those extreme events.  It is therefore of great importance that we take note of a recent 
study by James Hansen et al in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences (1). 
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Their study shows convincingly that the global warming which has been underway since the mid-
twentieth century is the cause of a 100-fold increase in the incidence of extreme heat waves that occur 
locally.  Since there is a high degree of agreement in the scientific community that global warming is 
likely to continue to increase at least for the remainder of the 21st century, it is certainly relevant to 
consider what effects these extreme temperature events will have on precipitation when discussing the 
best approach to fulfillment of the MSD consent decree.  Here’s what Hansen, et al have to say about that. 
 

Changes of global temperature are likely to have their greatest practical impact via effects on the 
water cycle. …The other extreme of the water cycle, unusually heavy rainfall and floods, is also 
amplified by global warming. A warmer world is expected to have more extreme rainfall 
occurrences because the amount of water vapor that the atmosphere holds increases rapidly with 
temperature, a tendency confirmed by observations. Indeed, rainfall data reveal significant 
increases of heavy precipitation over much of Northern Hemisphere land and in the tropics (27) 
and attribution studies link this intensification of rainfall and floods to human-made global 
warming (28–30). 
 

Thus, it appears very likely that the number and extent of extreme rainfall events is going to be 
increasing, so the key question then becomes, “How much?”  The answer, unfortunately, is difficult to 
predict, in part because, while we know that global warming is going to increase, the amount will depend 
to some extent on what actions are taken to mitigate it.  Thus, the prudent approach to managing 
Cincinnati’s combined sewer overflow should be to adopt whatever strategy provides the greatest degree 
of flexibility in responding to increases in the number and degree of extreme rainfall events. 
 
Based on the Alternatives Evaluation of the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy Report, the prudent and 
preferred approach, i.e. the one with the greater flexibility, would clearly be the Sustainable Alternative. 
 
 

1. Hansen, J, M Sato & R Ruedy, “Perception of Climate Change,” Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences USA, 2012 Aug 6. [Epub ahead of print]  

 
26. 
Office of Environmental Quality 
Larry Falkin, Director 
805 Central Avenue, Suite 320 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
(513) 352-5325 
Larry.Falkin@cincinnati-oh.gov 
 
Comment submitted 09/06/2012: 
Dean, 
 
Attached is OEQ’s letter in support of the green alternative. 
 
Larry Falkin, Director 
Office of Environmental Quality 
(513) 352-5325 
 
Attached letter: 
The Cincinnati Office of Environmental Quality strongly supports and recommends the Lower Mill Creek 
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Sustainable Alternative as presented in the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy Report (June 25, 2012). The 
OEQ has been a community partner in MSD's Communities of the Future (CFAC)/Project Groundwork 
planning and outreach efforts. OEQ has also partnered with MSD and the Ohio Environmental Protection 
Agency in the implementation of the first Green Roof Loan Program where the Ohio EPA has made $5 
million available for linked-deposit, below-market-rate loans to install green vegetative roofs within the 
MSD service area. 
 
OEQ led the development and now leads the implementation of the Green Cincinnati Plan (GCP), 
Cincinnati's sustainability plan. The GCP identifies 80 specific recommendations to reduce contributions 
to global climate change, reduce dependence on non-renewable energy sources, support local job creation 
and the local economy and help to clean Cincinnati's air, land and water. 
 
The Lick Run Alternative Solution, as part of the Lower Mill Creek Sustainable Alternative, is estimated 
to reduce 838 million gallons (MG} of combined sewer overflow annually. With the default grey 
alternative that same 838 MG of combined sewer overflow would have to be pumped to the proposed 
tunnel and treated at the proposed new enhanced high rate treatment facility. Thus the default solution 
would require additional energy output for pumping and treating the 838 MG of the annual combined 
sewer overflow. This extra energy usage is estimated to be 26,974,730 kWh per year. The EPA's 
Greenhouse Gas Equivalencies Calculator (www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/calculator.html) 
estimates that this extra energy usage would generate 18,601 Metric Tons of C02 gases per year. 
 
Clearly, the Lick Run Alternative Solution effectively reduces green-house gas emissions and dependence 
on non-renewable energy sources. OEQ also foresees that the proposed Lick Run Alternative Solution 
will be a catalyst for neighborhood revitalization both in housing and commercial uses in the Lick Run 
neighborhood. The proposed daylighting of Lick Run, along with open space corridor and other amenities 
described and illustrated in the Lick Run Watershed Master Plan {May 2012} will bring increased value 
to the surrounding historical buildings making them ideal opportunities for energy efficiency upgrades 
that could be facilitated by funding and expertise of the Greater Cincinnati Energy Alliance. In the end, 
the Lower Mill Creek Sustainable Alternative including the Lick Run Alternative Solution will help 
Cincinnati implement the Green Cincinnati Plan and move toward sustainability, including supporting 
local job creation and the local economy and helping to clean Cincinnati's air, land and water. 
 
Sincerely,  
Larry Falkin, Director 
 
27. 
Mary Beth McGrew, AIA; Associate VP of P+D+C and University Architect 
Division of Administration and Finance, Planning + Design + Construction 
University of Cincinnati 
University Hall, 6th Floor;  
Goodman Drive; PO Box 210186  
Cincinnati, Ohio 45221-0186 
Phone 513.556.1933 
 
Comment submitted 09/07/2012: 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the planning documents and provide comment. Len Thomas has 
provided a thorough review of the documents and I concur with his opinion as outlined below. 
  
The information contained within the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati’s proposed 
Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy Alternative Evaluation and Lick Run Master Plan documents provide a 
comprehensive overview of the challenges, compliances, and opportunities, as well as, the benefits , risks 

695



and estimated costs of a two phase project that investigates three distinct approaches to capture, treat or 
remove at least 85% of the annual overflows from combined sewers within the Mill Creek basin (Consent 
Decree with the U.S. EPA, the Ohio EPA and ORSANCO ). 
  
The three strategies that are explored include a grey alternative ( default solution : deep tunnel pump 
station , with enhanced high rate treatment and partial sewer separation; a sustainable option, which does 
not include a deep tunnel, but does include large scale sustainable solutions for 6 watershed areas ( one of 
which is Lick Run : Phase I ); and a sustainable / hybrid alternative that includes a re-sized / reduced 
tunnel to Mitchell Ave whose dimension is based on other integrated large scale sustainable solutions. 
The reports introduce a combination of sewer separation strategies and BMP’s with storm water removal 
estimated at 80% (non-compliant) for the sustainable solution, 88% for the grey alternative, and 90% for 
the sustainable /hybrid option. 
  
While the Phase I grey alternative achieves 2BG of CSO reduction from the Lower Mill Creek watershed, 
and possesses an inherently greater operational reliability / flexibility (than the hybrid solution), its 
estimated cost is $220M more than the sustainable / hybrid option.  Furthermore, the identified risks / 
disadvantages contained within the grey alternative (greater energy demand, larger carbon footprint, 
complexity of construction, limited local contractor participation, and limited community revitalization 
potential) certainly present a measurable down-side for this approach. 
  
The Phase I sustainable / hybrid alternative, on the other hand, not only achieves the 2BG of CSO 
reduction, but introduces numerous economic, social, and environmental benefits including job 
opportunities, neighborhood revitalization, more green spaces and natural habitats, a celebrated urban 
waterway system, as well as health benefits of elimination of sewer back-ups and decreased exposure to 
pathogens. 
  
The Phase I sustainable /hybrid alternative consists of sustainable infrastructure projects in four watershed 
districts, and features large scale sewer separation, storm water detention basins, naturalized and new 
water channels, stream restoration, relocated combined sewers, and a small enhanced high rate treatment 
facility. 
 
As part of the Phase I project, Lick Run features numerous storm water and sustainable strategies and best 
management practices that support both community renewal (South Fairmount) and infrastructure 
improvement (“Communities of the Future”).  The limits of the strategic storm water capture / separation 
include a 2700 acre watershed district with targeted areas identified as Tier I ( 1800 acres of top priority, 
in which South Fairmount is located ) and Tier 2 ( the remaining 900 acres) ,which are the non-priority 
upland areas already regulated by the City of Cincinnati Stormwater Utility and Building Code. 
 
The concepts identified within the collaboratively developed Lick Run Master Plan will serve as a 
catalyst for transforming the Lick Run Watershed and South Fairmount Community by establishing a 
planning framework that creates a strong community character /identity, promotes economic growth, 
improves the transportation network, and supports a more sustainable environment. 
 
As suggested in the Alternative Evaluation Preliminary Findings Report, the Phase I Sustainable / Hybrid 
alternative is the most flexible and offers the best approach for integration into the Phase 2 
recommendations / parameters. 
 
MSD has demonstrated, in the content of these two documents, a thoughtful, thorough and timely 
summary of the environmental, economic and social implications of the volumetric management of 
combined sewer overflows throughout the Lower Mill Creek. The evaluations and technical information 
introduce benefits and risks and take into consideration the responsibility of long-term watershed 
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planning. While the cost implications are sizeable regardless of the grey or hybrid option (approximately 
$1.2B) compliance appears non-negotiable. MSD, and the multiple stakeholders, have brought forth an 
approach that seems to be reliable and responsible, and now will identify and cultivate funding sources to 
contribute to this essential infrastructure improvement. 
 
28.  
Brian J. Bohl, MES, CPESC, QDC 
Stream Specialist 
Hamilton County Soil & Water Conservation District 
22 Triangle Park Dr. 
Cincinnati, OH 45246 
 (513) 772-7645 ext. 15 
brian.bohl@hamilton-co.org 
 
Comment submitted 09/13/2012: 
Mr. Parrott, 
The attachment reflects comments and recommendations submitted by the Hamilton County Soil & Water 
Conservation District related to the “Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy – Alternatives Evaluation 
Preliminary Findings Report”. We appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback and would be interested 
in getting MSD’s perspective on these preliminary comments. 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brian Bohl 
 
Attached letter: 
Mr. Tony Parrott, Director  
Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSDGC) 
1600 Gest Street 
Cincinnati, OH 45204 
 
Subject: Comment on the MSDGC "Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy Alternatives Evaluation 
Preliminary Findings Report" 
 
Dear Mr. Parrott, The Hamilton County Soil and Water Conservation District would like to thank you and 
your hard working staff members for the opportunity to provide comment on the "Lower Mill Creek 
Partial Remedy Alternatives Evaluation Preliminary Findings Report" and the associated grey, sustainable 
and hybrid alternatives. Our agency has partnered with MSDGC through involvement in the Communities 
of the Future Advisory Committee, Lower Mill Creek Watershed Action Plan Committee, the Ault Park 
Project and response to citizens water issues. The submitted comments reflect our review given an 
expedited time frame. Consequently, we hope MSDGC is open to more detailed input regarding the 
design of individual project areas. The details of the project scope and design are vital to ensuring optimal 
combined sewer overflow (CSO) reduction and appropriate routing of storm water flows for the benefit of 
the public, aquatic life, MSDGC and associated partners. 
 
Our agency recognizes and appreciates the efforts of MSDGC to evaluate multiple options in obtaining 
combined sewer overflow goals. Furthermore, we favor the incorporation of a sustainable approach to 
reducing overflows. There are significant water quality treatment benefits associated with appropriate 
implementation of the sustainable approach. Natural media can be extremely effective at removing 
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pollutants associated with storm water runoff, while increasing ground water supply. The sustainable 
approach and hybrid options appear to have similar benefits to the grey alternative from the perspective of 
percent watershed control and CSOs eliminated. Additionally, the projected Phase I cost of the 
sustainable/hybrid option alternative is considerably lower than the grey alternative. The Phase II 
projected cost of the sustainable option also appears to be much lower than the grey alternative. 
 
Regarding the details of the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy Alternatives Evaluation Preliminary 
Findings Report and associated Town Hall/public information meetings, we have the following comments 
and recommendations. 
 

• Produce and distribute a synopsis of questions, comments and responses from the August 2012 
Town Hall meetings and prior public comment meetings and open houses related to the Lick Run 
Project, West Fork Project, Bloody Run Project, Kings Run Project, Ludlow Run Project and 
Denham Project. Include responses to all other comments received. 

• Storm water detention design and implementation: To retain the additional storm water flows, 
many new basins are proposed. Some are proposed within existing stream channels. In order to 
reduce sedimentation within such basins and long term maintenance, we recommend installing 
basins outside of the primary stream channel. Or, detain storm water through multiple source 
controls. This should also enhance the ability for aquatic life to migrate through the project area, 
which is another measure of project success. There appear to be several in-stream detention 
facilities proposed in the Lick Run watershed and potentially the Denham and Kings Run 
watersheds. 

• Water quality inflow and outflow monitoring should be conducted at source control measures to 
better understand and implement designs associated with maximum pollutant removal. MSDGC 
may find that there are lower costs associated with higher pollutant removal when MSDGC may 
find that there are lower costs associated with higher pollutant removal when utilizing more on-
site planting media. 

• Storm water models can be valuable tools in assessing pollutant removal efficiency based on the 
number, location and quality of best management practices (BMPs) within a watershed. However, 
localized water quality and volume reduction monitoring can play a vital role in model 
calibration. 

• In addition to monitoring inflow and outflow at selected source control BMPs, we recommend 
seasonally consistent monitoring upstream, midstream and downstream of project areas to reveal 
the water quality improvements that have taken place. Knowing the actual in-stream water quality 
benefits will help MSDGC to prioritize and allocate resources more efficiently in future project 
areas. Key water quality parameters include stream habitat, stability, chemistry, 
macroinvertebrates, fish and salamanders. 

• Consider requiring 2-5 year warranties on project performance in order to fully address early 
project failures or maintenance issues. 

• Use alternative and sustainable energy sources to account for higher energy demands as a result 
of implementing solutions. 

• MSDGC has been diligent at informing stake holders regarding the CSO reduction projects at the 
concept stage. Yet, it is also important to allow partner agencies and groups to provide feedback 
at various stages in the design process. Field implementation can often divert from concept plans 
so keeping constituents informed and maintaining transparency through the stages of design is 
critical. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy 
Alternatives Evaluation Preliminary Findings Report. Our agency welcomes the perspective of your 
agency concerning our recommendations. We commend the outreach efforts of MSDGC and value the 
opportunities we have to partner with your organization. Feel free to contact the Hamilton County Soil & 
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Water Conservation District at (513) 772-7645 ext. 15 if you have questions or would like clarification on 
these submitted comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brian Bohl, MES, CPESC 
Stream Specialist 
 
CC: Holly Utrata-Halcomb, District Administrator, Hamilton County Soil & Water Conservation District 
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MSD Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy 

Transcription In Person 

 

1. 

Barry Cholak 
North Fairmount resident 
2631 Linden St. 
Cincinnati, OH  45215 
513. 471.5898 
 

Comment transcribed on September 5, 2012:  

Some thought or concerns 

As an old city planner, I have always been appalled at the uncompromising land uses and transportation 
system in the Queen City Avenue corridor.  City policies created this mess.  I remember the days when I 
used to go to a bakery on Queen City Avenue.  You couldn’t park your car because there was nowhere to 
park, and eventually the bakery went out of business.  So I was always seeking some way to correct it.   

Then, along comes MSD and its sustainable solution, and they said let’s do an open water system that will 
do something that nature should be doing.  It’s a very valuable way to resolve it instead of doing it 
underground.  I thought this could be a great way to make changes.  Other cities have been doing this.  I 
really bought into it right way.   

Then, there were some things that threw this thing into confusion: 

• The perception that the original tentative costs doubled at the expense of the MSD ratepayer.   

• The other perception is that this project isn’t going to clean the water  -  that the Consent Decree 
did not require remediation of water quality.   

• Throughout the exercise of community participation, costs of changes in land use were hardly 
mentioned and some really were either ignored or left out. 

• Much investment by stakeholders (e.g., Parks, Rec, Community Development) were paid staff by 
MSD.  Hardly volunteers.    They want it both ways.  They want to be paid for it, and they don’t 
want to commit to resources.   

• The resulting plans were responsive to a variety of needs and concerns suggesting new land uses.  
But MSD (in small print) said any land acquisition outside of the inner side of Westwood and 
Queen City was and would not be paid for by MSD, leaving the needed changes to unknown 
resources.  No one claiming responsibility.  Transportation people said the existing system 
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worked and that they weren’t interested in real change.  Parks & Rec said it would contribute if 
paid to do such.  Some MSD people (engineers) said they really only needed land for MSD.   

But that leads to the other issue of how are we going to make it happen.  They didn’t make any 
effort to put it into their budget.  The question is the future of resources and whether there’s any 
real commitment to find the resources.  Glib remarks about revitalizing neighborhoods without 
identifying resources to do it is not responsive.  Parks, Rec, Community Development has never 
identified any additional resources other than those that come from the ratepayer of MSD. 

• The other thing I have concern about is an organizational thing.  This strange hybrid of the city 
running MSD and the county in charge of policy and budget.  It doesn’t make it work very well.  
It causes great conflicts primarily because there are differences in directions.  The city doesn’t 
like to see MSD push in to the county at the expense of the city.  The biggest thing is how to 
correct that.  My thought – and it’s worked with the banks – is they created a community czar 
(John Dietrich).  It was an appointment made at the county with the city’s support.  For this 
Queen City project, you need the cooperation of the city and the city departments.  There’s got to 
be some kind of joint support to make it work. 

• Maintenance of future waterway system is in question again.  Will such maintenance be paid for 
by MSD, or will it be under the auspices of the city?  Yesterday, I took a tour of the rain garden 
along Immanuel Church.  It was unkept and untaken care of.  Then, I went to St. Francis and I got 
out of the car.  It looks like someone deserted it.  It’s not been cared for, it’s not attractive.  It 
shows lack of total maintenance.  Then, I drove further on Queen City Avenue where there were 
trees marked with blue ribbons.  They’re all dead.  I know it’s been a hot summer, and the 
weather hasn’t been a help to you.  But on the other hand, is this a sign of how the waterway is 
going to be maintained in the future?  It worries me that we would spend all this money and have 
it turn out this way.  The city’s parks have been maintained.  But the experiments you’ve had 
have shown a lack of good maintenance. 

• Obviously South Fairmount people have an interest.  To call it a South Fairmount neighborhood 
is sort of strange, because it’s not a neighborhood.  It’s not that they shouldn’t be included. They 
should temper their viewpoint.  I don’t think what they want is what everybody else wants.  I’m 
sure if they heard me say these things, they’d beat me to death. Laugh.  But I’m an old 
community planner.  Probably because the politicians promise everything.  They make it difficult.  
Planning makes big plans and never has the resources to make it work.   

• Another concern is of business displacement.  I think MSD has made some effort to provide for 
relocation costs and things like that.  It seems to me there needs to be some outreach to provide an 
opportunity for them to stay in the city or county.  It’s really key. How do we make them happy?  
I want to make sure they are satisfied in this process. 

So, where am I on this thing?  I truly don’t know what the answer is.  I’d like it to be proven to me that 
the cost benefit of this thing is worthwhile.  Otherwise, I’d say put it under the ground and forget about it.  
I’m a little fearful that MSD ratepayer is going to bear the brunt of this.  It’s got to be a shared cost that 
comes from other resources other than MSD.   
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If you can begin to answer some questions about who is going to pay for this thing.    I support the 
sustainable system 100% percent, but I have a question about how it’s going to be maintained and the cost 
of all these things. 

Where do we go from here?  We need to clarify the cost benefit aspect of it.  We need to assure ourselves 
that this has benefit to all of us.  Either we find new or additional resources, or the city and county need to 
make a commitment to find them (e.g., grants, loans, 3CDC tax benefits). 

Some organizational plan that marries both the city and county in a more upbeat way.  I like to use the 
John Dieters example in the banks as a way to go.  Or the 3CDC approach that combined public and 
private resources. 
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Appendix B-3: Written Public Comments 

 
Transcription of Written Comment Cards from MSD Community “Town Hall” on August 16, 2012 
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MSD Community “Town Hall” Meeting on the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy 
MSD Administration Building 

August 16, 2012 
 

Transcription of Written Comment Cards 
 
1. 
Kathy LaDow 
South Fairmount resident 
2501 Knorr Ave.  
Cincinnati, OH  45214 
513.481.2311 
Ladow.k@gmail.com 
 
Comment:  
I speak for myself and, unofficially, for several others in my immediate streets. The loss of a few 
rundown/ “historical” buildings in a run-down neighborhood that is unlikely to enjoy a redevelopment 
economically and residentially should not impede the progress toward compliance with the EPA mandate. 
It should not impede the selection of the sustainable alternative remedy to the CSO problem.  By the way, 
the vote taken by the S.F. Community Council and the Knox Hill (improvement) person was taken by 
about 15 people – hardly a representation of the community. The motion presented was vague and my 
understanding was that the Council would try to initiate further research into getting a certain block as a 
Historic District and that money might be obtained somewhere to do that. There was no motion or vote to 
sue anyone.  
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Appendix B-3: Written Public Comments 

 
Transcription of Written Comment Cards from MSD Community “Town Hall” on August 23, 2012 
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MSD Community “Town Hall” Meeting on the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy 
MSD Wastewater Collection Division 

August 23, 2012 
 

Transcription of Written Comment Cards 
1. 
Anonymous 
 
Comment:   
That the alternatives to the tunnel has advanced to this stage is a testament to the hard work, talent and 
strength of our civil servants. This alternative in enormously complex and will not only benefit the 
environment, it will provide significant benefits for the community. We may disagree about which 
alternative to select but we should be grateful for our dedicated civil servants. 
 
2.  
Anonymous 
 
Comment: 
• What is the average rain event design for Gray Rd. landfill retention? 
• Are there plans for impervious roadway replacement in College Hill? 
• Since the coliform spike is at CSO 217, how come there is not more investment or attention to 

mitigating this? 
• Will there be MSD answers to the written questions online? 

 
 
3. 
Couper Gardiner 
AIA Urban Design Committee 
3547 Mooney Ave. 
Cincinnati, OH  45208 
513.310.3098 
cgardiner@unitingarch.org 
 
Comment: 
• Do you anticipate people leaving the district as a result of higher rates? 

• The sustainable illustration for Phase 1 accomplishes more benefits for lower costs. Could still 
lower cost be possible and achieve adequate benefits, including the 2B gallon reduction? 

• With lessons from past cost estimates where contingencies were insufficient to cover each next 
iteration, has the percentage for contingencies been increased so that decisions are based on a 
better estimate of total cost? 

• Are external costs similar for the grey and sustainable solution illustrations, e.g., adjacent land 
owner watershed maintenance of infiltration rates in their property? 
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4. 
Marvin Kraus 
ECO 
415 Bond Place, #4C 
Cincinnati, OH  45206 
513.861.3939 
 
Comment:   
How much will each plan cost a Hamilton County homeowner annually and for how long? 
What will a Hamilton County homeowner get in return? 
 
5. 
Michael Weinstein 
Partners Environmental Consulting, Inc. 
11427 Reed Hartman Highway 
Cincinnati, OH  45241 
513.618.6490 
mweinstein@partnersenv.com 
 
Comment:  
Please provide me a link to tonight's PowerPoint or provide instructions on how to obtain one. Thank you. 
 
6.  
Bruce Koehler 
OKI & Mill Creek Watershed Council of Communities 
720 East Pete Rose Way, Suite 400 
Cincinnati, OH 45202 
bkoehler@oki.org 
(513) 619-7675 
 
Comment: 
See other side and attached maps.   
 
The Mill Creek is not an open sewer, but a narrow green ribbon through an urban landscape staving for 
healthy streams.  The Mill Creek is not a lost cause but a valuable resource that already has improved 
dramatically from the bad old days of toxic discharges, and gassing sewage sludge banks. Please see the 
attached maps to support my statement that the Mill Creek is not a lost cause.  
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Appendix B-4: Exit Surveys from Town Halls 

 
MSD Community “Town Hall” on August 16, 2012 

Transcription of Exit Surveys 
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MSD Community “Town Hall” Meeting on the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy 
MSD Administration Building 

August 16, 2012 
 

Transcription of Exit Surveys 
 

1.  
Michael C. Miller 
mike.miller@uc.edu 
513.675.0293 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
Comments:  Likely 
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 

Model Conductivity in the two alternatives, since raw sewage runs high >1,500 mS. Mill 
Creek is often 800-1000, base is 400-500 mS. Creek is now 50% effluent. 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Look at reducing E. coli with connected wetlands, rain gardens, and retention ponds. Avoid 
deep underground storage-- no biological/chemical degradation. 

 
 
2. 
Anonymous  
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Would like to see a more concerted effort (not just by MSD) to eliminate unfunded mandates 
and reign in the regulators. I am an environmentalist, but the EPA is going too far unchecked. 
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3.  
Terrie Evans 
brunhilda@fuse.net 
513.474.8810 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Hopefully we will create jobs with this solution, and the area will have a new and different 
life and direction. 

 
4.  
Barry Cholak 
513.471.5898 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Need oversight- ongoing (something illegible) 

 
5.  
Anonymous 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 
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 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Good overall comments- not everyone will be pleased. Pursue what is best for the community 
at large. Special attention should be paid to what is left behind in community impact. 
 

6.  
E. Francis 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
This is an opportunity to improve this area. I have lived in this area, and it should be a 
welcomed improvement for a necessary solution. Excellent job by Brandi Lierman and Pam 
Taylor! Good job! 
 

7.  
Anonymous 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
TP’s comments were way too long 
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8.  
Bruce Koehler 
bkoehler@oki.org 
513.619.7675 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
The Mill Creek is not a lost cause but a valuable regional resource that has improved 
dramatically from the bad old days of toxic discharges, gassing sewage sludge banks and 
concrete channelization. 
 

9.  
Richard Schoeff 
schoeffrl@gmail.com 
513.310.0804 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Always use sustainable solution. 
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10.  
Jim O'Reilly 
JOReilly@fuse.net 
513.761.9398 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Very good session. (something illegible) explanation. 

 
11.  
Anonymous 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Great presentation! Keep up the great work. Great participation from the audience. 
 

12. 
Stefanie Sunderland 
ssunderland_2848@fuse.net 
513.542.4709 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 
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 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
I agree with Fairmount Business Association president that it's already been determined 
which alternative MSD has chosen to reduce the amount of storm water flowing into the 
combined system. To support this answer and as a Northsider much of the hybrid sustainable 
solution has already been implemented in the West Fork Channel plan. What isn't clear is 
where the funding is coming from to pay for either model is coming from? Or exactly when 
will the community have the opportunity to actually plan how to repurpose land purchased to 
naturalize the creek? 
 

13.  
Anonymous 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
The sustainable option is preferable as it provides the highest potential for redevelopment of 
the Lick Run basin. 
 

14.  
David Finke 
tdfinke5@yahoo.com 
513.481.4220 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
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15.  
Anonymous 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
 

16.  
Anonymous 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
 
17.  
Anonymous 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
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18.  
Anonymous 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
You need to let everyone know the tunnel is now twice as long as originally planned, hence 
the doubling of the cost!  Very misleading. 

 
19.  
Anonymous 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
This is the first time I have heard about much of this, so more understandable info. 
 

20.  
John D. Kelly 
john_kelly_12443@hotmail.com 
513.460.2491 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 
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 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
Clever description of what the first alternative looks like and how it impacts the South Fairmount 
community area. 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Since the fecal coliform standard cannot be met because the level is already too high at the 
northern border of the district, is the central government EPA and Ohio EPA putting 
requirements on the Butler County Area to lower fecal coliform passed on to us? 
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21.  
MaryAnn McGowan 
maryannc.mcgowan@duke-energy.com 
513.287.1430 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Would like to see Life Cycle cost comparison. Would like to know if any energy efficiency 
incentives are considered in the proposal. 
 

22.  
Jo Ann Metz 
513.662.9934 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
Comment written in:  Green alternative is best. Human element is being served. 
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Keep trying. It will work. 
 

23.  
Anonymous 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 

719

mailto:maryannc.mcgowan@duke-energy.com


 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 
control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Please post PowerPoint presentation on the internet. 
 

24.  
Anonymous 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
Combination of tunnel with some sustainable. 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
 

25.  
Anonymous 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stormwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
For the layman, clarification of some of the jargon would have been helpful. 
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Appendix B-4: Exit Surveys from Town Halls 

 
MSD Community “Town Hall” on August 16, 2012 

Summary of Exit Survey Results 
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Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy 
Summary of Exit Surveys 

 
 

 

 

MSD Community “Town Hall” Meeting 
on the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy 

MSD Administration Building 
August 16, 2012 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Summarized Exit Survey Results:  
• 25 people completed the exit survey 
• Question #1:  Given what you know at this time regarding 

cost and performance, what is your preferred solution for 
the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy?  
Note:  21 people answered this question. 
o 17 out of 21 people (80%) were in support of the 

sustainable/hybrid alternative  
o 1 person (5%) was in support of the grey alternative  
o 3 people (14%) did not have enough information to 

make an informed decision  
• Question #2:  If you cannot select a preferred solution at 

this time, what additional info do you need? 
o Comments included technical data, asking for more 

understandable information, and suggesting a 
combination approach with the tunnel and 
sustainable 

• Question #3:  Additional comments? 
o Comments ranged from a number of questions, to a 

request for a lifecycle cost comparison, to words of 
support.  
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Appendix B-4: Exit Surveys from Town Halls 

 
MSD Community “Town Hall” on August 16, 2012 

Graphic Presentation of Exit Survey Results 
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81% 

5% 

14% 

August 16, 2012 Town Hall Exit Survey: 
Given what you know at this time 

regarding cost and performance, what is 
your preferred solution for the Lower 

Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 

Sustainable/Hybrid

Grey

Not Enough Info to
Decide

*based on 21 total responses 

724



 
Appendix B-4: Exit Surveys from Town Halls 

 
MSD Community “Town Hall” on August 23, 2012 

Transcription of Exit Surveys 
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MSD Community “Town Hall” Meeting on the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy 
MSD Wastewater Collection Division 

August 23, 2012 
 

Transcribed Exit Surveys 
 

1.  
Ed Gutfreund 
egutfreund@fuse.net 
513.542.2055 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
Comments:   
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 

 
3. Additional Comments: 

How will land use changes require future commercial development to be responsible for their 
water injuries? 

2. 
Anonymous  
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Data such as  # days >1.5" event? 
$0.5 Billion for 10% improvement. Really? We are on Mars-- looking for water. 
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3.  
Warren High 
warren.high@amec.com 
513.474.8810 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Use more than 25 years for cost projection. 

 
4.  
Anonymous 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
There were several good questions asked in the public comment period. I would like to see 
answers published on MSD web site. 

 
5.  
Jeff Agricola 
jagricola@springdale.org 
513.346.5520 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 
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 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
 

6.  
Julie Murray 
julimurray@aol.com 
513.721.7543 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Who will bear what percentage of the high costs-- initially and longterm of this project-- what 
% of costs will residential customers carry? Who are the developers that this will benefit and 
what will they pay? And what % will be picked up by industrial use in the region? 
 

7.  
Jo Ann Metz 
513.662.9934 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Please use the EPA's "local" expertise. They will give you strength in combating "new" 
substandard plans from Hargrove Engineering. I'm praying for you all -- as are our parish! 
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8.  
William Doering 
Wdoering@cinci.rr.com 
513.732.2228 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 

First time getting involved with issue. More confused now that I was before meeting. 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Would like to see an executive summary for each proposal. 
 

9.  
Anonymous 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
I appreciate that this is an extremely complex problem. 
 

10.  
Anonymous 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
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2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 

need? 
I need to take small bites and digest the info as I go. Way too much info was presented in 
order to make a decision. 

3. Additional Comments: 
My community will be involved in a later phase I assume. 

 
11.  
Anonymous 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
 

12. 
David Rich 
drich@buildingvalue.com 
513.475.6783 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
I have professional interest in both solutions but believe the greener, sustainable approach is 
best for the communities involved. 
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13.  
Samantha Brockfield 
sbrockfield@wincincy.org 
513.541.4109 x 124 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 

More specific assurance on community impacts for daylighting projects; city and developer 
commitments. 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
As a community organizer and planner, I hope to be able to work with your team and various 
neighborhood leaders to achieve shared victory. 
 

14.  
Anonymous 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
 
15.  
Anonymous 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 
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 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Very well presented. Enough of the modeling and let's fix the CSO problem! 

 
16.  
Anonymous 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Too much smoke and mirrors. Not enough facts and truth. 

 
17.  
James Smith 
513.821.8627 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
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18.  
Michael Keller  
mkeller@emht.com 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
 

19.  
Kendra Schroer 
kendra@fuse.net 
513.575.9412 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Please let us know who to contact at OEPA and USEPA to provide feedback to those 
agencies. 
 

20.  
Thomas Hefley, Architect in partnership with Hargrove Engineering 
hsarchitects30@yahoo.com 
513.363.8134 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 
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 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
As a part of the S. Fairmount Community public/private partnership, we have become very 
familiar with 2 solutions and have attempted dialogue to present a third alternative but failed to be 
given the opportunity to dialogue with MSD and their consultants as to potential of it to address 
many of the community concerns as well to potential cost-savings it offers. 

 
21.  
Anonymous 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
Please make the right decision about this monumental investment. I support the sustainable 
alternative. 

 
22.  
Bruce Koehler 
bkoehler@oki.org 
513.619.7675 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 

 
3. Additional Comments: 
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MSD staff deserves are gratitude for taking a balanced approach to a difficult situation. The 
sustainable alternative would serve as a demonstration project for the entire watershed. 
 

 
23.  
Jacquie Chischillie 
jac.3sisters@hotmail.com 
513-623-0615 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

 
3. Additional Comments: 

 
 

24.  
Anonymous 
 

1. Given what you know at this time regarding the cost and performance, what is your 
preferred solution for the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 
 Sustainable/Hybrid Alternative- primarily sustainable stormwater solutions that seek to 

control combined sewer overflows (CSOs) by reducing the amount of stromwater 
entering combined sewers 

 Grey Alternative – deep tunnel and enhanced high-rate treatment facility (EHRT) to 
capture/treat CSOs 

 Do not have enough information to make an informed decision.  
 

(person checked both) 
 

2. If you cannot select a preferred solution at this time, what additional information do you 
need? 
 

3. Additional Comments: 
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Appendix B-4: Exit Surveys from Town Halls 

 
MSD Community “Town Hall” on August 23, 2012 

Summary of Exit Survey Results 
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Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy 
Summary of Exit Surveys 

 
 

 

 

MSD Community “Town Hall” Meeting 
on the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy 

MSD Wastewater Collections Division 
August 23, 2012 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Summarized Exit Survey Results:  
• 24 people completed the exit survey 
• Question #1:  Given what you know at this time regarding 

cost and performance, what is your preferred solution for 
the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy?  
Note:  23 people answered this question. 
o 18 out of 23 people (78%) were in support of the 

sustainable/hybrid alternative  
o 1 person (4%) was in support of the grey alternative  
o 4 people (17%) did not have enough information to 

make an informed decision  
• Question #2:  If you cannot select a preferred solution at 

this time, what additional info do you need? 
o Comments included technical data, more assurance 

on impacts to community, city and developer 
commitments 

• Question #3:  Additional comments? 
o Comments ranged from a number of questions, to a 

request to prepare an executive summary for each 
approach.  
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Appendix B-4: Exit Surveys from Town Halls 

 
MSD Community “Town Hall” on August 23, 2012 

Graphic Presentation of Exit Survey Results 
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78% 

4% 

18% 

August 23, 2012 Town Hall Exit Survey: 
Given what you know at this time 

regarding cost and performance, what is 
your preferred solution for the Lower 

Mill Creek Partial Remedy? 

 Sustainable/Hybrid

Grey

Not Enough Info to
Decide

*based on 23 total responses 

739



 
Appendix B-5: Original Materials from Public Comment Period 

 
MSD Community “Town Hall” on August 16, 2012 

Stenographer’s Report and Exhibits 10 and 11 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 740



In The Matter Of:

Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati

Community Town Hall Meeting
August 16, 2012

Absolute Reporting & Video, LLC
3414 Edwards Road

Cincinnati, OH  45208

Original File MSD081612.txt

Min-U-Script® with Word Index

741



1

 1                 METROPOLITAN SEWER DISTRICT OF
  

 2                       GREATER CINCINNATI
  

 3                             - - -
  

 4
  

 5
  

 6              COMMUNITY TOWN HALL MEETING HOSTED BY THE
  

 7   METROPOLITAN SEWER DISTRICT OF GREATER CINCINNATI AT THE
  

 8   MSD ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 1081 WOODROW STREET, ROOM
  

 9   104, CINCINNATI, OHIO 45204, ON THURSDAY, AUGUST 16, 2012
  

10   AT 6:00 P.M.
  

11                              - - -
  

12
  

13
  

14              IN THE MATTER OF:
  

15         METROPOLITAN SEWER DISTRICT OF GREATER CINCINNATI'S
  

16   PROPOSED SOLUTION ON THE LOWER MILL CREEK PARTIAL REMEDY
  

17   TO ELIMINATE UP TO TWO BILLION GALLONS OF COMBINED SEWER
  

18   OVERFLOWS INTO THE MILL CREEK BY YEAR 2018, DURING PHASE I
  

19   OF THE METROPOLITAN SEWER DISTRICT OF GREATER CINCINNATI'S
  

20   FEDERAL CONSENT DECREE.
  

21                             - - -
  

22
  

23
  

24
  

25

               ABSOLUTE REPORTING & VIDEO, L.L.C.
            3414 Edwards Road, Cincinnati, Ohio 45208
   -871-DEPO (3376) * 513871-3377 * absolutereportin@yahoo.com

742



2

  
 1     APPEARANCES
  

 2
  

 3     MR. DAN HURLEY, DIRECTOR OF LEADERSHIP FOR CINCINNATI
     USA REGIONAL CHAMBER

 4
  

 5     MR. TONY PARROTT, MSD EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
  

 6     MS. MARYLYNN LODOR, MSD ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM MANAGER
  

 7     MR. DEAN NIEMEYER, AICP, SENIOR PLANNER, FOR HAMILTON
     COUNTY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

 8
  

 9     MR. CHRISTIAN SIGMAN, HAMILTON COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR
  

10     MS. LEISHA PICA, MSD
  

11     MS. DEB LEONARD, MSD
  

12     MS. KELLY WALSH, MSD
  

13
  

14
  

15                              - - -
  

16
  

17
  

18
  

19
  

20
  

21
  

22
  

23
  

24
  

25

               ABSOLUTE REPORTING & VIDEO, L.L.C.
            3414 Edwards Road, Cincinnati, Ohio 45208
   -871-DEPO (3376) * 513871-3377 * absolutereportin@yahoo.com

743



3

  
 1                         E X H I B I T S
  

 2    MARKED                                          PAGE
  

 3    EXHIBIT NUMBER  1                                5
  

 4    Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater
    Cincinnati, Media Advisory

 5
    EXHIBIT NUMBER  2                                5

 6
    We Need Your Input... to make our rivers and

 7    streams cleaner and healthier.
  

 8    EXHIBIT NUMBER  3                                5
  

 9    Community Town Hall Meeting August 16,
    2012, Sign-in Sheet

10
  

11    EXHIBIT NUMBER  4                                9
  

12    Community "Town Hall" Meeting on the Lower
    Mill Creek Partial Remedy MSD Administration

13    Building - August 16, 2012.  Agenda
  

14    EXHIBIT NUMBER   5                               5
  

15    Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy Alternatives
    Evaluation Preliminary Findings Report

16    OVERVIEW
  

17    EXHIBIT NUMBER  6                                5
  

18    Lower Mill Creek Watershed  Fact Sheet
  

19    EXHIBIT NUMBER  7                                5
  

20    Frequently Asked Questions about the Lower
    Mill Creek Partial Remedy

21
  

22    EXHIBIT NUMBER  8                                5
  

23    RECR8 Coming Soon ...  (Card)
  

24
  

25

               ABSOLUTE REPORTING & VIDEO, L.L.C.
            3414 Edwards Road, Cincinnati, Ohio 45208
   -871-DEPO (3376) * 513871-3377 * absolutereportin@yahoo.com

744



4

  
 1    MARKED                                          PAGE
  

 2    EXHIBIT NUMBER  9                                11
  

 3    Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy Community
    Town Hall Meetings August 16th and 23rd, 2012.

 4    PowerPoint Presentation
  

 5    EXHIBIT NUMBER  10-1 through 10-12                9
  

 6    Twelve contact information cards offered by
    citizens providing verbal comments.

 7
  

 8    EXHIBIT NUMBER 11                                14
  

 9    MSD PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS, August 16, 2012,
    James T. O'Reilly

10
  

11    EXHIBIT NUMBER 12                                13
    Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy  Exit Survey

12    (Card)
  

13
  

14
  

15                             - - -
  

16
  

17
  

18
  

19
  

20
  

21
  

22
  

23
  

24
  

25

               ABSOLUTE REPORTING & VIDEO, L.L.C.
            3414 Edwards Road, Cincinnati, Ohio 45208
   -871-DEPO (3376) * 513871-3377 * absolutereportin@yahoo.com

745



5

  
 1    WHEREUPON:
  

 2                 (Exhibit Numbers 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7 and 8 were
  

 3   marked for identification.)
  

 4                 MR. SIGMAN:  If we can find some seats we'll
  

 5   get started in a moment here.  Just a couple housekeeping
  

 6   items here.  The restrooms for this facility are out this
  

 7   door or that door and around the corner and they're
  

 8   unlocked.  There's a male and female there.  All right,
  

 9   we'll get started.
  

10            I thank you for coming out tonight.  I'm
  

11   Christian Sigman the Hamilton County Administrator.  And
  

12   I'm only going to spend about a minute or two kind of
  

13   talking about the relationship on this very important --
  

14                 MEMBER OF AUDIANCE:  Speak into it so we can
  

15   hear you.
  

16                 MR. SIGMAN:  I'm sorry?
  

17                 MEMBER OF AUDIANCE:  Speak into it so we can
  

18   hear you.
  

19                 MR. SIGMAN:  Thank you.  I'm Christian
  

20   Sigman the Hamilton County Administrator.  Thank you for
  

21   coming out tonight.  I'm going to spend a couple minutes
  

22   talking about the relationships and the institutions
  

23   involved in this very important decision.
  

24            This decision will be the biggest decision for
  

25   the Hamilton County Commissioners, not the City Council,
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6

  
 1   since the Stadium vote.  Now I wasn't here in 1996, but I
  

 2   know the aftermath of that vote, so the Commissioners want
  

 3   to get this right.  So we have the Metropolitan Sewer
  

 4   District which is owned by Hamilton County and run by the
  

 5   City of Cincinnati and at an operational level we have a
  

 6   great relationship.  In fact, MSD has won all kinds of
  

 7   management awards and innovation awards for the running of
  

 8   this utility and it's nationally recognized.
  

 9            And what they're doing or trying to do to solve
  

10   and address a Federal Consent Decree is being watched by
  

11   utilities all across the country by consulting firms and
  

12   lawyers.  So we're almost the case study for this.  No
  

13   decision has been made on which way to go on this, it
  

14   could go either way.
  

15            You're going to hear lots of good information
  

16   that's basically dumbed down so we can understand it.  I'm
  

17   not an engineer by trade and I'm going to understand it as
  

18   well.  There's a second presentation opportunity that's
  

19   going to be coming up and that date will be shared later.
  

20   And then the County Commissioners will also hold public
  

21   hearings and commentary on this.
  

22            So, with that, are there any initial questions
  

23   before I turn this over to our moderator to kick this off?
  

24   All right, Dan Hurley, it's all yours.
  

25                 MR. HURLEY:  Thank you, Christian.  My name
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 1   is Dan Hurley.  Those of you who were involved in the
  

 2   planning process in South Fairmount, I was able to join
  

 3   you, I think, I don't know, I think there were three
  

 4   public sessions.  And the goal of this session, whether
  

 5   you were involved in the South Fairmount process or not,
  

 6   is to really hear from you.
  

 7            There's going to be a basic presentation about
  

 8   what the options are and what each of those means.  And
  

 9   then we're going to very quickly open it up to an
  

10   opportunity for everybody to have a comment if you want
  

11   it.  We would ask if you do have a comment, the preferred
  

12   way, although there will be a number of ways here, but the
  

13   preferred way this evening is that you would come to this
  

14   microphone.  And you need to have one of these cards so
  

15   that you have your name and basic information.  Because
  

16   everything that's being said this evening is being
  

17   recorded not only on a tape, I don't think there's any
  

18   tape anymore, digitally, but also by a stenographer up
  

19   here, Linda Guinn, who will be -- is taking down
  

20   everything.
  

21            So you want to be able to -- the person who will
  

22   be sitting here, Deb Leonard, will take your card as you
  

23   come and give that to the stenographer so she's really
  

24   clear about who's speaking.  Okay.  Anybody who comes to
  

25   the front has two minutes.  And we really, if you look
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 1   around the room, there are a lot of people here, so we're
  

 2   really going to try to hold people to two minutes.  And
  

 3   there is a time -- Dean is going to time with a one-minute
  

 4   and a 30-second sign and then there's a finish sign.  And
  

 5   obviously, if you're in the middle of a sentence, we're
  

 6   not going to cut you off.  But we want you to stay crisp
  

 7   to that two minutes.  You can ask a question, and if you
  

 8   ask a question Tony or MaryLynn will try to answer that
  

 9   quickly.  This is mostly for you tonight.  Or you can just
  

10   make a comment.  You don't have to put it in a question
  

11   form, you can just make a comment.
  

12            If you don't want to come up and speak at the mic
  

13   this evening, unless people don't want to do that sort of
  

14   thing, you can also provide a written comment card and
  

15   there are those available.  And you can make your comment,
  

16   leave it here tonight or send it in by September the 3rd.
  

17   Or you can e-mail, and if you're got an Agenda you've got
  

18   an e-mail address that you can send it to.  Or you can
  

19   make a telephone call and call and leave your comment with
  

20   somebody up until September the 3rd.
  

21            So the goal is really to take, to get your input.
  

22   And there's another meeting next week, by the way, so
  

23   there's really an effort here to hear from the public.
  

24   Once all of those comments and the transcript is
  

25   developed, those will go to the elected officials.  Both
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 1   the Hamilton County Commissioners and the City Council
  

 2   Members.  And that will be the basis for a lot of data for
  

 3   them to include and hear your voice in the process of
  

 4   decision making.
  

 5            So that's sort of our flow this evening.  Do I
  

 6   have that right?  Are we -- anything I missed?  Okay.  And
  

 7   we're going to begin very quickly here with Tony Parrott
  

 8   who is the Executive Director of the Metropolitan Sewer
  

 9   District.  And also with him this evening is MaryLynn
  

10   Lodor.  You're sort of behind the sign.  Say hello.  Yes.
  

11   And she's the Metropolitan Sewer District Environmental
  

12   Program Manager.  Again, those of us who have been
  

13   involved in the, in the South Fairmount process, know both
  

14   of these people very well and have heard from them in the
  

15   past.
  

16            So, with that, I'm going to turn it over to Tony
  

17   so that he can help us understand the basic issues that
  

18   have been -- that are laid out for a decision.
  

19            (Whereupon, Exhibit Numbers 4 and 10-1 through
  

20   10-12 were marked for identification.)
  

21                 MR. PARROTT:  Thank you, Dan.  Good evening,
  

22   everyone.  Thank you for coming out.  We hope that it
  

23   doesn't get too hot in the room.  We're going to try to
  

24   keep the air conditioning to a point to where you don't
  

25   get too hot and fall asleep 'cause this is going to be a
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 1   long presentation.  But we feel that it's necessary so
  

 2   that you get the information that is coming out of the
  

 3   Lower Mill Creek study that we've been conducting over the
  

 4   last three years.
  

 5            I know there's a lot of interested stakeholders
  

 6   and a lot of information that we need to cover tonight.
  

 7   And so I'm going to take the first part of this evening
  

 8   and talk a little bit about some of the results.  We have
  

 9   been really specific to try to bring forth the facts and
  

10   the findings from the study.  We're not here to advocate
  

11   one way or the other for a project.
  

12            We're here to show you the analysis and the
  

13   findings and what has happened over the last three years.
  

14   And what information then is going to be packaged and
  

15   tooled for submittal to either, either the co-defendants,
  

16   the City Council and the County Commissioners.  At that
  

17   point it would be their decision to wrap up a
  

18   recommendation to the Regulators by the end of this year.
  

19            So from an Agenda perspective, while we're here
  

20   tonight, basically is to talk about why we're here.  And
  

21   as Dan covered, there's a lot of work that we've done and
  

22   that's why we're here tonight.  We're going to talk about
  

23   the Lower Mill Creek area.  Not only the community, but
  

24   these subbasins and the watersheds that we are going to be
  

25   doing our study in.  We are going to be talking about what
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 1   is the Lower Mill Creek regulatory mandate.  And we're
  

 2   also going to be talking about how we're going to comply
  

 3   with that mandate.  And a little bit about who is
  

 4   involved, because obviously this work, as you'll see,
  

 5   cannot be done by MSD in a vacuum.
  

 6            We've had a lot of interaction, a lot of
  

 7   collaboration with a lot of different parties.  And we
  

 8   expect that that will continue as we move forward.  And in
  

 9   terms of the Lower Mill Creek report, or the study, the
  

10   final draft or the final recommendations will be made to
  

11   the County Commissioners somewhat after this public input
  

12   process.
  

13            As Christian mentioned, there will be a public
  

14   hearing that the County Commissioners will hold.  And
  

15   subsequent to that there will be recommendations that will
  

16   be packaged.  And then at that point it will be up to the
  

17   Commissioners to make a final recommendation to the
  

18   Federal Government.
  

19            So, thank you all for being here tonight.
  

20            (Whereupon, Mr. Parrott presented the PowerPoint
  

21   presentation off the record and Exhibit 9 was marked for
  

22   identification.)
  

23            (Whereupon, the PowerPoint presentation
  

24   concluded.)
  

25                 MR. PARROTT:  -- when you look at what we've
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 1   presented tonight it really kind of shapes the story about
  

 2   the technical justification.  It shapes the story about
  

 3   the technical competency and the performance criteria and
  

 4   the certainty of the work that is being done over the last
  

 5   two or three years, and so there is a lot of information
  

 6   that is available on our website.
  

 7            We are ready to receive any comment, we are ready
  

 8   to receive questions, as Mr. Hurley said earlier.  And
  

 9   with that I will turn it back over to Dan to kind of lead
  

10   us in that exercise.
  

11                 MR. HURLEY:  Thank you, Tony.  Thank you for
  

12   listening.
  

13                 MR. PARROTT:  I'm sorry.  Turn my mic back
  

14   on please.  Hello.  Somebody just told me that we do have
  

15   a County Commissioner in the room.  Mr. Todd Portune.
  

16   Everybody welcome Mr. Portune.  Thank you, Mr. Portune,
  

17   for joining us.
  

18                         (Applause.)
  

19                 MR. PARROTT:  Thank you.
  

20                 MR. HURLEY:  Thank you.  Remember as you
  

21   come up please fill out the form so that it can be passed
  

22   to the stenographer so that we have the correct name and
  

23   contact information.  So this is the contact period.  I
  

24   just want to remind people that besides coming to the mic
  

25   this evening, you can e-mail, call or leave a message out
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 1   in the lobby.  There's an area where, and a form, where
  

 2   you can leave some comments there.  And we also, at the
  

 3   end of the evening, would like you to fill out a -- or if
  

 4   you leave before the whole meeting's over, fill out an
  

 5   evaluation form that is out at the main table.
  

 6            So, we can begin now with -- and I would ask you,
  

 7   even though you've turned that in, begin by just saying
  

 8   your name please.
  

 9            (Whereupon, Exhibit Number 12 was marked for
  

10   identification.)
  

11                 MR. ELLIS:  Good evening.  My name is
  

12   Elliott Ellis.  I'm a resident of South Fairmount and
  

13   President of the South Fairmount Community Council.  We
  

14   are here to determine the best solution for removing two
  

15   billion gallons of Lick Run Watershed CSOs from entering
  

16   the Mill Creek untreated.
  

17            Is it a tunnel, as directed by EPA, or is it an
  

18   above-ground solution?  The solution needs to be based on
  

19   sustaining South Fairmount.  The solution must have
  

20   business anchors located and defined by South Fairmount
  

21   Residents, not by consulting firms.  The solution must
  

22   consider and be defined by community-historic assets
  

23   designing around as necessary.  The solution must be based
  

24   on community wants, needs and don't wants.  The solution
  

25   must be more than a suggested possibility or an
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 1   opportunity for community redevelopment.  The solution
  

 2   must be based on more than a, what if, a belief in, if we
  

 3   build it, they will come.  It must be said again.  The
  

 4   solution must be based on sustaining the South Fairmount
  

 5   Community.
  

 6            MSD's tunnel alternative funds only proposed open
  

 7   ditch, no more.  MSD's alternate will change South
  

 8   Fairmount forever and a day.  South Fairmount deserves
  

 9   more than clear cutting a hundred and 62 years of history
  

10   and architecture.  You won't have to clear cut South
  

11   Fairmount to achieve results.  South Fairmount deserves
  

12   more than an open ditch defining our community.  Thank
  

13   you.
  

14                 MR. HURLEY:  Thank you.
  

15                           (Applause.)
  

16            (Whereupon, Exhibit Number 11 was marked for
  

17   identification.)
  

18                 MR. HURLEY:  Begin with your name please.
  

19                 MR. O'REILLY:  Jim O'Reilly, from the
  

20   Wyoming City Council.  I have longer than two minute's
  

21   remarks so I've given a copy of them to the reporter.
  

22                 MR. HURLEY:  Thank you.
  

23                 MR. O'REILLY:  Very specifically from a
  

24   point of view of the elected officials, out in the
  

25   suburbs, we are concerned about the quality of the
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 1   communication.  MaryLynn Lodor did an excellent job
  

 2   presenting to our First Suburbs quarterly meeting about
  

 3   what's being done.  There should be more clear language
  

 4   about why individual year-to-year costs are increasing, so
  

 5   that we can respond to our rate payers who call us at our
  

 6   City Hall to complain about the eight to ten percent.
  

 7            Secondly there should be a better job of
  

 8   explaining why the variation between the original cost
  

 9   estimates and the more recent ones.  I have the advantage
  

10   of having been on the original plan committee, so I know a
  

11   lot more.  But we really do need explanations, people, why
  

12   the cost estimates have gone up so much.
  

13            Third, as to the tunnel, I'm going to just short
  

14   circuit this.  There's a lot of information out there
  

15   about other cities that have done tunnels.  And I think it
  

16   would be beneficial for us to see what's actually happened
  

17   to Chicago and other cities where they've had the tunnel
  

18   projects.
  

19            We are not looking at a vacuum at alternatives.
  

20   We need people to understand why the tunnel would be so
  

21   expensive and why it's been expensive elsewhere.  The
  

22   next, the concern about jobs, this would be a significant
  

23   loss of jobs if communities were unable to get businesses
  

24   to locate here because those businesses saw their water
  

25   and sewer rates going up eight to ten percent a year.
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 1   That would be significant.
  

 2            I'm very concerned about the automation and
  

 3   personnel issues.  And that's a balance which I've
  

 4   described in my printed remarks.  And finally I would like
  

 5   the County and the City to clarify, after the 2018 lapse
  

 6   of the original 50-year provision, who is going to be the
  

 7   owner of the bonds?  If there are major bond investments
  

 8   to be made, as obviously there are, then there's got to be
  

 9   some clarification of how much the County taxpayers, how
  

10   much the County taxpayers are taking on, versus how much
  

11   the City is taking on.  That's a very important public
  

12   finance matter.
  

13            And for the remainder of it, for lack of time,
  

14   I'm going to refer to my printed remarks.  Thank you.
  

15                 MR. HURLEY:  Thank you.
  

16                 MR. YOUNG:  Good afternoon.  My name is
  

17   Charles Young.  I'm the Vice President of the South
  

18   Fairmount Community Council.  Having spoke -- heard the
  

19   comments from my President, I want to add a few things of
  

20   my own.
  

21            As you know I've been involved with this process
  

22   for nearly two years now.  And I'm merely expressing my
  

23   concerns around the economic impact to our community.  And
  

24   also trying to keep or having you guys keep the cost to
  

25   our rate payers at a low rate.  I know that's a hard thing

               ABSOLUTE REPORTING & VIDEO, L.L.C.
            3414 Edwards Road, Cincinnati, Ohio 45208
   -871-DEPO (3376) * 513871-3377 * absolutereportin@yahoo.com

757



17

  
 1   to deal with, but that's what we're looking for.
  

 2            Now, as you know, the July 2011 report, had the
  

 3   Community Council asked the representatives to stand up
  

 4   for civil society.  We've tried to do our best to do that.
  

 5   And we would like to know is it more important to make the
  

 6   water clean and safe or are you more concerned about
  

 7   money?  What I mean by that, I'm talking about the bond
  

 8   ratings that you guys talk about all the time.
  

 9            We would like to present our own community plan
  

10   to you as soon as we can.  And I know you've probably
  

11   heard about that for some time.  And it's my personal
  

12   opinion that if we can agree the alternative plan that you
  

13   present is something that's very commonly welcomed in the
  

14   community.
  

15            I would say this also.  If we do anything to
  

16   improve things in our community it's better than doing
  

17   nothing.  And I know that for true, because in 1993 we
  

18   tried to do that eight years ago and it failed.
  

19            President Reagan said once to Mr. Gorbachev, tear
  

20   down these walls.  This is in Germany.  Well, we're asking
  

21   you to tear down these walls Mr. County, Mr. City and let
  

22   the dialog begin so that we can help our own community
  

23   move forward and a new rebirth.  Thank you.
  

24                 MR. HURLEY:  Thank you.
  

25                 MR. WILLHAM:  Good evening.  My name is Paul
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 1   Willham.  I've almost 30 years of experience in the field
  

 2   of historic preservation, neighborhood development.  I'm a
  

 3   retired attorney.  I'm also President of the Knox Hill
  

 4   Neighborhood Association of South Fairmount.
  

 5            Our area would overlook this proposed
  

 6   alternative.  We do not support the alternative as it
  

 7   would destroy historic fabric.  And there is no concrete
  

 8   redevelopment plan with signed commitments.  We support
  

 9   the proven grey approach that's been used in other cities.
  

10            In 2011 MSD planned to demolish buildings.  A
  

11   letter was sent out advising that nine buildings to be
  

12   demolished, eight on Queen City, one on Westwood.  The
  

13   letter stated as additional properties are required more
  

14   demolitions will be planned.
  

15            I immediately contacted the City Urban
  

16   Conservative regarding Federal Section 106 Requirements
  

17   and he knew nothing about it.  Had I not contacted Ms.
  

18   Lundgren and advised her about federal requirements
  

19   anticipatory demolitions were to be MSD's policy.  MSD has
  

20   only one plan, a glorified drainage ditch.  They have lied
  

21   to the residents and business community.  Public forums
  

22   were held not to receive real input, but to direct that
  

23   input in the direction MSD wants to go.  And their reports
  

24   do not reflect the real position of my neighborhood or
  

25   South Fairmount.
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 1            I can't speak for other neighborhood
  

 2   organizations, but we intend to file an amicus brief with
  

 3   the Federal court with jurisdiction over the Consent
  

 4   Decree.  And if the County Commissioners cannot
  

 5   effectively police MSD activities a complaint with State
  

 6   Utility Regulatory Commissions.
  

 7            At this time South Fairmount took a vote, this
  

 8   week.  And South Fairmount and Knox Hill are going to
  

 9   pursue a National Historic Registry nomination for the
  

10   South Fairmount Basin.  You will not take out historic
  

11   assets away from us without consent of the community.
  

12   Thank you.
  

13                        (Applause.)
  

14                 MR. CHOLAK:  My name is Barry Cholak.  I
  

15   live in North Fairmount on the edge of South Fairmount.  I
  

16   would like to recommend that to keep this process open and
  

17   more transparent as an ongoing process that there be
  

18   established in some sort of oversight committee.  Some
  

19   sort of steering committee made up of citizens who would
  

20   be directly involved in the outcome of this whole process.
  

21            I'm talking about a citizen-driven steering
  

22   committee, oversight committee, which would be made up of
  

23   private citizens who would be a part of the community.
  

24   Oversee the input that would come from the neighborhoods
  

25   themselves, environmentalist, community development.  All
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 1   the various assets that makes up this whole total
  

 2   community.  So what I'm talking about is maybe each one of
  

 3   these watersheds would have its own task force or steering
  

 4   committee.  And it would be staffed by MSW -- or MSD on an
  

 5   ongoing kind of basis to keep the public internally
  

 6   informed, keep them aware of what's happening, keep them
  

 7   involved in the cost.  And keep the, keep the process
  

 8   moving in a positive way.  Thank you.
  

 9                 MR. HURLEY:  Thank you.
  

10                 MR. SMITH:  Ladies and Gentlemen, my name is
  

11   Dennis Smith.  I'm President and Owner of Paper Products
  

12   Company in South Fairmount.  The oldest continuously
  

13   operating business in South Fairmount.  I'm also President
  

14   of the South Fairmount Business Association.
  

15            Besides the daylighting of the stream we also are
  

16   faced with the possibility of a new viaduct going south of
  

17   the present one.  And they've also proposed, at some point
  

18   in the future, about making Westwood Avenue a boulevard.
  

19            The impact zone of these three projects
  

20   encompasses about 68 million dollars in sales.  I
  

21   personally have signed an affidavit, I interviewed the
  

22   business owners.  68 million in sales reported about 22 of
  

23   the 30 businesses in South Fairmount representing about
  

24   600 jobs.  Myself, personally, I do believe that the
  

25   daylighting is a done deal.
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 1            And I refer to a report that is on the MSD
  

 2   website and I'm going to quote directly from it with the
  

 3   USEPA logo right next to it.  This is a quote of Bob
  

 4   Newport of Region 5 EPA in Chicago.  He says, USEPA is
  

 5   focused on the modeling and based on what they have seen
  

 6   it's a no brainer.  Given the land you have already been
  

 7   able to obtain, etcetera, there is no way that I would see
  

 8   the USEPA not approving an alternative especially with
  

 9   Nancy Stoner in Office of Water.  Headquarters has been
  

10   briefed and they want to make an alternative solution
  

11   work.  If we had this information at the time of the WWIP
  

12   was drafted a tunnel never would have been part of the
  

13   solution.  Cincinnati's lead with source control makes
  

14   sense.
  

15            To me this says it's a done deal.  And I believe
  

16   that these meetings and workshops, etcetera, have been
  

17   fulfilling a legal formality.  They have used -- as an
  

18   example, this is a report done by the University of
  

19   Cincinnati, which compares Lick Run with an area up in
  

20   Kalamazoo, Michigan and Downtown Kalamazoo called the
  

21   Arcadia Creek.  I have been there personally.  I have a
  

22   customer there.  And trying to compared Arcadia Creek with
  

23   Lick Run, is like comparing Lick Run with Mars and Arcadia
  

24   Creek is Earth.  There just is no comparison and they
  

25   actually paid for this report.  Thank you very much,
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 1   Ladies and Gentleman.
  

 2                          (Applause.)
  

 3                 MS. WARMINSKI:  Good evening.  Margo
  

 4   Warminski of Cincinnati Preservation Association.  The
  

 5   Lick Run water way is an opportunity-created unique
  

 6   amenity while addressing a critical environmental problem.
  

 7   If this is done right it could be transformational for the
  

 8   neighborhood.  But it won't achieve its potential for
  

 9   placemaking benefits without saving as many of the
  

10   historic buildings in the area as possible.
  

11            The valley, the hills, the creeks, the buildings,
  

12   the people who built them all worked together to create a
  

13   powerful sense of place that remains in place 'til this
  

14   day.  Mitigation under the Section 106 process, once that
  

15   finally begins, offers opportunities for saving many of
  

16   these historic National-Register eligible buildings either
  

17   leaving them in place or avoiding or relocating them.  But
  

18   if these buildings are moved they need to be adopted, they
  

19   need to have a reuse plan and funding for renovation as
  

20   recommended in the Final Phase I Report and not just left
  

21   as orphaned buildings.
  

22            The planning process also needs to talk about
  

23   what is going to happen to these buildings if the green
  

24   alternative is rejected or modified for a hybrid plan.
  

25   We're afraid that if you do nothing, they will end up
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 1   being demolished, the neighborhood will end up with
  

 2   nothing and it deserves better.  But regardless of which
  

 3   plan is chosen we also need to fix the traffic through the
  

 4   valley to encourage reinvestment.  You can't have a
  

 5   revitalized neighborhood business district unless you
  

 6   repopulate the neighborhood as a livable, walkable
  

 7   community.  And that is not going to happen while it's
  

 8   used as a commuter raceway.
  

 9            Just in conclusion, this is a once in a lifetime
  

10   opportunity to revitalize a neighborhood that has seen far
  

11   too much bad planning in the past.  Let's work together
  

12   with all the stakeholders to create a real community of
  

13   the future.  Thank you.
  

14                 MR. HURLEY:  Thank you.
  

15                        (Applause.)
  

16                 MS. METZ:  I'm Jo Ann Metz.  I'm with the
  

17   San Antonio Advisory Council and also President of the
  

18   Lick Run Valley Historical Association.  It's 20 sum years
  

19   in operation down there.  I'm a fourth generation South
  

20   Fairmount person, been around the world too, out in Oak
  

21   Hills and elsewhere.
  

22            So, I agree that everyone here has their own
  

23   interests.  And I like to see the American process, it's
  

24   good, it's positive.  We can work it out.  Our experience
  

25   at San Antonio has been very good with the MSD oversight.
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 1   And the group that is designing this, we have been
  

 2   listened to, counseled with.  And everything they
  

 3   promised us at our church, so far as being a drainage
  

 4   center, has been complied with.  And cheerfully, it can be
  

 5   worked out, I agree with Margo.
  

 6            So far, as South Fairmount is concerned, we have
  

 7   had the bad end of the stick for a long long time.  I
  

 8   think it can be worked out, I really do.  Thank you.
  

 9                 MR. HURLEY:  Thank you.
  

10                           (Applause.)
  

11                 MS. WALL:  My name is Marilyn Wall and I
  

12   want to add to voices that have already expressed the
  

13   desire to get more transparency, to get more information
  

14   shared with the public about these projects.  It's
  

15   particularly frustrating since I've, I've been involved in
  

16   this, efforts, with MSD for years and years.  And to be
  

17   learning new information at the last minute, to hear costs
  

18   are increased we have drastically different modeling data
  

19   that there are questions about water quality standards and
  

20   exactly what is MSD trying to convey?
  

21                 MR. HURLEY:  Ma'am, would you tip up your --
  

22   I'm afraid you're not being heard by everybody.
  

23                 MS. WALL:  Oh, okay.  Sorry.  But we've
  

24   asked for more questions -- we've asked more questions and
  

25   asked for more information.  And we hope that MSD will
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 1   make a bigger effort to try to make information available
  

 2   to people.  There's a lot that -- things have changed
  

 3   recently.
  

 4            For instance, the Kings Run solution is different
  

 5   than what was presented at the open house, it's different
  

 6   than what was presented to community members when they
  

 7   asked MSD to come to the community and explain what was
  

 8   going on.  Yet do they really know that what has been
  

 9   proposed now is different?  You know, the postcards that
  

10   went out didn't even mention Kings Run.  That people have
  

11   really no idea what's, what's, what's coming forward.
  

12            We would hope that MSD is making every effort to
  

13   insure that we do meet water quality standards and that
  

14   nothing MSD does causes or contributes to violations of
  

15   those standards.  What is caused by Butler County is
  

16   Butler County's problem and they can certainly do a better
  

17   job up there, and hopefully they will.  But we really
  

18   would like to encourage MSD to keep this project in budget
  

19   and to keep it on time and to deliver the benefits that we
  

20   really need in this community.  Thank you.
  

21                 MR. HURLEY:  Thank you.
  

22                        (Applause.)
  

23                 MR. THOMAN:  I'm Joe Thoman and this is my
  

24   friend Tippy the Canoe.  And I'm playing a little what if.
  

25   Thank you.  Thanks, Charles.  So I'm playing a little what
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 1   if.  Okay.  Everything that's going to happen to the
  

 2   property owners in this location are affected by eminent
  

 3   domain, potentially eminent domain, and governed by rules
  

 4   on the books how they're being treated.
  

 5            I feel there's going to be some shortfalls,
  

 6   possibly not getting all the monies you think your real
  

 7   estate is worth once you've had the appraisals, once the
  

 8   attorneys get done with the discussions on both sides
  

 9   there's going to be a shortfall.  And nobody liked the
  

10   numbers the other day in the newspaper.  Okay.  I don't
  

11   like the numbers that I see and Tippy is riding right
  

12   beside me.
  

13            We want to know how we can change the laws so it
  

14   doesn't cost the property owners personal income.  Because
  

15   the only thing available out there is monies available
  

16   from the City at two percent or whatever, but it's got to
  

17   be paid back.  So we're going to be relocated if this goes
  

18   through and we want to know what kind of law, what kind of
  

19   laws can be brought into effect to compensate us for our
  

20   expenses.
  

21            Tippy doesn't like the 600 miles of water that
  

22   she saw on the map.  And she would love to see some money
  

23   and so would everybody else in the neighborhood that's
  

24   being transferred.  Thank you.
  

25                         (Applause.)
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 1                 MR. PARROTT:  I want to make a -- was it Mr.
  

 2   Joel?  Joel.  Who?  Thoman.  The one thing that I, I
  

 3   wanted to be able to tell you tonight and any other
  

 4   industry that's out there.  I know that when we talk about
  

 5   relocation assistance we've talked about us following
  

 6   the -- a city process and the Uniform Relocation Act.  We
  

 7   have been, this summer, working very diligently with the
  

 8   City Administration to look at other opportunities and
  

 9   other resources that would be available for businesses.
  

10            Most recently the City Manager did approve
  

11   administrative regulation that will allow us on a
  

12   project-by-project basis to use supplemental resources for
  

13   businesses.  And we can get into a little more details
  

14   about that, but I at least wanted you to know that we
  

15   heard you the first time and we've been working since
  

16   then.  And so we want to, we would like to meet with you
  

17   to talk about that.  But there's most recently the City
  

18   Manager has approved additional supplemental assistance
  

19   for businesses that we can share with you.
  

20                 MR. THOMAN:  Thank you for the efforts.  We
  

21   took a poll of business owners in the neighborhood.  It
  

22   was a number of 30 million.  It really wasn't really pie
  

23   in the sky.  We're only asking for reality and responsible
  

24   compensation.  So, thank you.  Tippy, do you need Tippy?
  

25   Sure.
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 1                         (Applause.)
  

 2                    (Whereupon, a photo was taken of Mr.
  

 3   Thoman and Tippy the Canoe.)
  

 4                 MR. MILLER:  I'm Michael Miller representing
  

 5   Rivers Unlimited and I'm a member of the Mill Creek
  

 6   Watershed Council of Communities.  The effort you're
  

 7   putting forth here is directed at cleaning up water.  This
  

 8   is generated by the Clean Water Act as you well know.  And
  

 9   the comments here haven't been directed towards the clean
  

10   water implications of this, of this study.
  

11            The daylighting of steams like the West Fork
  

12   Creek and Lick Run that have been cement lined or put
  

13   underground I'm a little alarmed at the number of
  

14   underground storage tanks that are going to be used.
  

15   Anything that is underground does not oxidize organic
  

16   material or nutrients.  Flowing waters and wetlands and
  

17   retention ponds do.  In fact, retention ponds and wetlands
  

18   are the most effective way at reducing E. coli from water
  

19   sources in the series of reports I reviewed this
  

20   afternoon.
  

21            It would be, it would, I would like to see more
  

22   inclusion to the surface features in the headwaters
  

23   reduction of the water flows into the Mill Creek as a
  

24   policy.  I just wanted to speak in favor of the
  

25   supplemental environmental grants that you've already put
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 1   out that have generated green ways, park ways and channel
  

 2   improvements for fish and wildlife in the Mill Creek.  And
  

 3   we hope that those continue.  Thank you.
  

 4                         (Applause.)
  

 5                 MR. HURLEY:  Thank you.  Would anyone else
  

 6   like to speak?  I don't want -- I want to make sure
  

 7   people -- there was a lot, a lot of information and data
  

 8   presented.  I don't want to -- I want to make sure the
  

 9   public has plenty of time.  I -- if that, if that's the
  

10   case, first off I want to thank everyone who --
  

11                 MR. LADOW:  I have a question.
  

12                 MR. HURLEY:  Yes, sir.  Well, would you come
  

13   up and just say your name?  I mean, even if you haven't
  

14   filled out a card.
  

15                 MR. LADOW:  My name is Dave Ladow and I
  

16   don't get up there very easily.  Can everybody hear me?
  

17                 MR. HURLEY:  Okay, here, I'll tell you what.
  

18   We can solve this.
  

19                 MR. LADOW:  I've got to -- my wife --
  

20                 MR. HURLEY:  No, stay right there.  Stay
  

21   seated, stay seated.
  

22                 MR. LADOW:  Thank you.
  

23                 MR. HURLEY:  You're fine.
  

24                 MR. LADOW:  My name is Dave Ladow and I'm a
  

25   resident of South Fairmount community.  First of all I
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 1   understand the cost will rise.  Why -- I guess my first
  

 2   question is, are the costs of either of these projects
  

 3   going to be presented to the County in a today-dollar form
  

 4   rather than a 2006 dollar form, which is much more
  

 5   realistic?
  

 6            And secondly, Mr. Portune, you and the County
  

 7   Commissioners, shame on you.  Holding a closed meeting of
  

 8   public institutions.  You should know better than that.
  

 9   I'm done.
  

10                 MR. HURLEY:  Okay.  Are there any other
  

11   comments or questions?  Okay.  I want to remind people
  

12   that there is another meeting next Thursday night.  It
  

13   will be at the MSD facility on Galbraith.  And I left my
  

14   invitation card.  Does somebody have the address?  225
  

15   West Galbraith Road.  It's in Hartwell, it's in the
  

16   Hartwell area, okay.  So I want to also remind people you
  

17   have other opportunities to make comments by e-mail, by
  

18   telephone, by comments out in the lobby.  And we would ask
  

19   everyone to fill out an evaluation sheet as you leave.
  

20            And I want to thank everybody, one, for
  

21   attending.  This is a tremendous turnout and I think it
  

22   shows a lot of interest.  I want to thank everyone for the
  

23   sort of constructive comments.  And, you know, I've done a
  

24   lot of these in my life and it's very good to come
  

25   together and have people give honest feedback but in a
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 1   constructive manner.  So I thank -- I would like to
  

 2   congratulate everybody who came this evening and thank you
  

 3   very much and have a safe trip home.
  

 4                        (Applause.)
  

 5
  

 6            (Public hearing concluded at 7:44 P.M.)
  

 7
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 1                      C E R T I F I C A T E
  

 2    STATE OF OHIO     )
                           SS:

 3    COUNTY OF BUTLER  )
  

 4
  

 5                   I, Linda Guinn, a contract court reporter
  

 6   and Notary Public within and for the State of Ohio, do
  

 7   hereby certify that the preceding pages were taken down by
  

 8   me stenographically from the Metropolitan Sewer District
  

 9   of Greater Cincinnati Town Hall Meeting, and are a true
  

10   and accurate transcription from my stenographic notes
  

11   transcribed on Tuesday, August 28, 2012.
  

12                  I further certify that I am not a relative
  

13   or employee of any of the parties involved in this action,
  

14   and have no interest or bias in the outcome of these
  

15   proceedings.
  

16
  

17    My commission expires         _________________
    May 7, 2015.                    Linda Guinn

18                                  Court Reporter
                           Notary Public - State of Ohio
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22
  

23
  

24
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MSD PUBLIC HEARING COMME,NTS
Aug. 161 2012

James T. O'Reilly
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. This is a vitally important point in the history
of our local environmental progress, and I want to open by commending the MSD
communications staff, Mary Lynn Loder, fbr coming to visit our First Suburbs
Clonsortium Quarterly Mernbership Meeting to address us about the public comment
period. I may be the only suburban elected official who has read andkeeps a copy of the
consent decree in my offlce. and who has studied these options over several years. I
served on the Long Term Control Plan Advisory Committee and have been active in the
Executive Comrnittee of OKI Regional Council of Governments for many years.

These views are not necessarily those of our city, of OKI or of the Consortium.

l. 'Ihe large sewer fee cost increases u'ill have a direct irnpact on regional macro-
economic cornpetiliveness as this county competcs with Dayton, Louisville, Indianapolis,
etc. for high liquid-generating industries and those with liquid-assisted machinery fbr
bulk' consunler packing or industrial uses. Scwerage rates I'actor into costs of goods
produced; and the prospects of 8-l0o% annual increases will deter a liquids-using indLrstry
or a new developer of multi-unit housing opportunities fiorn invcstments here. Overhead
increases like an 8olo sewer increase will deter jobs from being located here.

2. Post-2018 uncertainties regarding owner and operator roles for MSD are a cloucl ovcr
the bond underwriting prospects, a relatively rarc circumstance in the municipail bold
market. so it cannot be presumed that the bond market will embrace a spikc in issr-rance of
long term municipal bonds for the construction of these projccts at the desired AAA
rating. Every step that can be taken 1o reduce the District's dependence on very largc
bond linar"rcing placements should be taken now, bcfbre the 2018 date cntcrs into the
consciousl-tess of bond underwriters who evaluate the credit worthiness ol'the City and
County. Multiple smaller issuances, spreading out timc to completion. makes more scnse
as a fund raising strategy.

3. Many good people work hard tbr MSD. But the personnel aspects of the additional
MSD projects should be controlled by investment in automation wherever possible. The
large legacy costs of additional staffrng to the city pension plan and post-2018 to pllRS
for county en,ployees will be a real problem that should be factored into the equation.
Make every effbrt to reduce the workforce needed to operate the new systems. and
consider investing in a study of peer comparatives to the costs per comparable task, of the
sewer entities in other cities, to determine relative benefits of inside/outsource costs
assigned to current and legacy costs of MSD workforce assignments. The weighted cost
per employee of a manually operated system in MSD versus another city's auLmation
savings is an important number as we calculate long term operational 

"*p.nr. 
estimates.
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4. Please do a better job of explaining the reasons for the variation between 2005. 2010

and 2012 sets of cost estimates. The public rate-payer is slowly awakening to the rising
cost curve of projections for the consent decree in2012 versus the original LTCP.
Explain better and more often why costs went up so significantly. Make it clear if you
can and the public will better accept the bad news.

5. Our accountability as the local elected officials fbr communities in the service area

requires us to be ready when complaints are made about our billing numbers; may we
please have an annual update of the reasons why the costs have gone up this year vs. last

and this year vs. 3 years ago? Let us know so we remain credible in answering our
residents' legitimate concerns.

6. The Tunnel is the "800-lb. gorilla" which must be squarely addressed in any discussion
of the long term plan. As the consent decree gets older, some may forget the original role
of the Tunnel was as the "Ilammer" element intended to force serious consideration o1'

costly but less dilficult options. The [,TCP committee members, including me, urged
alternatives be offered to US EPA forthe approval o1-thciudge. The judgc who inherited
this case file is a generalist. who is likely to defer to US EPA environmental engineers if
they resist the MSD on alternatives to the tunnel. We need to have US EPA concurrence
in the non-Tunnel project alternatives if we are to seck Boehner. Portman and Sherrod
Brown help with the more visible and marginally less costly alternatives. I rccommend
tl-rat we intensely publicize tunnel storage experiences in other cities both as to thc costs

ol-creation (and disposal of rock) and costs of operation (pumps and power usage). l'hen
MSD should position the altcrnatives as n'rore benign and more rational. I am concerned
that MSD may not l.rave offered the public sr-rfficicnt perspective on the issue o1'why
scveral alternative rain-e'n'ent water retention options will be feasible. T'he public must ge1

that context from facts that MSD and its contractors can publicize. If tlie l-unnel is the
sole choice left standing after smaller surface projects are discarded, there may be a real
problem with voter acceptance of the l'unnel, e.g. "why didn't you tell us that A or B
were ollr best alternatives to a Chicago-style tunnel?"

'fhank you for considering these commcnts.

.lirn O' Reilly, Wyoming City Counci l, j oreil l),(4)f use.net, 708-5 60 I
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 1     WHEREUPON:
  

 2             (Exhibit Numbers 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7 and 8 were
  

 3   marked for identification.)
  

 4             MR. SIGMAN:  Good evening.  If we could head
  

 5    towards our seats we'll get started here in a minute or
  

 6    so.  Thank you.  Evening.  My name is Christian Sigman.
  

 7    Welcome to the Metropolitan Sewer District Town Hall
  

 8    Meeting.  Thank you for coming out tonight.
  

 9             I'm the Hamilton County Administrator and we have
  

10    a special relationship with MSD because MSD is a City
  

11    Department and it runs the County's, the County's sewer
  

12    system.  And we have a great relationship.  We have a
  

13    wonderful sewer department.  This is an exciting time for
  

14    you to hear about a very major decision for this
  

15    community.  And, as I said at the previous town meeting,
  

16    the financial implications of this decision, made by the
  

17    County Commissioners, will be bigger than the Stadium.
  

18    This is a huge number, it has a long lasting impact on the
  

19    community and we want to make sure we get this right.
  

20             It's my pleasure to introduce Commissioner Todd
  

21    Portune who has perhaps been the elected official most
  

22    closely aligned with MSD probably going back 20 years.  I
  

23    don't want to date you.  But Todd has the most experience
  

24    of any elected official, I think, in the region on this
  

25    and is very knowledgeable on it.  And he has some
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 1    introductory comments.
  

 2             COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Christian, thank you very
  

 3    much.  Good evening, Ladies and Gentlemen.  I want to
  

 4    thank all of you for coming out tonight for this community
  

 5    town meeting that is being hosted by the Metropolitan
  

 6    Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati.  I want to thank the
  

 7    women and men of MSD and staff from Director Tony Parrott
  

 8    on down for hosting this event tonight.  And I also want
  

 9    to acknowledge my colleague on the Hamilton County
  

10    Commission who, Chris Monzel, who is here this evening.
  

11    Chris wants to say hello to everybody and he's here.
  

12    Chris.  Thank you.
  

13                          (Applause.)
  

14             COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Chris gets the applause
  

15    and I'll wait for the darts, but that's okay.  Some of you
  

16    were probably at the town hall meeting last week, as I
  

17    was.  And I just wanted to offer a couple of words with
  

18    respect to the bigger picture and some of the important
  

19    issues that we're wrestling with as a Board in connection
  

20    with this very important decision involving, not just the
  

21    potential alternative remedy for the Lower Mill Creek, but
  

22    the broader issue of the Consent Decree, the Federal
  

23    Consent Decree that Hamilton County is under and where
  

24    this fits in the context of all of that.
  

25             We are under a Federal Court order enacted by
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 1    United States District Court Judge Arthur Spiegel.  The
  

 2    U.S. District Court, that sits in Cincinnati, requiring
  

 3    Hamilton County, the City of Cincinnati and MSD to do
  

 4    certain things in two phases over an elongated period.
  

 5    The estimated price tag on that, in 2006 dollars, and I
  

 6    know that's a phrase that people are not enamored with.
  

 7    They want to know, well, what does it really cost today?
  

 8    And we have to get those numbers for you, but it's roughly
  

 9    three and a half billion dollars, with a B, Billion
  

10    dollars.
  

11             And this is part of a large nationwide
  

12    enforcement action by EPA and the Department of Justice.
  

13    Where there are 781 villages, cities, counties'
  

14    clean-water districts that are involved nationwide with a
  

15    price tag conservatively estimated at over 500 billion
  

16    dollars related to Clean Water Act Enforcement and sewer
  

17    remediation nationally.  So it's a huge issue, it's an
  

18    issue of national significance and importance and we're in
  

19    the middle of this.
  

20             Why do I share that with you?  I'm sharing that
  

21    with you because the Board of County Commissioners
  

22    ultimately has the decision to make with respect to the
  

23    Lower Mill Creek and the Lick Run alternative remedy what
  

24    we are going to do.  And we are, under that consent
  

25    Decree, required to make that decision by year-end this
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 1    year.
  

 2             That said, that may not in and of itself end the
  

 3    question.  The reason for that is under the existing
  

 4    consent Decree we have been afforded the opportunity to
  

 5    look at alternatives to a deep tunnel, which originally
  

 6    was put in as the preferred remedy.  We are permitted the
  

 7    opportunity to look at alternatives, but if we do anything
  

 8    other than the deep tunnel, then it goes under a review
  

 9    and evaluation and approval process by EPA.  And they
  

10    ultimately will determine whether we're allowed to do that
  

11    or not.
  

12             And that's how our consent Decree operates and
  

13    how current enforcement here and in many other places
  

14    across the country is occurring with respect to the Clean
  

15    Water Act.  As a Board, we have taken action to develop a
  

16    national coalition of communities that are affected the
  

17    same way as us.  And we've done that for the purpose of
  

18    trying to get EPA to implement new policy and to approach
  

19    this in a different way that will allow us and other
  

20    communities greater opportunity to implement integrated
  

21    planning, alternative approaches, sustainable approaches.
  

22    The bottom line of which are the ability to do things
  

23    quicker, cheaper and better.
  

24             And that's critically important because, as all
  

25    of you know, your sewer rates are going up.  And they're
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 1    going up to underwrite the cost of what we're being
  

 2    required to do under the consent Decree.  And we are doing
  

 3    everything within our power to not only meet the
  

 4    obligations that we have under the Clean Water Act, but to
  

 5    do them in ways that are as least expensive to all of us,
  

 6    who are rate payers in the district, as possible.  Because
  

 7    the bottom line is, if this moves forward without some
  

 8    alternative approaches that we hear and others elsewhere
  

 9    in the nation are allowed to do it's not sustainable, from
  

10    a cost perspective, not to individual rate payers, not to
  

11    businesses.  The costs are, are extraordinary.
  

12             I have twice been asked to testify before
  

13    Congressional Committees on this issue on behalf of the
  

14    coalition that we've put together.  And, just in general
  

15    about the issue, because we're on the forefront of this
  

16    debate nationally of trying to get permission to do things
  

17    that meet our obligations under the Act but meet them in
  

18    ways that are less expensive to rate payers and therefore
  

19    more affordable to everyone.  That work is ongoing.  We're
  

20    making progress but no final decisions have been made.
  

21             On the House side there's a lot of interest, on
  

22    the Senate side interest is being developed and from an
  

23    Administration perspective I think it's fair to say that
  

24    there is interest being developed as well.  But no final
  

25    decisions have been made, no final policies have been
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 1    presented, it remains a work in progress.
  

 2             From the Board's perspective we're here, I'm
  

 3    here, Commissioner Monzel is here, County Administration
  

 4    is here tonight obviously to hear from all of you with
  

 5    respect to the impact that what is occurring in South
  

 6    Fairmount and elsewhere throughout Hamilton County is
  

 7    having on rate payers, on all of you on your businesses,
  

 8    on your homes.  This is very disruptive and we're aware of
  

 9    that, we're aware of that.
  

10             We wish we could tell you that we have an answer
  

11    as to exactly what's going to be done.  But as I said even
  

12    if we selected today, the alternative approach, that's not
  

13    the final answer to the question.  That just simply means
  

14    that we've met a timetable and then EPA employs their
  

15    evaluation process to determine whether ultimately we're
  

16    allowed to do that or not.  So, that's the way the consent
  

17    Decree is operating, that's the way things work today.
  

18    And that's the Federal order that we are operating under.
  

19             At the end of the day though we're going to have
  

20    to meet our obligations as ordered by the Court.  At the
  

21    end of the day a remedy will be constructed and put into
  

22    place.  Whether it's the deep tunnel or whether it is an
  

23    alternative.  Our hope is that we're allowed to do the
  

24    most affective thing that costs the less and that is the
  

25    most supportive of the interests of the community.  So
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 1    that at the end of the day we not only have met our legal
  

 2    obligation but we've also done something that produces a
  

 3    better community in both the short and long run.  Done in
  

 4    such a way and developed in such a manner and partnership
  

 5    with all of you.
  

 6             So, on behalf of my colleagues I wanted to make
  

 7    sure that that bigger picture of what we're operating
  

 8    within and some of the parameters and strictures that we
  

 9    have imposed upon us were known.  I'm not sure that all of
  

10    that was necessarily presented at the meeting a week ago.
  

11    I wanted to make sure you were aware of that.  We're aware
  

12    of what we're trying to do in terms of engaging EPA, the
  

13    Administration, House and Senate Members to try to get
  

14    their interest and oversight in this in ways that will
  

15    allow us in Hamilton County and other communities
  

16    nationwide to do this in a manner that is affordable and
  

17    is sustainable.  Because, without that, it's not, it's not
  

18    going to be.  We need to have that oversight in connection
  

19    with all of this.
  

20             Mr. Monzel, anything else that you want to add to
  

21    what's going on?  Okay.  Great.  And I too thank everyone
  

22    for coming out here tonight.  I look forward to your
  

23    comments this evening.  Thank you.
  

24                          (Applause.)
  

25             MS. KENDRICK:  Hello, everyone, and on behalf of
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 1    the Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati I
  

 2    would like to welcome you to tonight's town hall meeting.
  

 3    My name is Crystal Kendrick.  I am the President of The
  

 4    Voice of Your Customer.  We are a registered small
  

 5    business with the Metropolitan Sewer District and we've
  

 6    had the pleasure of working on several community outreach
  

 7    projects with MSD since 2008.
  

 8             As you know the focus of tonight's discussion is
  

 9    the Lower Mill Creek remedy.  As Commissioner Portune
  

10    explained there are many options that we're going to
  

11    review tonight.  Some are called or referred to as the
  

12    grey approach and others are referred to as the
  

13    sustainable approach.  For those of you who are familiar
  

14    with some of the MSD projects this, the proposed Lick Run
  

15    project, in South Fairmount, is an example of the
  

16    sustainable approach.
  

17             As we begin tonight's program I would like to
  

18    introduce you to the MSD project team.  To begin I would
  

19    like to introduce you to Mr. Tony Parrott who is the
  

20    Executive Director of MSD and he will present to you here
  

21    in just a moment.  We also have Ms. MaryLynn Lodor who is
  

22    the Environmental Program Manager at MSD.  Additionally we
  

23    have three other people who are assisting with the public
  

24    feedback process.  That would be Deb Leonard.  If she
  

25    could raise her hand, in the back.  We also have Ms. Linda
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 1    Guinn who is our stenographer and Dean Niemeyer from
  

 2    Hamilton County who will be our official time keeper.
  

 3             The goal of this session is to hear from you, the
  

 4    Residents of Hamilton County.  Mr. Parrott will give a
  

 5    presentation about the remedies that can include the cost
  

 6    and the performance.  Immediately following the
  

 7    presentation we will open the floor for comments.  This is
  

 8    the same format that was used last week at the
  

 9    Metropolitan Sewer District Administrative Office with a
  

10    different group of people.  And we had tremendous
  

11    feedback, a lot of very good discussion and some very
  

12    valuable feedback that came from the residents.  We hope
  

13    that we will have the same experience tonight with you.
  

14             There are many ways to communicate your comments
  

15    about this project.  If you would like to verbally express
  

16    your comments tonight, here at this session, we will ask
  

17    that you grab a card from the back table and include your
  

18    contact information on the card.  Can someone raise their
  

19    hand where the comment cards are?  Did everyone receive a
  

20    comment card when they came in?  Okay, great.
  

21             If you would prefer, you can also write your
  

22    comments and leave them in a plastic container that is on
  

23    the back table.  Last, but certainly not least, you are
  

24    also invited to call in or e-mail the MSD office and the
  

25    contact information is on your Agenda.  To insure that
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 1    everyone has an opportunity to speak tonight we ask that
  

 2    each person limit your talk time to two minutes.  We
  

 3    really want to hear from the Residents of Hamilton County
  

 4    and we hope that you share your ideas with us in whichever
  

 5    format is most comfortable for you.
  

 6             Before we get started I would like to take care
  

 7    of a few housekeeping notes.  The session is scheduled to
  

 8    end tonight at 9:00 P.M.  Restrooms are located in the
  

 9    back on the left, to my left.  I would also like to remind
  

10    you that this is a public forum and therefore our
  

11    stenographer will be documenting the minutes from this
  

12    session.
  

13             At this time I would like to turn over the
  

14    microphone to Mr. Tony Parrott, our Executive Director,
  

15    who will discuss the Lower Mill Creek remedy.  Thank you.
  

16             (Whereupon, Exhibit Numbers 4,5, 10-1 through
  

17    10-16 and 11 were marked for identification.)
  

18             MR. PARROTT:  Good evening, everyone.  Thank you
  

19    all for coming out.  As it was noted this is the second of
  

20    a town hall process where we're trying to receive feedback
  

21    on the Lower Mill Creek partial remedy.  The comments that
  

22    we received last week both verbal and written will be a
  

23    part of a package that we put together as we develop our
  

24    submittal to the County Commissioners after the formal
  

25    public meeting process that the County will conduct in
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 1    September.  So your feedback is very important.
  

 2             We are here tonight basically to share the
  

 3    results of all the work that we've done.  We are not here
  

 4    to advocate one way or the other.  We just want to really
  

 5    come and just share the facts and the findings of all the
  

 6    work that we've done.  So, with that, some of you I
  

 7    recognize faces that were here last week, so you're going
  

 8    to be very board because you're going to hear the same
  

 9    stuff that we talked about last week.  But for those of
  

10    you who are new the Lower Creek partial remedy is a
  

11    three-year study that we've been conducting since 2009
  

12    that's looking at, as described before, a default or grey
  

13    solution or a more sustainable approach to dealing with
  

14    the mandate that we have from the Federal Government.
  

15             So what this presentation is about basically is
  

16    to share those findings and results and to provide some
  

17    clarity on some specific technical issues relative to
  

18    cost, relative to benefits and relative to some risk.  And
  

19    kind of follow the format that we've been communicating to
  

20    the County Commissioners, that we've been communicating to
  

21    City Council and that we've been communicating to the
  

22    Regulators.
  

23             And so what you're hearing tonight is what folks
  

24    that are at the decision table have heard already.  But
  

25    this is a transparent process, it's a big decision and
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 1    it's a decision that is not going to be made in a vacuum.
  

 2    So thank you all for being here tonight.
  

 3             (Whereupon, Mr. Parrott presented the PowerPoint
  

 4    presentation off the record and Exhibit Number 9 was
  

 5    marked for identification.)
  

 6             (Whereupon the PowerPoint presentation
  

 7    concluded.)
  

 8             MR. PARROTT:  -- there will be separate
  

 9    opportunities for us to have public hearings with City
  

10    Council and with the County Commissioners.  And once we
  

11    get through that process we will be packaging our
  

12    recommendation to policy makers.  And at that point a
  

13    decision will be made and submitted to USEPA by the end of
  

14    2012.  So that's sort of where we go from here.  So while
  

15    we're here tonight basically is for you to understand
  

16    where we are and what the decisions are, what the analysis
  

17    shows, what the facts are so that we can get your
  

18    feedback.
  

19             And, you know, we've been through the details,
  

20    we've told you technically where we are.  We've told you
  

21    from the benefits in a cost perspective where we are.  And
  

22    so now we want to be able to get your public feedback.
  

23    So, with that, Crystal, I will turn it back to you and we
  

24    can begin that public input process.
  

25                            (Applause.)
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 1             MS. KENDRICK:  Yeah, how about that.  Thank you,
  

 2    Mr. Parrott, for that outstanding and informative
  

 3    presentation.  I'm sure that everyone now has a better
  

 4    understanding of what lies ahead for our communities.  At
  

 5    this time we are going to open the floor for comments.
  

 6    Once again if you would like to verbally address the group
  

 7    tonight we ask that you write down your contact
  

 8    information on one of the cards in the back.  And then
  

 9    when you come up we'll ask you to stand in line, we'll ask
  

10    you to form a line behind the microphone.  As it is your
  

11    turn, we will ask you to give your card to Deb, who is
  

12    raising her hand.  And as a reminder you have two minutes.
  

13    Of course we're not going to stop you in the middle of
  

14    your sentence but we will remind you that your sentence
  

15    needs to come to an end.
  

16             To insure that everyone is heard -- oh, I'm
  

17    sorry, I didn't want to interrupt you.  To insure that
  

18    everyone is heard we will ask you to go to the microphone
  

19    and speak one at a time.  Once everyone who wants to speak
  

20    has had an opportunity to do so, and if time permits, you
  

21    may get back in line to address the group once again.
  

22             If you prefer not to speak at the microphone you
  

23    can also write down your comments and place them in the
  

24    plastic container on the back table.  You can also e-mail
  

25    or call the MSD project team using the contact information
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 1    on your Agenda.  The deadline for submitting written
  

 2    comments about this project is Monday, September the 3rd.
  

 3    We really do want to hear from you and we hope that you
  

 4    will share your comments in a manner that is most
  

 5    convenient for you.  I'll say that we'll begin with the
  

 6    first question, or we'll invite you to stand at the
  

 7    microphone.
  

 8             MR. ELLIS:  Good evening.  My name is Elliott
  

 9    Ellis.  I'm President of the South Fairmount Community
  

10    Council.  When in 19 -- or 2010 MSD began making public
  

11    the need to remove CSOs in a project groundwork they
  

12    published the same solutions for Project Groundwork.  I
  

13    quote from that pamphlet.  MSD is currently pursuing
  

14    potential opportunities in Carthage and South Fairmount
  

15    and will continue to look for new partners.
  

16             MSD's Vision 2012-2014, pamphlet, MSD's, Our
  

17    Promise to You.  Promised.  And I again quote, engaged in
  

18    integrated discussion making.  From the very beginning the
  

19    South Fairmount Community Council offered to partner with
  

20    MSD.  From the very beginning MSD have be silent on our
  

21    offer to become Project Groundwork Lick Run partner.  As a
  

22    result, the South Fairmount Community Council formed a
  

23    public private partnership with Hargrove Engineering,
  

24    L.L.C.
  

25             We have developed enhancements to Lick Run's --
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 1    or MSD's Lick Run project to ensure that South Fairmount
  

 2    would be more than an open ditch.  We stand ready to make
  

 3    these enhancements public and will do so on Tuesday,
  

 4    August 28th from 6:00 to 8:00 P.M. at Orion Academy,
  

 5    located at 1798 Queen City Avenue.  The South Fairmount
  

 6    Community Council has repeatedly stated that our
  

 7    enhancements would truly make the entire Lick Run project
  

 8    a win win for MSD, South Fairmount and the Lick Run
  

 9    Watershed.
  

10             MSD has said all the right words.  Has MSD taken
  

11    all the right actions?  MSD's Project Groundwork Lick Run
  

12    can never become a national model for CSO removal without
  

13    all having a share in the outcome.  South Fairmount
  

14    deserves more than open ditch defining our community.
  

15    Thank you.
  

16             MS. KENDRICK:  Thank you, Mr. Ellis.
  

17             MS. MURRAY:  My name is Julie Murray and I'm a
  

18    Member of the Community Council in CUF, Clifton Heights
  

19    University Heights in Fairview.  And I have questions
  

20    rather than a prepared statement.  Several -- well, a
  

21    statement, several months ago, all the neighbors in my end
  

22    of CUF had fumes coming from our sewer, big time, inside
  

23    our homes.  We had to evacuate our homes and we were told
  

24    afterwards, when the people that were responsible for
  

25    checking it out came that night, I'm glad to say so we
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 1    could return to our homes, that it was the result of one
  

 2    of the industries dumping gasoline into the water system,
  

 3    into the sewer system.  I was shocked.  So, that's one
  

 4    example.
  

 5             My question is since stormwater services is the
  

 6    lion's share of my residential water bill, by far, how
  

 7    much more will either of these projects cost a homeowner?
  

 8    That's my first question.  And the second question is how
  

 9    is industry and business being prorated for their use of
  

10    the same system?  So those are the statement and the two
  

11    questions.  Thank you.
  

12             MS. KLOECKER:  Hi.
  

13             MS. KENDRICK:  Hello.
  

14             MS. KLOECKER:  I'm Cecilia Kloecker and I'm a
  

15    resident of Hamilton County and I just have one sentence.
  

16    I don't understand and I'm frustrated how MSD is defining
  

17    this as a public feedback meeting when Tony Parrott speaks
  

18    for 50 minutes and a two-hour meeting that allows only 40
  

19    minutes of public input.
  

20             MR. WILLHAM:  Good evening.  My name is Paul
  

21    Willham.  I'm President of the Knox Hill Neighborhood
  

22    Association.  I've been involved in community turn-around
  

23    efforts in several cities as a preservation consultants to
  

24    neighborhoods and redevelopment groups.  I have extensive
  

25    experience in urban planning and effective redevelopment
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 1    strategies.
  

 2             I would like to address the fuzzy math, MSD's
  

 3    proposed budgetary projections, and shed light on the real
  

 4    hidden costs involved in this project.  No where in the
  

 5    MSD alternative projection is factored the loss of
  

 6    property tax revenue.  In short, property acquired by the
  

 7    County for this project is not going to be taxed.  Based
  

 8    on the property MSD has acquired and the property MSD
  

 9    needs to acquire for the alternative plan, millions of
  

10    dollars in property tax revenue are lost over the 25-year
  

11    span in this project.
  

12             There's no concrete development, redevelopment
  

13    plan with this alternative, no budget for redevelopment.
  

14    Who would ultimately do the redevelopment?  Simply the
  

15    idea that we will build this and magically it will happen.
  

16    As someone who has a history of redevelopment and new
  

17    infill construction the idea that a developer would build
  

18    market-rate 250 to $350,000 infill in a basin centered
  

19    around a drainage ditch is laughable.
  

20             Indianapolis has a similar project called Pogue's
  

21    Run.  You should go by it.  It was built as a wet water
  

22    park.  You can't go to it because of the mosquitoes and
  

23    the smell.  Cincinnati has a history of redevelopment.  We
  

24    saw it with Queens Gate when we knocked -- when we evicted
  

25    25,000 people from there.  We spent 43 million dollars to
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 1    clear the neighborhood to build Queens Gate which we
  

 2    resold to private developers for seven, point, two million
  

 3    dollars.  In urban planning circles the Queens Gate
  

 4    project is illustrated as to what not to do in urban
  

 5    renewal.  Let's not make the same mistake again.
  

 6             I support the deep tunnel is the only sensible
  

 7    alternative.  The meager savings of the green alternative
  

 8    is offset by the property tax revenue forever lost by this
  

 9    proposal.  You may save eight cents per unit, but when you
  

10    factor in the real property revenue loss this alternative
  

11    will cost far more and amount to the architectural rate of
  

12    South Fairmount by MSD.  Thank you.
  

13             MS. KENDRICK:  Thank you.
  

14             MR. MARA:  Thank you.  My name is Tim Mara and I
  

15    don't yet have an opinion as to which alternative is the
  

16    best.  I came here to learn.  But I do feel that whatever
  

17    alternative is ultimately chosen that rate payers should
  

18    not be stuck paying for aspects of the project that are
  

19    more the nature of economic development than addressing
  

20    the stormwater overflows.  This project, those kind of
  

21    projects, should stand on their own feet and be funded
  

22    either by agencies whose job is economic development or by
  

23    developers who stand to benefit by the money making
  

24    opportunities created by these projects and not the
  

25    customers of MSD.
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 1             And this is not the first time that MSD has
  

 2    created projects that are more for economic development
  

 3    than to solve a sewer problem.  And, Mr. Parrott, I
  

 4    mentioned to you the Glenview Pump Station project in
  

 5    Green Township which is to open up land rather than to
  

 6    solve a CSO problem.  So we don't want to see that again.
  

 7    It's not your job to promote economic development and you
  

 8    should stick to the sewer issues.  I'm also concerned that
  

 9    the dollar comparison is a narrow way of looking at or
  

10    comparing these projects.
  

11             Dollars are important, but they're not
  

12    everything.  As I understand it these alternative
  

13    projects, one of them, calls for removal of acres of trees
  

14    at Mount Airy Forest for stormwater detention basins.
  

15    That's a loss of trees and wildlife.  You have to put a
  

16    dollar value on those losses in order to make a comparison
  

17    valid.  Just as you need to put a dollar value on the loss
  

18    of historic structures along Lick Run in order to make the
  

19    dollar comparisons valid.
  

20             So we need to somehow bondize the loss of
  

21    historic properties and the loss of trees and wildlife
  

22    habitat in order to make these comparisons valid.  Thank
  

23    you.
  

24             MS. KENDRICK:  Thank you.
  

25             MR. SMITH:  Ladies and Gentlemen, my name is
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 1    Dennis Smith and I'm President of the South Fairmount
  

 2    Business Association.  You'll notice by what they're
  

 3    saying here tonight this is an outreach program.  Tony
  

 4    mentioned about the 300 people that attended the
  

 5    workshops, workshops one, two and three.  21,000
  

 6    invitations were sent out and only about 300 people showed
  

 7    up.  And of that 300 people most of them were MSD
  

 8    employees, City employees or consultants.  Last week I
  

 9    attended the South Fairmount or the one over at MSD
  

10    headquarters in Lower Price Hill.  And the statistics are
  

11    there was hundred and 17 people that attended that
  

12    meeting, that's similar to this crowd here.
  

13             Of the hundred and 17 close to 70 were employees
  

14    of the MSD, the City, the County or consultants.  20
  

15    businesses were represented or probably about 18
  

16    businesses.  There were some extras there for each
  

17    company.  And there was a miscellaneous of about 30
  

18    people.  I suspect this group here tonight also is very
  

19    similar in its makeup.  I think there's a lot of County,
  

20    City employees, MSD employees.  And this is part of the
  

21    outreach effort.  Somehow the MSD is not getting out to
  

22    the general public.
  

23             You'll notice in tonight's presentation that Tony
  

24    said nothing about businesses in South Fairmount that will
  

25    be affected by this Project Groundwork including the
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 1    viaduct and possibly Westwood Avenue.  Total of about 68
  

 2    million dollars in sales are representing of about 22 of
  

 3    the 30 companies that are there.  And I have affidavits
  

 4    from these people who I interviewed representing about 600
  

 5    jobs.  There seems no regard whatsoever for what the
  

 6    businesses are to do.  They say they reach out and they
  

 7    reach out basically in name only.  They do talk to us, he
  

 8    mentioned here tonight, but he didn't say anything about
  

 9    what they were going to actually do for us.
  

10             And also I want to say we've invited the USEPA to
  

11    come to our meetings twice and they refused saying they
  

12    don't have money in their budget.  And we've offered to
  

13    pay for their airfare.  Thank you.
  

14             MS. KENDRICK:  Thank you.
  

15             MR. DRAKE:  Good evening.  My name is Gregory
  

16    Drake and I'm the Redevelopment and Project Coordinator
  

17    for Knox Hill Neighborhood Association of South Fairmount.
  

18    I support the proven deep tunnel approach for South
  

19    Fairmount as I feel it provides the necessary requirements
  

20    under Federal consent Decree.  But more importantly it
  

21    would, it would preserve historic assets which are best,
  

22    which are the best chance for rebirth and redevelopment in
  

23    South Fairmount.
  

24             We cannot risk our history and viable
  

25    redevelopment based on leveraging historic assets for
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 1    unknown and untested theory.  Nor are there any
  

 2    redevelopment numbers available for review.  This is
  

 3    nothing more than a 1960's urban renewal scheme repackaged
  

 4    as a green alternative.  It didn't work in 1960s and it
  

 5    won't work this time.  There is nothing green about
  

 6    placing an extended or existing built, existing-built
  

 7    structure in a landfill, excavating brownfields and
  

 8    bringing new soil in, in hopes of development will come.
  

 9    Thank you.
  

10             MS. KENDRICK:  Thank you.
  

11             MR. PATTON:  Hello.  My name is Michael Earl
  

12    Patton.  I'm an engineer, I live in Oakley.  I wanted to
  

13    say that of the two alternatives presented, the deep
  

14    tunnel and the sustainable alternative, that I'm very
  

15    skeptical of the deep tunnel because I'm concerned about
  

16    the ongoing operational costs.  As I say, it's not the
  

17    cost but the upkeep, you know, to pump all that water
  

18    down.  Let the water drain down down down to a deep tunnel
  

19    and then pump it up again, you know, after every heavy
  

20    rain it's just going to be extremely expensive.  And I do
  

21    not see energy costs getting cheaper over time.
  

22             So, that's my explanation whether the sustainable
  

23    or alternative can't be improved.  I did listen to some of
  

24    these concerns here, I do think they are legitimate, but
  

25    that's what my concern is about the deep tunnel.  I do
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 1    have two questions.  Mr. Parrott spoke of the two percent
  

 2    of the medium income and some kind of indicator as to the
  

 3    economic burden.  He did not say where we are now with
  

 4    respect to that two percent.  I would like to know what
  

 5    that is?  And also this is the consent Decree, and
  

 6    attachments which I downloaded off of the website.  It's
  

 7    speaks of a one, point, five billion dollar capital cost
  

 8    after which if we spend that much money in 2006 dollars,
  

 9    as Mr. Parrott likes to say, you know, we can, you know,
  

10    work with the parties to see if we can get a time
  

11    extension.
  

12             I think Mr. Portune mentioned a three and a half
  

13    billion dollar cost, but I'm not sure if that's a capital
  

14    cost.  But I would like to know where we are with respect
  

15    to the one, point, five billion dollar capital cost
  

16    Section 9 of this consent Decree?  Thank you.
  

17             MS. FRECHETTE:  Good evening.  My name is Eileen
  

18    Frechette and I live in Wooden Shoe Hollow.  It's part of
  

19    Spring Grove Village Winton Hills area, Kings Run
  

20    Watershed.
  

21             I have a very strong feeling about if our money
  

22    is to be spent, at least I'm going to be charged for what
  

23    happens.  It feels really important to me that you approve
  

24    how affective the system will be.  And the multiple
  

25    modeling process concerns me, 'cause this could go on for
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 1    a long long time.  You can come down to Kings Run which is
  

 2    daylighted in Wooden Shoe Hollow.  You can see what
  

 3    happens in a normal small rain.  And you can think about
  

 4    what has happened in the past year when we had 70 inches
  

 5    of rainfall.
  

 6             I don't, in my going through these papers, see a
  

 7    projection that really covers what is happening with our
  

 8    rainfall and what is happening with the volume and the
  

 9    velocity of stormwater.  That's not including development
  

10    that may occur.  But we need to see real models.  And our
  

11    community offered to be very much a part of showing the
  

12    situation, demonstrating what's happening down there.  And
  

13    we have been waiting for our community design project.  I
  

14    know one was done in Lick Run.
  

15             So I would like to know what happened to the
  

16    community design project?  And also, how affective will
  

17    this really be?  I don't want to see lots more money spent
  

18    modeling for several more years.  Thank you.
  

19             MS. KENDRICK:  Thank you.
  

20             MR. YOUNG:  Good evening.  My name is Charles
  

21    Young.  I'm the Vice President of the South Fairmount
  

22    Community Council.  Proceeding me, my President, Mr.
  

23    Elliott Ellis, laid out for you some of the difficulties
  

24    we are having in our community.  And trust me, if I was in
  

25    South Fairmount right now I probably would have a bunch of
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 1    eggs thrown at me.
  

 2             But let me say this to you.  Those of you who
  

 3    really don't know me as the Vice President of my community
  

 4    I'm also an accounting major, economics minor.  I have
  

 5    said on many a times and many occasions that I think this
  

 6    challenge that the MSD and the County has is a great one.
  

 7    And I would think that we can champion it with a win win
  

 8    situation solution.  Just as this past week, for the first
  

 9    time, this community was able to engage the County in a
  

10    dialog that can put us forward with that effort.
  

11             I do want to see a new birth in our community, I
  

12    think we can achieve that.  But today I'm here to talk
  

13    about the cost.  Now in my schooling and my training we
  

14    would talk about the cost curve, the subsupply and the
  

15    demand.  Presently I'm trying to figure out how can we pay
  

16    for this.  Most of us, well, most of you, are not like me
  

17    are not rich so you have to pay for, pay for this project.
  

18    That means that you have to have a set amount of people to
  

19    supply this cost or this payment for this project.
  

20             So that means that there's not going to be a
  

21    decline in our population, or is it?  So, who's going to
  

22    pay for this?  And if we're going to pay for this and you
  

23    want us to pay for this why don't you give us something at
  

24    the end of the year that we can recapitalize our money
  

25    loss through our taxes?  Give us a credit, and then I can
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 1    see my investment in this project being sought in my own
  

 2    personal business.  Because a lot of your businesses I
  

 3    know pay for it, I mean, you can write it off.  But some
  

 4    of us smaller people can't do that.  So I'm asking
  

 5    possibly, you legislators, give us a tax credit that we
  

 6    can write off every year to help sustain this project for
  

 7    you.  And as you know the economy is declining.  Thank
  

 8    you.
  

 9             MS. KENDRICK:  Thank you.
  

10             MR. SLACK:  Hi.  I'm Steve Slack.  I'm a
  

11    landowner in Wooden Shoe Hollow in Kings Run which runs
  

12    directly, yeah, on my property.  I want to put it in the
  

13    record that I gave MaryLynn Lodor a thumb drive of a rain
  

14    event in December of 2011 of just a simple one-day rain
  

15    that filled up Kings Run.  That's over the sewer, the
  

16    daylighted stream and, you know, it was a foot below
  

17    flood.
  

18             And I was reading about the alternative solution
  

19    that I just learned about recently and that there could be
  

20    even more stormwater diverted to Kings Run.  And it just
  

21    simply cannot handle any more capacity than it does right
  

22    now.  So you have a video of what that rain event looks
  

23    like because we see it all the time there in Wooden Shoe
  

24    Hollow.  I understand that the EHRT that could be install
  

25    at 217 would be designed for a one and a half inch rain
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 1    event.  And the way it rains there I don't know if that
  

 2    would actually help the situation since so often we have
  

 3    more than one and a half-inch rain events.
  

 4             And so I would like some more information about
  

 5    the statistics on that sort of thing.  And the, of course,
  

 6    the alternatives are unknown really right now since I
  

 7    haven't had a chance to talk with people what exactly what
  

 8    those are.  And that's it.  Thanks for listening.  And I
  

 9    hope that the sustainable solution is the solution.  I
  

10    hope it all works out.  I don't envy your job at all.
  

11             MS. KENDRICK:  Thank you.  Is there anyone else?
  

12    Hello.  Sorry about that.
  

13             MS. METZ:  Yes.  How'd you know.  I'm Jo Ann
  

14    Metz.  I'm with the San Antonio Church.  The congregation
  

15    sent me.  Also, I'm the President on Lick Run Valley
  

16    Historical Association.  We've been in business about 22
  

17    years.  I live on the floor of the valley.  The people on
  

18    the floor of the valley, it should be made clear, feel
  

19    very differently than the people that live on the ridges
  

20    and on, halfway up the valley.
  

21             It's kind of amazing.  The people that are
  

22    speaking for South Fairmount actually live in Central
  

23    Fairmount and I thought you should know that.  Not that we
  

24    have great differences in what they bring up, but probably
  

25    is useful to them, but we are really glad that somebody's
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 1    come and saved us from all the traffic and the sewage that
  

 2    backs up in our basement.  We are perfectly willing to
  

 3    cooperate in any way we can, and our church has.  And I
  

 4    want to remind you that the EPA has a long proud history
  

 5    here in Cincinnati.  I know it personally for many years,
  

 6    and was acquainted with an agency.  They could always
  

 7    assign a special group and unit that would see to it that
  

 8    this is not an open ditch, that it's sustained.  And it
  

 9    would be a feather in our hat and a feather in their hat
  

10    to turn something good like that out of Cincinnati.  They
  

11    have a long history of helping the nation's health system.
  

12             I wish you would ask for that when you bargain
  

13    with them.  They're good men and women.  Thank you.
  

14             MS. KENDRICK:  Thank you.
  

15             MS. WALL:  My name is Marilyn Wall and I'm a
  

16    Member of Sierra Club.  And I just wanted to touch on a
  

17    few topics.  One --
  

18             MS. KENDRICK:  May I ask you to lift the
  

19    microphone so we can hear you?
  

20             MS. WALL:  Thank you.
  

21             MS. KENDRICK:  Thank you.
  

22             MS. WALL:  Thank you.  I'm glad to hear Mr.
  

23    Parrott say that more information will be made available
  

24    on the web.  We've been asking for more information and I
  

25    think you are hearing that from a number of people
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 1    tonight.  Also, who would like to understand the project
  

 2    better and understand the implications, the water quality
  

 3    issues and so on, far better than what they can from the
  

 4    information that's been made available to date.
  

 5             We -- also glad to hear a little bit different
  

 6    descriptions of what's going on with water quality and
  

 7    MSD's goals as far as water quality goes.  But the
  

 8    ultimate goal is not just that did we achieve volumetric
  

 9    reductions in short term, but to actually achieve water
  

10    quality standards in the long run.  And that's, that's the
  

11    ultimate purpose of the entire effort with the consent
  

12    Decree.
  

13             We're really concerned about whether or not the
  

14    right solutions are being picked when they're being aimed
  

15    simply at meeting an 85 percent goal as opposed to
  

16    ultimately what the benefit is from working toward
  

17    achieving water quality and whether or not we're picking
  

18    the right solutions at this point.  We're looking at
  

19    pretty significant changes in the volume of overflows from
  

20    just a few years ago.  And we have a lot of concerns about
  

21    how accurate these are right now and how well this really
  

22    represents the impact to water quality within Mill Creek
  

23    as well as the other watersheds in -- that MSD is
  

24    responsible for.
  

25             How accurate are they?  We know MSD says they're
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 1    very confident, but we need to see real data and real
  

 2    validation by actual flow monitors and so on to know both
  

 3    the flow is right and also what the actual water quality
  

 4    at the point of overflow is.  Whether it is highly
  

 5    concentrated or contains a lot of storm-water runoff.
  

 6    We're very concerned about the cost and how much these
  

 7    have risen since they were first put together in 2009.
  

 8    And we're also -- there are many aspects of the so-called
  

 9    green plan than -- finish?  Yes, okay.  That um -- about
  

10    the green plan, they are really not very green.  The Kings
  

11    Run overflow area is really a grey solution.  It's pipes,
  

12    it's EHRTs, it's storage, it's retention ponds which were
  

13    -- are part of very traditional grey infrastructure as are
  

14    many of the conveyances that are being talked about.  The
  

15    box channel under Lick Run.
  

16             We'd like to see a really green plan and we hope
  

17    that MSD can produce one.  Thank you.
  

18             MS. KENDRICK:  Thank you.
  

19             MR. MILLER:  I'm Michael Miller.  I'm speaking
  

20    for Rivers Unlimited and I'm on the Water Quality Subgroup
  

21    of the Mill Creek Watershed Council of Communities.  We're
  

22    interested in water quality attainment in the Mill Creek.
  

23    That's what this is all about.  Chris Yoder has just done
  

24    a massive job for you as you're well aware.  And the TMDL
  

25    for the Lower Great Miami is also out.  So, we're, we're
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 1    very attuned to what the water quality ought to be.
  

 2             One of the aspects of the, of the plan is to
  

 3    reduce volume and we think it ought to reduce overflows.
  

 4    I don't want to see an 85 percent reduction in volume.  I
  

 5    want to see a reduction of 85 percent of the number of
  

 6    overflows.  The overflows bring in the first flush.  That
  

 7    contains most of the toxins, the oil, the brake linings,
  

 8    the road salt.  That is the lethal part to the water
  

 9    quality of the stream.
  

10             In Ohio it is macroinvertebrates and fish that
  

11    determine our water quality.  And water quality standards
  

12    are used in -- as in support of the biological water
  

13    quality or biocriteria.  We hate to see underground
  

14    structures.  There's no, there's no purification that
  

15    occurs in underground structures.  In fact, they are
  

16    biofilms that create places for nanobacteria to grow and
  

17    perpetrate and slough off.  It's the sunshine shallow
  

18    waters, bubbling creeks, small retention ponds, rain
  

19    gardens that are going to be the solution.
  

20             We would like to see you move up into the uplands
  

21    and do more retention on site with the evaporation
  

22    infiltration and retention.  Thank you.
  

23             MS. KENDRICK:  Thank you.
  

24                            (Applause.)
  

25             MS. KENDRICK:  Ma'am.
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 1             MS. CHISCHILLIE:  So I'm going to come up here
  

 2    and talk, not with credentials.  Although at one point in
  

 3    my life I was a chemical engineer.  I don't have
  

 4    credentials on water quality.  I'm going to talk about
  

 5    being a lifetime resident of South Fairmount.  And you
  

 6    talk about taxes going away from South Fairmount.  Ladies
  

 7    and Gentlemen, our property values can't get any lower in
  

 8    South Fairmount than they are right now.
  

 9             So if the MSD can bring a project that's going to
  

10    be beneficial for the environment as well as economically
  

11    beneficial to the neighborhood, then there's a strong
  

12    following of South Fairmount residents who are behind you
  

13    and want to see this daylighted.  And, with Jo Ann, I'm on
  

14    the floor, so when it rains I have a river running through
  

15    my basement not my front yard.  Thank you.
  

16             MS. KENDRICK:  Thank you.
  

17             (Whereupon, the court reporter requested that Ms.
  

18    Chischillie state her name for the record.)
  

19             MS. CHISCHILLIE:  Oh, I'm sorry.  It's Jackie
  

20    Chischillie.
  

21             MS. KENDRICK:  We have a few more minutes left.
  

22    Do we have anyone else?  Just as a quick reminder you do
  

23    also have the option to write your comments and place them
  

24    in the plastic bin behind you or on the back desk.  Also,
  

25    you have opportunities to call into MSD or to e-mail your
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 1    comments into MSD and that information is available on the
  

 2    Agenda that was listed.  I know there's a lot of people
  

 3    and a lot of information that was presented today.  Before
  

 4    we come to a conclusion -- oh, we have one more.
  

 5             MR. DANIELS:  My name is Hershel Daniels.  I'm
  

 6    with Hargrove Engineering, I'm an oceanographic tech, and
  

 7    we're the partners of the South Fairmount Community
  

 8    Council.  I've written out the questions, and I invite all
  

 9    of you to come out next Tuesday at 6:00 to 8:00 at Orion
  

10    Academy in South Fairmount.  And come out with questions.
  

11    What we're going to be releasing -- we've released a draft
  

12    in April, but we're going to be releasing our work
  

13    product.  And it includes a lot of what has been from the
  

14    water quality and from the biological from the flow that
  

15    is addressing the sustainability of the community.
  

16             We have written questions for the MSD.  But come
  

17    on out next Tuesday 6:00 to 8:00 and we'll answer your
  

18    questions.
  

19             MS. KENDRICK:  Thank you.  Last call.  Okay.
  

20    Once again on behalf of the Metropolitan Sewer District of
  

21    Greater Cincinnati I would like to thank you for coming
  

22    out tonight.  As Mr. Parrott mentioned, this information,
  

23    this PowerPoint presentation and quite a bit of
  

24    information about the entire Project Groundwork is
  

25    available on Project Groundwork, dot, org.  So I invite
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 1    you to go there and take a look.
  

 2             I just also want to remind you that the minutes
  

 3    from this meeting as well as all of the comments that we
  

 4    receive will be documented and presented to the County,
  

 5    the City and the Regulators.  Again, your comments need to
  

 6    be submitted by September the 3rd.  And before you leave
  

 7    today, we will ask you to complete an exit survey.  Debra,
  

 8    can everyone get the copy of the survey?  Oh, the
  

 9    registration table has the surveys.  If you don't mind to
  

10    provide us your feedback.
  

11             Once again thank you, good night and be safe.
  

12             (Public meeting concluded at 8:50 P.M.)
  

13
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 1                       C E R T I F I C A T E
  

 2     STATE OF OHIO     )
                            SS:

 3     COUNTY OF BUTLER  )
  

 4
  

 5                    I, Linda Guinn, a contract court reporter
  

 6   and Notary Public within and for the State of Ohio, do
  

 7   hereby certify that the preceding pages were taken down by
  

 8   me stenographically from the Metropolitan Sewer District of
  

 9   Greater Cincinnati Town Hall Meeting, and are a true and
  

10   accurate transcription from my stenographic notes
  

11   transcribed on Wednesday, August 29, 2012.
  

12                   I further certify that I am not a relative
  

13   or employee of any of the parties involved in this action,
  

14   and have no interest or bias in the outcome of these
  

15   proceedings.
  

16
  

17     My commission expires             _________________
     May 7, 2015.                        Linda Guinn

18                                        Court Reporter
                               Notary Public - State of Ohio
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Weil/Thoman Moving & Storage Co.
L6L7-29 Queen CityAve, Cincinnati, OH 452L6

513.25 1.5000 | 5 13.2 5L.029L

September 4&,20t2

Re: MSD Town Hall Meetings

Gentlemen,

From my experience, having attended two town meetings, the most informative
speakers were the responders limited to two minutes.

In light of the proposed "Deep Tunnel" project, a responder at the meeting divulged
a few negative points of this concept:

- Astounding $500 Million project
- Crude application of wastewater management

With prodigious savings of $200 Million, it can be readily perceived that
"Daylighting" would be the most practical, economical, and ecological application of
wastewater management for the South Fairmont community.

A movement for additional funding for persons who meet specific criteria was also
announced. Great! Except funding for these "qualified" individuals still comes up
short. There is no grant funding, only loans ata2.00o/o interest rate. Why must we
borrow money to pay for MSD's expense to cover "Project Groundwork"?

The best game in town is the courtroom. Let us line everyone up in a roW and get
our day in front of our peers! Let them compensate ut for our total expenses - of
which are not covered by 4e gulryrrt'practices.

- 
, 

i...'

I have both said and demonstrhted with my coin purse - "lt should not cost one red
cent for me to relocate and re-e3tablish!" :

Weil/Thoman Moving & Storaige ib'a 4a generation company that has been in
business since 1891 - the days of the horse and wagon. The least effective maneuver
would be to go out of business.

oseph
President
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September 13, 2012 

Mr. Tony Parrott, Director 
Metropolitan Sewer District of Greater Cincinnati (MSDGC) 
1600 Gest Street 
Cincinnati, OH 45204 

HAMILTON COUNTY 

soil and water 

CONSERVATION 

DISTRICT 

Subject: Comment on the MSDGC "Lower Mill Creek Partia l Remedy Alternatives Evaluation 
Preliminary Findings Report" 

Dear Mr. Parrott, 

The Hamilton County Soil and Water Conservation District would like to thank you and your hard 
working staff members for the opportunity to provide comment on the "Lower Mill Creek Partial 
Remedy Alternatives Evaluation Preliminary Findings Report" and the associated grey, sustainable and 
hybrid alternatives. Our agency has partnered with MSDGC through involvement in the Communities of 
the Future Advisory Committee, Lower Mill Creek Watershed Action Plan Committee, the Ault Park 
Project and response to citizens water issues. The submitted comments reflect our review given an 
expedited time frame. Consequently, we hope MSDGC is open to more detailed input regarding the 
design of individual project areas. The details of the project scope and design are vita l to ensuring 
optimal combined sewer overflow (CSO) reduction and appropriate routing of storm water flows for the 
benefit of the public, aquatic life, MSDGC and associated partners. 

Our agency recognizes and appreciates the efforts of MSDGC to evaluate multiple options in obtaining 
combined sewer overflow goals. Furthermore, we favor the incorporation of a sustainable approach to 
reducing overflows. There are significant water quality treatment benefits associated with appropriate 
implementation of the sustainable approach. Natural media can be extremely effective at removing 
pollutants associated with storm water runoff, while increasing ground wate r supply. The sustainable 
approach and hybrid options appear to have similar benefits to the grey alternative from the 
perspective of percent watershed control and CSOs eliminated. Additionally, the projected Phase I cost 
of the sustainable/hybrid option alternative is considerably lower than the grey alternative. The Phase II 
projected cost of the sustainable option also appears to be much lower than the grey alternative. 

Mission Statment - A public organization committed to assisting the citizens of Hamilton County 
through education, techn ical assistance and leadership to be stewards of our soil and water resources . 

22 Triangle Park Drive 

Cincinnati, Ohio 

45246-3411 

513-772-7645 

513-772-7656 FAX 

962



Regarding the details of the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy Alternatives Evaluation Preliminary 
Findings Report and associated Town Hall/public information meetings, we have the following 
comments and recommendations. 

• Produce and distribute a synopsis of questions, comments and responses from the August 2012 
Town Hall meetings and prior public comment meetings and open houses related to the Lick 
Run Project, West Fork Project, Bloody Run Project, Kings Run Project, Ludlow Run Project and 
Denham Project. Include responses to all other comments received. 

• Storm water detention design and implementation: To retain the additional storm water flows, 
many new basins are proposed. Some are proposed within existing stream channels. In order to 
reduce sedimentation within such basins and long term maintenance, we recommend installing 
basins outside of the primary stream channel. Or, detain storm water through multiple source 
controls. This should also enhance the ability for aquatic life to migrate through the project area, 
which is another measure of project success. There appear to be several in-stream detention 
facilities proposed in the Lick Run watershed and potentially the Denham and Kings Run 
watersheds. 

• Water quality inflow and outflow monitoring should be conducted at source control measures 
to better understand and implement designs associated with maximum pollutant removal. 
MSDGC may find that there are lower costs associated with higher pollutant removal when 
utilizing more on-site planting media. 

• Storm water models can be valuable tools in assessing pollutant removal efficiency based on the 
number, location and quality of best management practices (BMPs) within a watershed. 
However, localized water quality and volume reduction monitoring can play a vital role in model 
calibration. 

• In addition to monitoring inflow and outflow at selected source control BMPs, we recommend 
seasonally consistent monitoring upstream, midstream and downstream of project areas to 
reveal the water quality improvements that have taken place. Knowing the actual in-stream 
water quality benefits will help MSDGC to prioritize and allocate resources more efficiently in 
future project areas. Key water quality parameters include stream habitat, stability, chemistry, 
macroinvertebrates, fish and salamanders. 

• Consider requiring 2-5 year warranties on project performance in order to fully address early 
project failures or maintenance issues. 

• Use alternative and sustainable energy sources to account for higher energy demands as a result 
of implementing solutions. 

• MSDGC has been diligent at informing stake holders regarding the CSO reduction projects at the 
concept stage. Yet, it is also important to allow partner agencies and groups to provide feedback 
at various stages in the design process. Field implementation can often divert from concept 
plans so keeping constituents informed and maintaining transparency through the stages of 
design is critical. 
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Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy 
Alternatives Evaluation Preliminary Findings Report . Our agency welcomes the perspective of your 
agency concerning our recommendations. We commend the outreach efforts of MSDGC and value the 
opportunities we have to partner with your organization. Feel free to contact the Hamilton County Soil 
& Water Conservation District at (513) 772-7645 ext. 15 if you have questions or would like clarification 
on these submitted comments. 

Sincerely, 

Brian Bohl, MES, CPESC 
Stream Specialist 

CC: Holly Utrata-Halcomb, District Administrator, Hamilton County Soil & Water Conservation District 
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Appendix C-1: Verbal Public Comments 

 
County Hearing Transcript from September 26, 2012 
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 1  
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     2

 1 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Let's now

 2 move to the hearing on the Lick Run

 3 Alternative.

 4 And I will, at this point, open

 5 that hearing to consider the Lick Run

 6 Alternative.

 7 I've got a number of speakers'

 8 cards.  I thought a way of process, it

 9 might make sense for us to hear from the

10 Metropolitan Sewer District first on

11 what recommendations they've made to us,

12 the Hamilton County Commissioners, on

13 their strategy to adopt, then hear from

14 our Monitor on his assessment of the

15 risks associated with these

16 recommendations, then time for public

17 comment.  And then after that, time for

18 additional Board questions and

19 commentary.

20 So at this point, I will call

21 forward MSD to make a presentation and

22 respond with their recommended LMCPR,

23 otherwise known as Lick Run.

24 MR. PARROTT:  Good morning,

25 Commissioners.
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 1 My name is Tony Parrott, director

 2 of the Metropolitan Sewer District.

 3 This is a public hearing that is

 4 about the Lower Mill Creek Partial

 5 Remedy that has a requirement under the

 6 Federal consent decree.

 7 As you know, we've had two

 8 previous town hall meetings, and we have

 9 received feedback from that -- those

10 town hall discussions that we have

11 provided to the Board.  And today is a

12 conversation about where we are in terms

13 of the Partial Remedy.  

14 And why we're here at today's

15 agenda, like I said, is a conversation

16 to talk about why we are here, how we

17 got to this point on making a

18 recommendation, and talk a little bit

19 about the Lower Mill Creek Study and the

20 alternatives, and talk about the

21 relevant criteria and next steps.

22 The alternatives that we looked

23 at under this, obviously, the

24 alternative must conform first and

25 foremost with the EPA requirements and
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 1 because the Regulators must approve any

 2 alternative.  If it doesn't meet those

 3 requirements, the EPA can't approve it.

 4 MSD understands that there are

 5 ambiguities involved relative to any

 6 additional legal issues or schedule

 7 issues or budget issues that the

 8 Codefendants in this case need to be

 9 vetting with the Regulators with their

10 respective counsel.  But MSD stands

11 positioned to assist in those

12 discussions as we go forward.

13 So the context of our study and

14 the context of our recommendation is

15 based upon the factual requirements,

16 which is a Lower Mill Creek Partial

17 Remedy that requires 2 billion gallons

18 of CSO reductions.

19 As I mentioned before in our

20 discussions since April, we've been on

21 this track since 2004 with the submittal

22 of our long-term control plan; in 2006,

23 the development of our conceptual

24 outline for a Wet Weather Improvement

25 Plan, which was us walking down the path
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 1 with the Codefendants, to include the

 2 inclusion of green infrastructure as a

 3 part of our conceptual outline and with

 4 policy direction to move forward with

 5 that.

 6 The original submittal was

 7 rejected by the Regulators because they

 8 wanted to see significant volume

 9 reduction, and they wanted to see a

10 retool of wet weather strategy as it

11 relates to the sustainable

12 infrastructure.  

13 Because of that, the County had

14 to pursue state law changes to allow a

15 sanitary district to spend sanitary

16 funds on public or private property to

17 build stormwater improvements to

18 assist -- or mitigate -- assist with the

19 mitigation of the combined sewer

20 overflows.

21 The study itself, there was a

22 three-year period that was negotiated

23 because there was a lot of anxiety about

24 a preferred alternative that was

25 identified by the Regulators.  And one
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 1 alternative was a deep tunnel system.

 2 And because of that anxiety of the

 3 original costs, we asked for a

 4 three-year study period to come up with

 5 an alternative, and that alternative

 6 would be more of a sustainable

 7 alternative.  And a three-year period,

 8 as I mentioned, also was built around

 9 some other concessions that were

10 negotiated in that would allow for

11 ambiguities or discussion of ambiguities

12 relative to the budget, schedule,

13 affordability, et cetera.

14 Our study is concluded, and we've

15 looked at the Grey Alternative versus a

16 more sustainable alternative.  I

17 mentioned that the Grey Alternative

18 actually, because of the new modeling

19 information, is actually double the size

20 that it was originally -- the original

21 concept.  And so the estimate for that

22 is approximately $537 million.  The more

23 sustainable approach, the estimate is

24 approximately $317 million.

25 The alternatives that we looked
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 1 at both achieved the 2 billion gallon

 2 CSO reduction that is required under the

 3 WWIP.  And when we looked at this study

 4 and we looked at making this

 5 recommendation, it's also grounded in

 6 compliance with the policy that the

 7 Commissioners just passed in July about

 8 the cost control with wastewater -- with

 9 the wet weather improvement estimates.

10 Other relevant criteria that we

11 looked at that are grounded in not only

12 policy consideration in terms of

13 compliance and conformance relative to

14 the State and Federal laws:  The USEPA

15 sustainable guidance document, and the

16 integrated policy framework documents,

17 and County policy direction.

18 We also looked at cost relative

19 to capital, O&M, and life cycle, and

20 also benefits relative to not only the

21 ratepayers, but improvement of water

22 quality, flexibility as it relates to

23 future conditions or future regulations,

24 and there's been a lot of talk about

25 risk in terms of level of certainty,
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 1 whether it be cost certainty or whether

 2 it be flooding controls or performance

 3 certainty.

 4 And for the record, as it relates

 5 to risk, we had a lot of dialogue about

 6 risk, and I do want to enter into a

 7 record a crosswalk for the Board's

 8 consideration of all the risk issues and

 9 all of their risk dialogue that we've

10 had, not only with the County team, but

11 also with the Regulators, and the

12 documents that you have received from

13 MSD recently and previously that address

14 several risks.

15 So, for the record, I do want to

16 enter the crosswalks so you can kind of

17 research on your own how we responded to

18 the risk questions before.

19 So our recommendation, based upon

20 the -- you know, even though this

21 presentation is more of a conversation,

22 we do have a recommendation document.

23 That recommendation document has been

24 provided to the Codefendants.  It is

25 available on our website with all the
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 1 detail associated around the

 2 recommendation as itself.

 3 But our recommendation really is

 4 to take the alternative that is

 5 identified as a sustainable alternative.

 6 Again, it achieves the 2 billion gallon

 7 CSO reduction that's required under the

 8 WWIP.  

 9 And, quickly, it's work under the

10 sustainable alternative that includes

11 work in the Lick Run watershed, the

12 Wooden Shoe watershed, the West Fork

13 watershed, Bloody Run watershed, and we

14 also are getting volume that -- volume

15 reduction from -- for RTC units, Real

16 Time Control units.  And so you can see

17 that this is achieving to go to the

18 2 billion gallon reduction.

19 It is the lowest cost option that

20 we've looked at under the context of a

21 2 billion gallon reduction.  Obviously,

22 it is not any type of final offer or

23 recommendation, other than because of

24 the ambiguity issues that the

25 Codefendants need to walk through or
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 1 talk through, but based upon the factual

 2 requirement of a 2 billion gallon

 3 reduction, this would be the

 4 recommendation.

 5 Last week I had an opportunity to

 6 have a discussion in Washington at the

 7 White House with USEPA Administration

 8 and the White House Council on

 9 Environmental Quality and members from

10 other seven -- seven major cities across

11 the country to talk about what does a

12 sustainable approach accomplish.  And

13 one of the things is, is that -- with a

14 theme -- is that a sustainable approach

15 gives you a solution that brings your

16 historical water bill above surface.

17 Previously, it had all of our water

18 wealth was below ground.  And we will be

19 able to bring it to a surface to create

20 a resource for the community to benefit

21 from.  

22 But first and foremost, this

23 approach complies with the 2 billion

24 gallon consent decree target, provides

25 the lowest cost solution, utilizes
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 1 stormwater as a resource, which really

 2 transcends to sustainability, creates a

 3 new class of green jobs.  A more

 4 conventional or tunnel approach has

 5 about -- most of those jobs --

 6 25 percent of the jobs would be local,

 7 whereas under a green-class program or a

 8 green-class approach or a sustainable

 9 approach, 50 percent of the jobs would

10 be local jobs.  Solution would improve

11 water quality, and offers a potential to

12 leverage private side actions.

13 Our recommendation in terms of

14 relative criteria from a policy

15 perspective:  It complies, again, with

16 the requirements of the WWIP -- Wet

17 Weather Improvement Plan -- the U.S.

18 guidance document that they have been

19 vetting with us for at least 18 months,

20 about what they are going to use to

21 review an alternative submittal, and the

22 previous resolution regarding cost

23 control from the County and the State

24 and Federal laws regarding flood control

25 and stormwater management, and the USEPA
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 1 integration and sustainable policies.

 2 There's been a lot of talk about

 3 costs.  The cost industry standard -- or

 4 the industry standards that we followed

 5 in terms of protocol are listed on this

 6 document in terms of the protocols and

 7 the different standards that we use for

 8 developing our tool.  Our tool is not

 9 only being used with this, but in

10 previous wet weather projects that we've

11 done.  So far we've done 88 wet weather

12 improvement projects.  All of those

13 projects have come in under budget.  And

14 we've spent time over the last six to

15 eight weeks not only vetting the

16 technical issues, but the costing issues

17 and the modeling issues for both the

18 tunnel option and the sustainable option

19 with the Regulators on weekly conference

20 calls.  

21 And the Regulators have indicated

22 that they have no significant -- see no

23 significant red flags relative to our

24 technical approach on modeling or our

25 costing approach on the alternatives.
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 1 So when you think about relative

 2 criteria, here is how is breaks down

 3 from a capital perspective:  The capital

 4 costs for the recommendation for the

 5 sustainable alternative is 40 percent

 6 lower than the Grey Alternative.  The

 7 life cycle cost is 42 percent lower, and

 8 from a unit cost perspective, it's

 9 16 cents versus 24 cents.

10 There's been a lot of talk about

11 risk, and, like I said, I do want to

12 enter the crosswalk document in the

13 record so you can understand where we've

14 been with risk, but we've looked at risk

15 in flooding, cost certainty, performance

16 certainty, and operation and

17 maintenance.  And all of these risks are

18 discussed also in our MSD recommendation

19 report, and so you should be able to --

20 be able to track how we responded to

21 those specific risk issues as they have

22 come forward.

23 From a benefits perspective, as I

24 mentioned, the lower capital costs

25 achieving multiple of those, provides
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 1 flexibility for future Phase 2.  Because

 2 this is a Partial Remedy, ultimately we

 3 have to put forth a final remedy.  And

 4 it provides time to address issues of

 5 future regulations.  

 6 And one of the things that is not

 7 only being talked about across the

 8 country, but conversation we need to

 9 have locally, is the discussion about

10 ratepayer equity.  This is a wet weather

11 issue, and so we need to be talking

12 about what does it cost to provide the

13 true cost of service to provide

14 stormwater service.  And so that is

15 something that we need to continue to

16 talk about as we move forward.

17 So conclusions:  The

18 recommendations that we're bringing

19 forth, based on the 2 billion gallon

20 removal context, is the lowest cost and

21 the lowest risk.  It is supported and

22 vetted with the Regulators.  As I

23 mentioned, we've had weekly conference

24 calls since the third week of July with

25 the Regulators to walk through these
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 1 issues, both with the Grey Alternative

 2 and the Sustainable Alternative on

 3 modeling and all the technical

 4 approaches and the costing with no red

 5 flags being identified.

 6 There's opportunities for

 7 external funding partners.  And one

 8 benefit that, you know, we would like to

 9 talk about, or at least recognize, is

10 that it will increase the base flow to

11 the existing tributaries and streams,

12 improving the aquatic life of those

13 streams, and it is the best solution to

14 achieve relevant criteria, and of course

15 gives us a flexibility to adapt to

16 future conditions, whether those

17 conditions be economic, whether they be

18 regulatory, whether they be climatic, or

19 whether they be issues that are driven

20 by development or redevelopment.

21 So in terms of next steps, the

22 public comment period, the Board has set

23 to run through October with these public

24 hearings, and the Codefendants are going

25 to have to make a decision at some point
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 1 to give us direction on where we're

 2 going so we can make our submittal.

 3 Again, we recognize that there

 4 are ambiguities that still need to be

 5 vetted by the Codefendants and their

 6 respective legal counsel, and MSD stands

 7 ready to assist in any of those

 8 discussions.

 9 We need to be ready to draft a

10 Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy report

11 in November, and also submit our CIP for

12 the Board's approval in November.  And

13 we need to be able to get the Partial

14 Remedy submittal to the Regulators by

15 the end of December.

16 And as we do that, given that we

17 move forward with approval with the

18 alternative, we can start to continue

19 our flow of monitoring program as we

20 move more into detailed design for the

21 alternatives, and that will be

22 beneficial to the design of the project,

23 and also the postconstruction monitoring

24 of the project.

25 So with that, Commissioner, that
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 1 is my recommendation.

 2 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

 3 very much, Tony.  Thank you for that

 4 report and for your work on this

 5 process.

 6 Let's hear at this point from the

 7 County Monitor on the risks and some

 8 preliminary reactions to the

 9 recommendation.

10 I'll give one preliminary

11 reaction from me, and that is that I was

12 surprised to not see an option at

13 $244 million that related to

14 1.78 billion gallons.  So there's going

15 to have to be a lot of convincing done

16 to me to exceed that, what I saw as a

17 ceiling to this project.  But I'm sure

18 that there's plenty of time for us to

19 engage in those discussions.

20 So we'll hear now from the County

21 Monitor.

22 MR. SIGMAN:  Mr. President, if I

23 could introduce the County team and the

24 frame and how the conversations have

25 been going for many, many months and
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 1 where they'll go in the future.

 2 The County team is -- we don't

 3 have the benefit of 600-plus expertise

 4 in the sewer district to help us through

 5 this effort, but we do have a very

 6 capable monitoring team, we call it, is

 7 the firm of Plante Moran, assisted by

 8 Hatch, MacDonald, I think the best

 9 tumbling firm in the country, as well as

10 our legal counsel in the prosecutor's

11 office, and with Vorys. 

12 Blake Roe will be making the

13 presentation today from Plante Moran.  I

14 think it's important to note that MSD

15 and this policy body have developed

16 really a great body of work and

17 expertise, both in the technical aspects

18 of running a sewer system and responding

19 to these types of regulatory matters,

20 but more importantly on the policy

21 forefront of what Commissioner Portune

22 is doing in Washington, and other areas,

23 to gain relief in this area.

24 The monitoring team -- legal,

25 technical, and policy -- have been
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 1 working with MSD for well over a year,

 2 hand-in-hand, working through many of

 3 these technical aspects of what's being

 4 presented today, and that work will

 5 continue in the coming weeks and months,

 6 especially as it relates to working with

 7 the Regulators to get relief on the

 8 $2 billion threshold, which could have a

 9 significant impact on this project.

10 We will continue to support the

11 efforts of the Commission and the

12 regulatory relief in Washington.  

13 And with that, Blake's comments

14 today will be in the areas of how the

15 inquiries will continue on various

16 technical fronts to help us all make the

17 best decision as we approach December.

18 MR. ROE:  Thank you, sir.

19 So I do have -- the County

20 requested that we generate in very

21 concise lists of risks related to

22 potential SI heavily-weighted approach.

23 So I'm going to pass that out now.  You

24 can just pass it down.  Everybody should

25 have a copy.
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 1 It's September, so the kids are

 2 back in school, so all of us parents

 3 know what that means; we're all getting

 4 colds that the kids are bringing home,

 5 so I apologize in advance.  If I'm not

 6 clear, please let me know.  I'll

 7 probably read from my notes a little

 8 more than usual so that I can slow it

 9 down and enunciate with the throat and

10 the head thing.  

11 So as the Board is aware, the

12 primary role of a monitor is to address

13 risk.  Our work should not be considered

14 personal at any level.  Our team is not

15 biased towards one solution over

16 another.  If MSD were bringing forth a

17 tunnel option, we would have a list of

18 risks related to a tunnel option in

19 front of you, so --

20 Just to get that on the table,

21 our role is to make sure that the Board

22 fully understands all the issues and the

23 risks to enable you to make an informed

24 decision on a risk base in a very

25 business-like approach, as you've
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 1 requested.

 2 Before we get into the details, I

 3 feel compelled to let you know that

 4 outside of MSD, our monitoring team is

 5 probably the closest -- the closest

 6 folks to the actual people over at MSD

 7 that are doing the work.  And you've got

 8 a large team of very dedicated,

 9 hard-working folks over there all

10 focused on the LMCPR.

11 Related to the recommendations in

12 particular, none of these concerns are

13 new to the County team nor MSD.  They've

14 been discussed in great detail on

15 numerous occasions.  As recently as last

16 week, MSD sent over to the County

17 responses and new information related to

18 many of the items.  So to date, some

19 risks and concerns have been addressed

20 by MSD to the County team's satisfaction

21 and have been removed from what would

22 have been on this attached listing.  The

23 ones that remain represent the most

24 significant items that are still under

25 discussion for the two teams.
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 1 Some of these potential risks may

 2 not have an answer by the end of the

 3 hearing process, I would anticipate, but

 4 I'm sure that the County team, including

 5 the Monitor, with the help of MSD,

 6 should be able to articulate the risks

 7 for your consideration.

 8 You may find that some of these

 9 items listed may contribute to

10 uncertainty in your mind, and others you

11 may not.  So I don't want to go through

12 these in great detail, so I'll try and

13 do it for all of you.  Please slow me

14 down or stop me if you want more detail.

15 Once again, we were asked to present a

16 very concise list.

17 The first three items on the

18 list -- there's, I believe,

19 13 involved -- while they are all

20 different, they focus on the same

21 overriding risk.  How certain is it that

22 the projects in the program will perform

23 at the costs currently quoted, given

24 what appears to be potentially

25 significant gaps in supporting data.

988



    23

 1 In our minds, the most crucial of

 2 these components is the one listed under

 3 Number 1.  While it's true that project

 4 effectiveness will initially be

 5 determined by modeling, modeling is

 6 based on assumptions, and assumptions

 7 are based on data.  There's a lack of

 8 empirical local data related to the

 9 crucial assumption of the effectiveness

10 of the CSO approach at mitigating CSO

11 overflows.  The data that does exist was

12 originally intended to be a key source

13 to support that assumption, but at the

14 current time, it's been found to be

15 fairly inconsistent with that, with the

16 assumption.  

17 So MSD and the monitoring team,

18 we've traded information on the types of

19 performance expectations that can be

20 predicted in a project of this nature.

21 And while both of our estimates differ,

22 the relative risk remains in that there

23 is no test case for this type of project

24 at this scale in the local watershed.

25 It could be that the numbers MSD predict
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 1 are absolutely correct; however, the

 2 Board may wish to receive more

 3 information supporting the underlying

 4 assumption before formally approving.

 5 I would assume it's very likely

 6 that this information would have to be

 7 in the form of data from other

 8 communities requiring similar type

 9 separation projects, as the data

10 currently doesn't exist locally.

11 Item 2 relates to the fact that

12 recently the EPA suggested in writing

13 that, you know, the issues of field data

14 quality has left MSD with a less than

15 desirable model calibration for the

16 electronic model.  While the technical

17 experts said we'll find that the current

18 version of the model is acceptable for

19 alternative selection, and the Monitor

20 team concurs with MSD that monitoring --

21 that modeling is a continuous process;

22 however, additional information is

23 necessary to explain to the County how

24 the current data adequately supports

25 cost and project size and details at
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 1 which the current numbers are

 2 calculated. 

 3 And lastly, to the extent of

 4 those first three items there, the first

 5 two contribute to shortfalls and

 6 effectiveness.  What we haven't seen to

 7 date are potential remedies to provide

 8 for instances and the costs related to

 9 those remedies if the effectiveness

10 isn't quite there.  

11 To date, MSD presented what they

12 have deemed to be very definitive cost

13 estimates.  This is based on their

14 assumption that the projects in the

15 program will hit the performance targets

16 as defined without concession that some

17 projects and aspects of the approach may

18 not be as effective as the original plan

19 at the current time.

20 So given the fact that today the

21 significantly-sized sewer separation

22 project has not been performed in this

23 system, we would encourage the County to

24 get comfortable with that assumption.

25 Items 4 through 7 on the list are
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 1 related to aspects that affect both

 2 current and future costs.  Under the

 3 current plan, it's a bit unclear how the

 4 CSOs in the Mill Creek below CSO 5 --

 5 the Lick Run CSO -- can or will be dealt

 6 with in the LMCFR.  

 7 Consensus has yet to be reached

 8 on ownership, operation, and maintenance

 9 of the new storm drains.

10 And the last two relate to

11 concerns on complying with existing MS4

12 permits, as well as the April of 2006

13 CSO Long-Term Control Plan Update Report

14 and how this solution fits into that on

15 a long-term basis.

16 The next four items deal with

17 specific costs.  While some of them are

18 large, others are only a few or several

19 million dollars in amount, and we

20 believe they're worth analysis.  

21 And then the last two items,

22 you'll see, relate to concepts to be

23 considered, given that the SI approach

24 itself dramatically changes the current

25 conditions of the landscape.  These
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 1 unintended consequences could result

 2 from these alterations, and those

 3 consequences could be expensive to

 4 remedy, if they occur.  They would

 5 primarily relate to potential for new

 6 flooding routes, effects of the new peak

 7 flows on Mill Creek and the tributaries.

 8 So, in closing, from a risk base

 9 and business-like perspective, we would

10 encourage you to understand and weigh

11 the potential risks associated with each

12 of the items above.  

13 The Monitor has had ongoing

14 discussions with MSD on these various

15 issues, and have agreed that the Board

16 desires we stand ready to continue those

17 discussions.  To ensure that you feel

18 that you have adequate information in

19 which to base your decision, please let

20 us know.

21 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

22 very much.  Appreciate that.

23 Let's hear now from the public

24 that are here to speak today on the Lick

25 Run proposal.
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 1 Mark Quarry.

 2 MR. QUARRY:  Thank you,

 3 Commissioners.

 4 Mark Quarry, Cincinnati Area

 5 Board of Realtors.

 6 Also, as you know, Councilman in

 7 Silverton, for what that's worth.  Don't

 8 hold it against me, but --

 9 So I make some comments, just

10 kind of out of both perspectives.  But

11 just wanted to thank you, first off, for

12 your work on this project.  The enormity

13 of it is certainly daunting, and

14 appreciate all the opportunities you're

15 giving the citizens to comment on the

16 different things.

17 As far as the Cincinnati Area

18 Board of Realtors, we haven't taken an

19 official or formal position on this.

20 But similar to comments that

21 Commissioner Portune made earlier, you

22 know, this is going on across the

23 country.  And being part of the realtor

24 family, we have local associations

25 everywhere, we have state associations
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 1 and national associations of realtors.

 2 We've worked with this before, and I

 3 certainly am here to provide any kind of

 4 assistance we can provide in terms of

 5 our input about things that have worked

 6 well and things that haven't been, and

 7 some of those other areas.

 8 Along those lines, as well, I

 9 would just -- again, not in an official

10 position, but I'm pretty confident that

11 our Board of Directors at the Cincinnati

12 Area Board of Realtors would ask that

13 you continue to do what it certainly

14 appears that you're wanting to do, and

15 that is to limit the costs at the least

16 bit possible, so as not to blow the wad,

17 if you will, on Phase 1 or on a partial

18 of whatever phase.  

19 And then also with any kind of

20 alternatives that might come down the

21 road, I think another concern of the

22 Board might be -- and I'll let you know

23 officially soon -- but it might be that

24 sometimes these alternatives kind of

25 take on a life of their own, and all of
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 1 a sudden you have some wonderful bells

 2 and whistles and all kinds of trinkets

 3 that are certainly wonderful, but add to

 4 the cost of the project and don't go to

 5 just satisfying the minimum requirement

 6 of the consent decree.

 7 So, again, I just wanted to thank

 8 you for that, for the establishment of a

 9 Monitor.  I think that's an excellent

10 decision as well, and you know we stand

11 ready to work with you on this as much

12 as we can.

13 Thank you.

14 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

15 for being here.

16 Hershel Daniels.

17 MR. DANIELS:  Thank you for your

18 time.

19 I represent Hargrove Engineering,

20 which has worked with the County as --

21 on an engineering team for Paul Brown.

22 We did the landscape for the

23 Fort Washington Way and have done -- our

24 principal comes from P&G and sewer

25 district, so -- for P&G across the
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 1 nation and for the National Institutes

 2 of Health.

 3 A little background that we're

 4 going to address specifically on Monday,

 5 between six and eight at 1550 Tremont in

 6 South Fairmount with our partners South

 7 Fairmount Community Council, between six

 8 and eight on Monday, we're going to be

 9 releasing a plan that we released in

10 Washington, D.C. last week during the

11 Congressional Black Caucus Week to an

12 audience of Fellows of African

13 Scientific Institute Fellow.

14 And with our fellows, we released

15 a scientific report on the alternative

16 energy project that uses the sewer water

17 that can be scaled.  We presented

18 this -- the initialization of this to

19 MSD in June of 2011 to Tony Parrott on

20 direct request to establish a joint

21 venture that would bring jobs to

22 Hamilton County by making Hamilton

23 County the center of sewers throughout

24 the world.

25 We started back on this project
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 1 back in 1996 when we required the -- and

 2 got the patent to the commanding control

 3 center for this system.  We have

 4 recently given to MSD the nondisclosure

 5 from IBM, which is one of the sewer

 6 partners that we're looking to bring on

 7 that we brought back.

 8 And we are standing ready on

 9 Monday to talk about the paper that was

10 released that said that we would look to

11 create, still, a demonstration project

12 in Hamilton County that would bring

13 jobs, address the economic problems that

14 you're addressing.

15 Thank you.

16 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

17 for being here.

18 Charles Young.

19 MR. YOUNG:  Good morning, or

20 should I say good afternoon to the

21 Commissioners, to all of you, and all of

22 you in the audience. 

23 My name is Charles Young, vice

24 president of the South Fairmount

25 Community Council.  
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 1 And as you've known, of course,

 2 for several months, we have been

 3 engaging MSD and the County, and whoever

 4 else is interested in the city, about

 5 the issue of the Lick Run Alternative.

 6 It has brought to our community a

 7 great deal of dissension, and I'm hoping

 8 soon some new meetings will incur so we

 9 can get more clarity on our vision

10 moving forward.

11 It is now my opportunity to tell

12 you, we've been looking at the

13 sustainable portion of this plan to help

14 us, and to date, we haven't really heard

15 what was being told of us to be that.

16 And we're not really sure about that.

17 However, the community itself is

18 not just sitting on its tail waiting for

19 someone to tell them what that remedy

20 might be.  So we are looking to our own

21 venue to sustain ourselves.  And a part

22 of that is a part of the process that

23 one of our partners, Mr. Daniels, as

24 representative, is being a part of the

25 presentation that's coming up this

999



    34

 1 Monday.

 2 And, Commissioners, I wish you

 3 guys could attend this.  I know how busy

 4 you may be, but this is very important

 5 to our community, because, as you may

 6 see next, our president will give his

 7 presentation, and I, being the vice

 8 president, have had a lot of scrutiny

 9 placed on me because we cannot tell you

10 guys what to do and when to do it.  

11 But it would be a great

12 opportunity for you to come to relieve

13 some of the passion that's coming from

14 our community in moving forward with

15 this project.  

16 And just so I can state, for the

17 record, as the vice president and also

18 representing the poor -- that means my

19 community -- that we are very concerned

20 about the economic impact that it costs

21 the ratepayers.  So without more --

22 I will close with that.

23 Thank you.

24 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

25 for being here, sir.
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 1 Brian Kunkemoeller. 

 2 MR. KUNKEMOELLER:  Good

 3 afternoon, Commissioners.  Thanks for

 4 having us here today, to give us an

 5 opportunity for public input.

 6 I have been working with

 7 Environmental Community Organization.

 8 They've been reaching out to some of the

 9 affected neighborhoods regarding this

10 issue.

11 And first of all, let me just

12 start off by saying that we fully

13 support the sustainable alternatives.

14 Obviously, significantly cheaper than

15 the grey alternatives.

16 This -- I think that when we're

17 looking at these issues, we're having a

18 lot of, kind of, disparities between are

19 we going to reduce the inflows or are we

20 going to try to treat the sewage in an

21 alcove kind of way.  And it kind of

22 speaks to the fact that we have a lot of

23 engineers looking at this, and really no

24 viable distribution columnists, kind of,

25 working on this issue.  
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 1 So in general, you know, I would

 2 like to see us expanding on sustainable

 3 options.  Maybe the County could look at

 4 some codes where we are looking at

 5 permeable pavers or just ways to, you

 6 know, reduce that inflow rather than

 7 just having to treat the sewage on the

 8 back end.  So just kind of a general

 9 statement there.

10 Also, I would like to see maybe

11 some better methods as far as

12 participation.  Some of the things that

13 have been going on, I was at the King's

14 Run Community session that MSD had, and

15 the way that it's set up is you

16 basically get to go to stations and

17 you're just informed.  

18 Okay, now if you look at

19 different ratings for public

20 participation, you have, kind of, a

21 spectrum of inform to empowering the

22 community.  If there were citizens

23 advisory boards, or things like that,

24 where MSD reached out to these

25 communities, like King's Run, got better

1002



    37

 1 buy-in, there would be less

 2 polarizations, and you wouldn't be

 3 having these kind of situations like

 4 these folks at South Road [sic] is at.

 5 So I would like to see MSD maybe

 6 create some citizens advisory board,

 7 have more meaningful public input,

 8 rather than you just going in and

 9 hearing what they're going to do, and

10 then dropping a comment card in a black

11 hole.  

12 So thanks for allowing us to be

13 here today.

14 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

15 for being here as well.

16 But there's some issues where you

17 can't make everybody happy.

18 Matt Trokan.

19 MR. TROKAN:  Hello.  My name is

20 Matt Trokan, and I'm testifying today on

21 behalf of the Sierra Club regarding the

22 Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy.

23 Thank you for holding these

24 hearings and allowing me to testify.

25 We will also submit written
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 1 comments with more details.  We'd also

 2 like to recognize the hard work that has

 3 gone into preparing the Lower Mill Creek

 4 Partial Remedy alternatives, and we

 5 particularly wanted to thank the

 6 Commission for your July resolution

 7 about containing costs and supporting

 8 agreement infrastructure.

 9 You know, while eliminating

10 combined sewages is a significant

11 challenge that we face, it's also a

12 great opportunity for us to create a

13 sustainable city and county.  The

14 Metropolitan Sewer District has provided

15 two choices for this Phase 1; the

16 traditional and the sustainable.

17 Now while both, you know, promise

18 to reduce combined sewer overflows, you

19 know, the costs are also much higher

20 than expected and represent a serious

21 financial investment for ratepayers.

22 You know, given the economic

23 costs of both options, we would have

24 liked to see more specifics regarding

25 the plans and the induct cost/benefit
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 1 analysis of both options.  You know,

 2 after -- the model uncertainties raise

 3 significant concerns for us.  After

 4 decades of studying and planning, we

 5 still only have best guess or estimates

 6 on the amount of overflows.  The impacts

 7 to both water quality, the capital, and

 8 operating costs all depends on how we

 9 properly size these projects.

10 Traditional or grey approach is

11 fixed, and would be less adaptable than

12 the green.

13 I'm running out of time; I'll

14 just skip ahead and say that we urge MSD

15 to increase its public participation

16 efforts, providing complete information

17 in a timely manner, and addressing

18 citizen concerns.

19 Thanks again.

20 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

21 for being here.  

22 And we have received

23 communications by way of a formal letter

24 from the Sierra Club, which we'll

25 officially receive for the record.
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 1 And I'll move at this point that

 2 we receive that for the record as part

 3 of this hearing.

 4 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Second.

 5 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

 6 Hartmann?

 7 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Yes.

 8 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

 9 Monzel?

10 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Yes.

11 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

12 Portune?

13 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Yes.

14 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Jo Ann

15 Metz.

16 MS. METZ:  Good afternoon.  I'm

17 Jo Ann Metz, and I'm past president of

18 the South Fairmount Community Council,

19 and I'm also president of the Lick Run

20 Valley Historic Association, and a

21 delegate from San Antonio Church.  

22 And we've worked closely with

23 MSD.  I'm impressed and gratified by

24 what they have done.

25 Kind of a troubling thing,
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 1 though, that has occurred in the last

 2 several weeks:  An independent group is

 3 affiliated, more or less, with the South

 4 Fairmount Community Council.  They've

 5 introduced a plan which, totally, the

 6 residents do not want.  It's a sewage

 7 treatment plant in our beautiful valley,

 8 and we're totally opposed.

 9 This is a very small group of the

10 South Fairmount Community Council who

11 have paired and partnered with a

12 knowledge, kind of secretive in their

13 ways, and just introduced it at a public

14 meeting about three weeks ago.  And our

15 community is incensed that the

16 Metropolitan Sewer District would put

17 this much money into it and these people

18 would come along and say that this is an

19 enhancement.  It isn't.  It would ruin

20 the whole project.  

21 And if this thing goes forward,

22 there will be an exodus from South

23 Fairmount, and we're just starting to

24 build it up.  There's a great difference

25 between the floor of the valley.  We're
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 1 bearing the costs and the traffic and

 2 everything else that has gone with this

 3 project.  And a hundred years, really,

 4 of these sort of things, and the people

 5 that live up on the ridges have these

 6 thoughts in mind, perhaps out of

 7 jealousy, to ruin something.

 8 Elder recently put a big complex

 9 on the top of the hill overlooking

10 Quebec Road.  That great sewage

11 treatment plant is going to put that

12 same odor as is down at Gest Street on

13 the top of that hill.  Someone should

14 tell Elder that their investment is

15 really going to be threatened by this.

16 We have a beautiful valley.

17 Miami University said it was one of the

18 prettiest in all of Southwest Ohio.  And

19 I would like for you to consider this.

20 We're going to work on becoming a better

21 neighborhood, and we have.  And I will

22 say things are starting to move down

23 there, and I would like to assure the

24 realtor of that.

25 Let me tell you, it will not move
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 1 with a sewage treatment plant and a

 2 rinky-dinky manufacturing plant that

 3 hopefully is not being considered by

 4 you, the Commissioners.

 5 Thank you.

 6 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

 7 very much for being here and for your

 8 community activism.

 9 I don't have any other speakers'

10 cards today.

11 MR. ELLIS:  I would like to.

12 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Okay,

13 well, I will need a card.

14 Thank you.

15 Mr. Ellis.

16 MR. ELLIS:  Thank you.

17 What I heard today just recently

18 from Ms. Metz is totally misrepresented.

19 I've been a trustee of the South

20 Fairmount Community Council since 1993,

21 president every year except 1994 to '98.  

22 I do think that this council has

23 a pulse on the community.

24 One thing that I know the

25 community doesn't want to see is
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 1 162 years of history wiped out off the

 2 face of the Earth.  South Fairmount will

 3 cease to exist.  We have tried to have

 4 MSD sit down with us.  There are certain

 5 things that we want to see remain in the

 6 community.  It hasn't been too well

 7 received.  We join in a partnership with

 8 Hargrove Engineering to come up with

 9 some alternates for the alternatives,

10 and we're still trying to sit down and

11 have those evaluated.  

12 And as Mr. Daniels said, this

13 Monday at Roosevelt Community School,

14 we'll be discussing the project again.

15 And I welcome all those to attend.

16 But to say that the community

17 does not support, and it's not a sewer

18 treatment plant, it's an

19 energy-production plant using sewer

20 water.

21 Thank you.

22 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

23 for being here and for your engagement

24 throughout this process with MSD.

25 And I want to thank MSD, as well.
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 1 I got one other speaker's card,

 2 as well, Mr. Edwin Rankin.  

 3 Welcome.

 4 MR. RANKIN:  Hi.  Thanks for

 5 allowing me to speak.  

 6 My name is Ed Rankin.  I'm a

 7 biologist with the Midwest Biodiversity

 8 Institute.  

 9 We've been doing -- the Midwest

10 Biodiversity Institute is a nonprofit,

11 science-based organization, and we've

12 been doing the biological monitoring for

13 MSD on Mill Creek where we have a report

14 coming out on that, and we've been

15 working on the Little Miami River as

16 well.

17 Our experience has been as

18 biologists, and we have experience about

19 30 more years across the state looking

20 at beneficial uses, helping define those

21 for the state, and basically

22 indentifying what are the conditions of

23 streams and what are the stresses that

24 are eliminating them.

25 The beneficial uses are really
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 1 what drive the Clean Water Act of the

 2 goals that are set.  And part of the

 3 process of what we do is identify what

 4 stresses are limiting.  And a key

 5 component is, in addition to chemical

 6 stressors, hydrology, the flow, the

 7 natural flow in streams.  The natural

 8 habitat features of streams are

 9 extremely important in terms of meeting

10 those goals.  And we're thinking about,

11 you know, the risks of -- of meeting the

12 goals associated with doing urban stream

13 management.  It's important to include

14 those features in there.

15 I also served as a panel member

16 of the National Academy of Science panel

17 that dealt with urban stormwater

18 management across the United States.  As

19 part of that, we dealt with these sort

20 of issues all across the country.  The

21 EPA came to the National Academy of

22 Science and asked them for their input.

23 And one of the conclusions -- or some of

24 the conclusions of that report related

25 to the importance of hydrology flow in
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 1 head water streams and making links

 2 between these beneficial uses, which

 3 really drive the Clean Water Act and the

 4 various protection measures related to

 5 the stormwater.  So --

 6 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

 7 very much.  Thank you for being here

 8 today.  Appreciate that perspective.

 9 That conclude our speakers'

10 cards.  

11 By way of process, we have, I

12 believe, two additional public hearings

13 scheduled. 

14 Jackie, do you have the dates on

15 where and when and the time on those?

16 MS. PANIOTO:  I have the 3rd, and

17 again on the 8th and the 10th.  8th is

18 at MSD, and the 10th is here again.

19 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

20 for that, Jackie.

21 Thank you.

22 I would propose and what I plan

23 to do is take this report, the report of

24 the Monitor, and put together my

25 thoughts and some of my questions in
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 1 writing.  If I might do that to MSD for

 2 response on some of the -- kind of,

 3 where I'm thinking and my reaction.  

 4 Incredible amount of work has

 5 gone into this, and it's part of a long

 6 process that I think has been -- all

 7 should be commended on, and it's clearly

 8 very important for the future of this

 9 region of the ratepayers and the

10 citizens that live here.

11 So thank you all for that work,

12 and I will -- I will plan on putting

13 together a list of questions and

14 concerns that I have that I hope could

15 be addressed at the next public hearing.

16 Commissioner Monzel?

17 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Yes, I,

18 too, will want to share that document -- 

19 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Sure.

20 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  -- between

21 myself and Commissioner Portune, and any

22 other questions that I have, as well.  

23 But I would hope that MSD would

24 get a response back to us as soon as

25 possible in regards to those questions,
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 1 because I think it is very important

 2 that we get as much information quickly

 3 to us.

 4 So and I do look forward to the

 5 next several hearings, and I do

 6 appreciate the public coming out today

 7 and giving your input, because I think

 8 it's very important that we keep this

 9 transparent to everyone involved and

10 what's going on.

11 This is a huge project, and our

12 administration compares it to the

13 stadiums.  We're talking, you know,

14 hundreds of millions of dollars.  And

15 I'll tell you now, this will not be our

16 Paul Brown Stadium.  We are not going to

17 do it wrong.  We're going to do it

18 right.  And we're going to make sure

19 that we keep the taxpayers and

20 ratepayers, you know, held from harm on

21 it.  

22 So that's what I'm challenging

23 all of us in this room to do.  And I

24 look forward to continuing to have more

25 public discourse on it.
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 1 Thank you.

 2 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank

 3 you, Commissioner Monzel. 

 4 Commissioner Portune.

 5 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  President,

 6 thank you.

 7 Again, I'll begin by thanking

 8 everyone who is here today.  I've seen

 9 many of the same faces at the community

10 meetings that MSD hosted and at other

11 forums in connection with this over what

12 has been a very involved and public

13 process.

14 We've heard the complaints that

15 were voiced by speakers with respect to

16 the public nature of the process.  You

17 can always improve on it, I know, but I

18 think there's been a considerable effort

19 made to -- in fact, I know there's been

20 considerable effort made to share

21 information and to open the process up

22 to invite the involvement of the public

23 in this.  

24 And so we're going to ensure that

25 that continues, including through the
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 1 public hearings, that the three

 2 additional public hearings that are

 3 currently scheduled.

 4 There are a multitude of

 5 questions that exist.  Obviously, our

 6 challenge is to adopt an approach that

 7 will do the most and cost the least, do

 8 the best job of empowering and embracing

 9 the interests of a community so that it

10 becomes a much better place when all is

11 said and done and have all of this

12 approved by the Regulators.

13 And at the end of the day, that's

14 the -- that's the final challenge, but

15 if -- if they don't approve it, it won't

16 get done.  It's a simple -- it's as

17 simple as that.

18 So we need to make sure that we

19 have all the details.  I share the --

20 initially, I share the reaction of my

21 colleagues that -- and I'm both

22 surprised, as well as disappointed, that

23 we have not been presented with a

24 recommendation that meets the dictates

25 of the resolution of the adopted, at
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 1 least out of the gate, in terms of

 2 costs.  The cost is considerably more

 3 than the cap amount that we articulated

 4 through resolution that we'd like to

 5 see.

 6 I think we also need to make

 7 sure, as the Monitor indicated, that

 8 whatever we're doing is based on good

 9 data, and that the modeling data, flow

10 data, and the like, that's going to play

11 a critical role in whatever solution,

12 the final solution is crafted here in

13 connection with all of this.

14 But still a lot of work to be

15 done.  I appreciate the input by

16 everyone in the community.  It's been

17 very valuable.  We certainly want to be

18 open to recommendations and suggestions

19 that will have a positive impact and be

20 constructive in the process.  And I

21 think that that's the intent of those

22 that have approached us in connection

23 with this.

24 So I, too, will do my best to

25 reduce to writing questions or concerns
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 1 I may have.  I think what we're probably

 2 going to -- I'm going to wait until we

 3 have at least one other of these public

 4 hearings behind us, get a little bit

 5 more information in front of me from the

 6 public before I complete that task.

 7 But again, the bottom line is a

 8 tremendous amount of work has been done,

 9 and whether at the end of the day we

10 accept what's been presented today in

11 whole or in part or not at all, none of

12 that is a criticism of the hard work or

13 the effort that's been done by the

14 district and district staff and everyone

15 connected with the process.

16 And, again, my thanks to the

17 general public.

18 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank

19 you, Commissioner Portune.

20 Let me make one final motion

21 prior to our closing this hearing for

22 today, and that is to accept for the

23 record all of the communications that

24 we've received from the public, both via

25 regular mail and via email for the
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 1 record as it relates to this public

 2 hearing.  

 3 So moved.

 4 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Second.

 5 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

 6 Hartmann?

 7 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Yes.

 8 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

 9 Monzel?

10 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Yes.

11 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

12 Portune?

13 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Yes.

14 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  And close

15 the public hearing for today, and that

16 takes us to the rest of our agenda for

17 today.

18 (This concludes the Hearing to

19 consider the Lick Run Alternative.)

20

21

22

23

24

25
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 9 complete, and accurate transcript of my said 

10 stenotype notes. 
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 1 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Why don't

 2 we call on Assistant County

 3 Administrator Jeff Aluotto to frame the

 4 issue before we open the public hearing.

 5 MR. ALUOTTO:  Thank you,

 6 Commissioners.

 7 Assistant County Administrator

 8 Jeff Aluotto.

 9 Just as Commissioner Hartmann

10 said, just to frame the issue before you

11 for the listening and viewing public, we

12 are preparing to go into now our second

13 public hearing on what is termed the

14 Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy.

15 Hamilton County, as the Board is

16 aware, for the public's benefit, is

17 party to a consent decree.  It related

18 to combined sanitary sewer overflows.

19 That consent decree has resulted in the

20 establishment of a Wet Weather

21 Improvement Program, which drives a

22 whole series of projects that are

23 necessary in order to alleviate and

24 abate those -- those sewer overflows

25 into our streams and waterways.
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 1 The single largest project in the

 2 Wet Weather Improvement Program is what

 3 is known as the Lower Mill Creek Partial

 4 Remedy, and Hamilton County has a

 5 deliverable that it must make to the

 6 Federal Regulators by December 31st of

 7 this year that is, number one, a study

 8 on what would be a short, deep tunnel in

 9 the Lower Mill Creek watershed, but also

10 has the ability to present to the

11 Regulators an alternative to that

12 approach that would be just as

13 effective.

14 MSD, at our last public hearing,

15 has submitted an alternative approach,

16 which they are recommending that be

17 submitted to the Regulators as a part of

18 that deliverable package in December.

19 They presented information on that at

20 our last public hearing.  I believe they

21 are prepared to go through a shorter

22 version of that today, just to make sure

23 that the viewing public, again, has some

24 sort of framework to understand what

25 we're talking about.
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 1 There are two more public

 2 hearings scheduled:  One on the 8th in

 3 the evening down at MSD's offices, and

 4 one on the 10th at the Board's

 5 legislative session.

 6 The public comment period runs

 7 through October 26th, after which time

 8 the Board will ultimately need to make a

 9 decision on what alternative, if any, it

10 includes in the package to the Federal

11 Regulators.  

12 So with that, I would call upon

13 Executive Director of the Sewer

14 District, Tony Parrott, to go into more

15 detail on the issue and to take the

16 Board through a reframing of the

17 recommendation that they made at the

18 last public hearing.

19 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

20 very much for that, Jeff.

21 And let me officially, publicly

22 open the public hearing at this point

23 and call on Executive Director Tony

24 Parrott to briefly frame the discussion

25 that we previously had on the
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 1 recommendations that we've received from

 2 MSD.

 3 I thought procedurally the way it

 4 might make sense to proceed is to hear

 5 from Tony, then hear from citizens.

 6 I've got five speakers' cards.  I know

 7 others were also -- other folks were

 8 going to appear today to represent.  I

 9 know a representative from Green

10 Township, I see.  I see Trustee Dave

11 Linnenberg is here.  

12 Hear from the public who has

13 filled out speakers' cards, and then

14 maybe at that point have some questions

15 and comments from Commissioners.  

16 Is that okay?

17 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Sure. 

18 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Yeah, that

19 works.

20 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Very

21 well.  

22 Welcome, Mr. Parrott.

23 MR. PARROTT:  Good morning,

24 Commissioners.

25 As Jeff mentioned, last week we
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 1 gave you more of a review of what we've

 2 looked at for the Lower Mill Creek

 3 Partial Remedy and the two different

 4 alternatives.  And I'm going to speed

 5 date through a few slides for the folks

 6 that weren't here or didn't get a chance

 7 to see it last week.

 8 The alternatives that we're

 9 looking at, basically, must conform with

10 USEPA requirements, and obviously, if

11 they don't, USEPA cannot approve them.

12 We recognize that whether -- as we move

13 forward that there's still some

14 ambiguities that the Codefendants have

15 to address, whether that is budget or

16 whether that is scheduled or whatever

17 related.  And obviously, MSD stands

18 positioned to assist the Codefendants as

19 it relates to any discussions or any

20 discussions or alternatives for the

21 Regulators.

22 The timeline has been since the

23 inception of our consent decree.  As

24 Jeff mentioned, we've looked at two

25 options:  The more grey option versus a
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 1 more sustainable option.  And, you know,

 2 the recommendations -- both of these

 3 alternatives that we looked at meet the

 4 2 billion gallon context of what is

 5 required under the approved Phase 1.

 6 And, again, we recognize that that is

 7 not our final offer in terms of the

 8 Regulators, so we understand that those

 9 ambiguities and discussions still can

10 occur.

11 As we move forward, looking at

12 this, we looked at the relevant criteria

13 around benefits, cost, risk, and also

14 different policy considerations.  And we

15 talked about those last week.

16 Our recommendation, based upon

17 the analysis that we've done, under the

18 2 billion gallon context, although

19 this -- we recognize that it may not be

20 the final offer that the Board submits,

21 is a more sustainable approach, and that

22 sustainable approach brings you a

23 project that meets the -- it's the

24 lowest-cost viable option to meet the

25 2 billion gallon requirement, and it
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 1 also is something that we think is going

 2 to give you some adaptability or some

 3 flexibility to deal with multiple issues

 4 going forward in the future.

 5 The one thing that has come up

 6 regarding the more sustainable approach,

 7 and we've reviewed a lot of the risk

 8 analysis that's been presented from the

 9 County team, we've also given you a

10 crosswalk as a part of the public

11 hearing last week in how many times

12 we've looked at certain issues and

13 certain risk, the documents that we've

14 responded to relative to those

15 questions.  And, again, if there's

16 additional information that the Board

17 needs relative to risk, we're open to

18 discussing that.

19 One major issue that came up was

20 the concern about flooding.  This kind

21 of shows you existing conditions under

22 surface flooding, what happens now in

23 that corridor, based upon a 100-year

24 storm event.  After the sustainable

25 approach with the grading that is
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 1 proposed there, you can kind of see on

 2 this slide that within the red boundary

 3 in the corridor there, there is a

 4 one-foot free board that would keep all

 5 of that water inside the corridor under

 6 a 100-year flood event.  So you're going

 7 from existing conditions to proposed

 8 conditions in terms of a flooding issue.

 9 And this kind of shows it differently in

10 terms of the existing conditions in

11 terms of a 100-year flood water depth in

12 the corridor.

13 And as you move forward under an

14 SI approach, the Mill Creek is the

15 controlling water body.  MSD operates,

16 along with the stormwater utility within

17 the City of Cincinnati, the barrier dam.

18 And the barrier dam controls the Mill

19 Creek.

20 And so the SI alternative that's

21 brought forward is really -- really

22 designed to -- if you look at the

23 rendition here, you can kind of see

24 under worst case conditions what happens

25 under the 100-year flood storm by
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 1 operating the barrier dam, you can kind

 2 of see the fluctuation in the valley

 3 conveyance for flooding.

 4 So that's one issue that we

 5 wanted to make sure that, under existing

 6 conditions, you can kind of see the

 7 combined sewer system.  And under the

 8 combined sewer system, existing

 9 conditions right now under a 100-year

10 flood event, there are 40 percent of the

11 main trunk sewers under a 10-year storm

12 surcharge.  When we go up in this

13 alternative and separate out the

14 stormwater, you can kind of see the

15 capacity that's created within the

16 system.  Less than 20 percent of the

17 main trunk sewers are surcharged under a

18 10-year storm.

19 This would not happen under a

20 more conventional approach under the

21 tunnel solution.  Under the sustainable

22 solution, you're taking the water out of

23 the system, and you're creating that

24 existing capacity, and you're also

25 keeping -- under a 100-year flood storm,
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 1 you're keeping the water within the

 2 corridor and you're not creating any new

 3 flood streams or flood patterns in the

 4 area.

 5 The sustainable solution,

 6 obviously, complies with the consent

 7 decree.  It creates a new class of

 8 sustainable jobs, gives you some

 9 flexibility for the future and offers

10 potential to leverage private-side

11 actions.  

12 And last week we talked about

13 next steps.  As we go through this

14 process and your public hearing process

15 is resolved, we recognize that the

16 Codefendants still have some ambiguities

17 and some issues to vet with the

18 Regulators, and we stand ready to

19 address that.

20 It is our hope that the approval

21 of whatever alternative moves forward

22 and the CIP, accordingly, for 2013

23 occurs in November, so that we can start

24 to frame our submittal toward the end of

25 December.
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 1 And with that, open it up for

 2 questions.

 3 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

 4 very much, Tony.  

 5 I think what we might do is hear

 6 from the public and then bring you back

 7 up to ask you questions.

 8 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Can we get

 9 a copy of his presentation?

10 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Can we

11 have copies of that presentation?

12 MR. PARROTT:  Yes, sir.  Yes,

13 sir.

14 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thanks.

15 Let me call first Green Township

16 Trustee Dave Linnenberg.  

17 MR. LINNENBERG:  Thank you.

18 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Welcome.

19 MR. LINNENBERG:  Thank you.

20 I'll be brief.

21 I would like to thank the Board

22 for holding these hearings as you are

23 currently considering how to proceed

24 with the single-largest project in the

25 MSD consent decree.  
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 1 I would also like to thank the

 2 Commission for its efforts at the

 3 Federal level to seek some sort of

 4 global relief on what is incredibly

 5 regulatory burden for our community.  

 6 I would encourage you to continue

 7 those efforts in the hope of ultimately

 8 obtaining something of value from our

 9 Federal government that actually helps

10 us at the local level in terms of

11 reduced or more flexible regulations.

12 In Green Township, we are very

13 concerned with current sewer rates, as

14 well as the additional cost burden the

15 consent decree will place on all of our

16 citizens and businesses.  This is

17 billions of dollars and mandated

18 additional costs at a time when many of

19 our residents are struggling.

20 At the township level, we do

21 everything we can to make our community

22 attractive and competitive for economic

23 development.  Those efforts are made

24 much more difficult in an environment of

25 ever-increasing sewer rates that could
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 1 ultimately drive residents and

 2 businesses into the surrounding

 3 communities and counties.

 4 Green Township has not taken an

 5 official position on whether we support

 6 a tunnel or the alternative that is

 7 being proposed in South Fairmount, nor

 8 do I feel we should take a position.

 9 What we know is that both options are

10 hundreds of millions of dollars.  We ask

11 that you do what works best at the lower

12 cost -- the lowest cost, and make sure

13 that whatever you approve fixes the

14 problem.

15 We encourage the Commission to

16 keep costs down on this project and

17 protect against cost overruns, which we

18 all know on projects of this magnitude

19 are very possible.

20 The communities of this county

21 expect that from you as the owners of

22 the sewer district.  I am personally

23 concerned with recent reports that I

24 have read about cost increases over and

25 above the initial planning.  While our
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 1 residents have, unfortunately, come to

 2 expect higher rates because of the

 3 Federal consent decree, they also expect

 4 the MSD projects needed in Green

 5 Township in Phase 2 will be completed

 6 without delay.

 7 Green Township is the third

 8 largest local government in the county,

 9 with roughly 60,000 residents.  Per the

10 last census, we are still growing.  We

11 are working tirelessly to attract

12 economic development, like the new Mercy

13 Hospital, the new Christ and Children's

14 medical offices, and the new TriHealth

15 medical office.

16 We are working to follow this up

17 with restaurants and shopping.  We

18 cannot continue this progress if we have

19 sewage in our many creeks and streams.

20 I will not tell our residents that a fix

21 to our local sewer problems are now on

22 hold because of cost overruns on a

23 project that benefited another

24 community.  I ask that you please ensure

25 this does not happen, regardless of the
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 1 option you ultimately choose.

 2 We all want clean water.  We all

 3 want clean creeks, streams, and rivers,

 4 and we understand we will have to pay

 5 for this.  However, we insist that

 6 having clean creeks and streams in Green

 7 Township be a benefit for our residents

 8 spending this extra money.  To assure

 9 this, I ask you to do all projects at

10 the most effective cost possible.

11 Thank you.

12 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

13 very much.  Thank you for being here.

14 Margo Warminski.

15 MS. WARMINSKI:  Thank you.

16 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Welcome.

17 MS. WARMINSKI:  Yes; good

18 morning.

19 I'm Margo Warminski.  I'm the

20 preservation director of the Cincinnati

21 Preservation Association.

22 I just have two comments.  If the

23 sustainable alternative for the Lower

24 Mill Creek Project moves forward, MSD

25 might have to comply with Federal
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 1 preservation law regarding this project.

 2 This is still uncertain.  While we're

 3 waiting for clarification, it's

 4 important that historic buildings within

 5 the area of potential affect around the

 6 Lick Run Waterway, which is identified

 7 by the project consultants, not be

 8 demolished, because this could cause

 9 major problems with Federal funding

10 later in the project, and we don't want

11 that to happen.

12 Also, if the deep tunnel moves

13 forward, these buildings, obviously,

14 that were purchased by MSD won't be

15 needed, so we'll have to decide what's

16 going to happen to them.  There has to

17 be a strategy to dispose of these

18 buildings and lots.  We need an exit

19 strategy for the buildings and for the

20 neighborhood.

21 Thank you.

22 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank

23 you, Margo.  Thank you very much for

24 being here.

25 MS. WARMINSKI:  You're welcome.
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 1 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Amy

 2 Francis.

 3 Hi, Ms. Francis.  Welcome.  

 4 MS. FRANCIS:  Hi.  

 5 Thank you for hearing my

 6 comments.

 7 I have been a homeowner in

 8 Cincinnati and in Hamilton County for

 9 the last 27 years.  Luckily, the home

10 that I live in now, as of the last

11 24 years, has never had any kind of

12 flooding or water problems concerned

13 with the sewers.  My problem has been

14 with rates, and my concerns have been

15 with what is the "green solution" to the

16 problem in the County's sewer solution.

17 So what I am in support of today

18 is a green solution.  The deep tunnel

19 where -- may provide jobs, it may take

20 the water away, it really creates a

21 bigger problem with costs and with the

22 actual logistics of what it will do.  So

23 that is my concern.

24 I'd also like to -- for you to

25 consider the other added benefits of a
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 1 green solution with ongoing benefits for

 2 the community, not only in taking care

 3 of the water problem, but in providing

 4 entertainment, the water parks, and the

 5 proposed green solution that's included

 6 and that provide a great service to the

 7 citizens, in addition to the costs.

 8 So thank you for hearing me.

 9 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

10 very much for being here.

11 Charles Young.

12 Welcome, Mr. Young.

13 MR. YOUNG:  Good afternoon,

14 Commissioners.

15 Before I start, let me give you a

16 handout real quick.  Hopefully, that's

17 in order.

18 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank

19 you, Charles.  I'll hand them down.

20 Thanks.

21 MR. YOUNG:  Commissioners, what

22 I've given you is basically what we do

23 in the community for -- let's see.  I've

24 been in the community 30 years.  For the

25 last 20 years, I know we've done this
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 1 newsletter.  And when we originally

 2 started doing this newsletter, we had

 3 2300 circulation on it.  Presently, we

 4 are doing about 1700.

 5 What I'm here to say -- forgive

 6 me.  My name is Charles Young.  I'm the

 7 vice president of the South Fairmount

 8 Community Council.  

 9 And if you have noticed that a

10 lot of my colleagues and contemporaries

11 are not here today.  And as a vice

12 president of the Community Council, I

13 speak for the ratepayers in South

14 Fairmount, also the ratepayers in the

15 City, also the property owners in South

16 Fairmount, the taxpayers in South

17 Fairmount, the business owners in South

18 Fairmount.  So it's an inclusive thing

19 for the Council.

20 And what I would like to share

21 with you is sort of like a minireport on

22 what's just happened in the past couple

23 days.  We did -- had a breakout session,

24 or a public hearing ourselves, of what

25 we call the Enhancement to the Lick Run
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 1 Alternative Plan.  And we had attendance

 2 that was very poorly attended.  I

 3 expected, probably, 70 to 80 people.  We

 4 had, maybe, 16 or 17.

 5 But the reason why I'm here

 6 before you today, even though I've

 7 stated my case and I still will remain

 8 on record as that, is that I'm here

 9 purely because I'm concerned about the

10 economic impact to our community and the

11 costs to the ratepayer.  My big question

12 to you as a result of the plan that

13 we've introduced yielded a couple of

14 results.

15 Basically, what we have a major

16 concern with is the attendance.  The

17 attendance of the people who should know

18 about what we're talking about today,

19 what we talked about yesterday, and what

20 we'll be talking about tomorrow.  I find

21 it bad, or an issue with that.  And my

22 issue is have we done our best to inform

23 our people; our ratepayers, our

24 citizentry, and the like?  I'll tell

25 you, I don't think we have.

1043



    77

 1 But those of you who know the

 2 process believe we have.  And I'm sort

 3 of like on the fence on that, because I

 4 think we have done things.  And what

 5 I've did, is I passed out our

 6 newsletter.  And our newsletter

 7 currently, this month -- and we have the

 8 president's letter, which is usually the

 9 first part of the front page, where he

10 talks about issues like this.  And we do

11 it fairly regular, so there's enough

12 information going out in the community.  

13 And, also, under the circulation

14 area, we talk about the town hall

15 meetings that you guys provide and

16 what's instilled and what we're trying

17 to do.

18 However, there is a missing link,

19 or a disconnect, in the community.  And

20 if it's in the community, I'm saying

21 it's a disconnect in the City.  It's a

22 disconnect in the County.  Have we done

23 our due diligence in getting this

24 information out?  Because the response

25 doesn't show us that.  My biggest issue
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 1 is, is this it?  Is this the last call?

 2 Because there are some of us -- or

 3 should I say some of them -- who have

 4 not engaged in this process.

 5 Now, what do I call those people?

 6 I call those people, probably, the

 7 silent majority, or should I call them

 8 the silent minority?  It is very

 9 important to me, because I think I

10 remember at the last meeting, I think it

11 was Commissioner Monzel who said we're

12 not going to drop this ball like we did

13 on the stadium.

14 Well, right now, gentlemen, I

15 think we've already fumbled, but let's

16 pick it up and run again.  Because I

17 know the train is sitting at the bottom

18 of the track ready to go up.  And

19 eventually it's going to come up the

20 track.  

21 It's very important that maybe we

22 still can do this as a last call.  And

23 it's your call, that we can get the

24 entities that really need to work on

25 this last call together to see what the
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 1 input of those people who are called the

 2 silent minority is, or the silent

 3 majority, whichever you want to say.  

 4 Because, remember, when we did

 5 the stadium, we had all the

 6 professionals, everybody who had all the

 7 expertise to give you as much

 8 information as you needed.  Yet, still

 9 we come back with, Well, we dropped the

10 ball, okay?

11 Well, I'm saying, what about the

12 people who pay for this, the silent

13 minority or the silent majority?  We

14 didn't get all the information from

15 those folks.  And I still think we have

16 one last call.  Because when I go home

17 at night -- and I hope it's the same

18 thing you feel when you go home at

19 night -- is did we do our best to get

20 this information covered so that in the

21 future nobody can come back and say,

22 Hey, man, they didn't do that, or they

23 ran over us.  We didn't get our chance.  

24 Because that's what we hear in

25 the community -- and I'm really tired of
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 1 hearing it -- but they deserve to hear

 2 it, because most likely they work during

 3 the day, they want to sleep, take care

 4 of their families at night, and they

 5 can't make some of the meetings that

 6 I've alluded to before.  We can, because

 7 we represent them.

 8 So in final, I ask you, please

 9 consider possibly making another request

10 for our community, MSD, and the County

11 to get together to do a final.  Because

12 I do know for a fact that there is no

13 statistical data that I've seen that

14 tells me that people who are in our

15 community have been contacted and know

16 about what's going on.  Because we've

17 tried.  And I've said, we've done our

18 due diligence, and I'm sure you may have

19 the intelligence to know that there's a

20 lot of people missing here.  And it's

21 only a few of us making these decisions.

22 And I know we can do that.

23 But let's bear in mind,

24 gentlemen, that in the just

25 not-so-recent past, this whole scenario
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 1 was done in Indianapolis.  It may have

 2 took 10 years for them to get to where

 3 they are, but guess which way they went?

 4 The deep tunnel.  Kentucky?  Deep

 5 tunnel.  We're talking about an

 6 alternative.  But guess what?  We may be

 7 talking a deep tunnel.  But I don't want

 8 to see us going to court for 10 years,

 9 and then ultimately, deep tunnel.

10 I'm going to close with that,

11 sir, and the community rests.

12 Thank you.

13 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank

14 you, Mr. Young.  And thank you very much

15 for your engagement in helping us engage

16 the public on these important issues.

17 Jennifer Eismeier.

18 MS. EISMEIER:  Good morning.  

19 I'm Jennifer Eismeier, executive

20 director of the Mill Creek Watershed

21 Council of Communities.

22 And I'm here today to support

23 MSD's watershed-based sustainable

24 infrastructure alternative for the Lower

25 Mill Creek Partial Remedy.
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 1 The Watershed Council was formed

 2 to build consensus among the

 3 37 political jurisdictions in the Mill

 4 Creek Watershed and undertake

 5 initiatives that improve the Mill Creek

 6 and its tributaries.  MSD's proposal

 7 does just that:  Delivering watershed

 8 scale improvements that are consistent

 9 with the Council's mission-driven work.  

10 The benefit of a watershed

11 approach is a holistic assessment of

12 both water quality and water quantity

13 impairments and a comprehensive approach

14 to addressing those impairments.

15 MSD's consent decree mandate is

16 based on volumetric reduction, but that

17 alone will not solve water quality

18 impairment in the Mill Creek.  To that

19 end, MSD and the Council, among others,

20 formed a partnership late last year to

21 develop the Lower Mill Creek Watershed

22 Action Plan, the State of Ohio's process

23 for indentifying and tackling water

24 quality impairments.  This kind of plan

25 paves the way for outside investment and
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 1 projects that address water quality

 2 challenges.

 3 We have already been successful

 4 partners in delivering improvement in

 5 the Upper Mill Creek Watershed, securing

 6 $2.1 million in grant funds to build

 7 Twin Creek Preserve, a stream

 8 restoration and wetland construction

 9 project.

10 And in the Lower Mill Creek, we

11 are already actively pursuing

12 $3.5 million in grant funds to implement

13 projects with similar benefit.

14 The Council believes

15 implementation of the MSD recommended

16 sustainable alternative, undertaken in

17 tandem with water quality improvement

18 delivered through implementation of the

19 Lower Mill Creek Watershed Action Plan

20 will bring us all closer to realizing

21 the vision of the Mill Creek as an

22 amenity that improves quality of life

23 and makes Greater Cincinnati and

24 Hamilton County outstanding examples of

25 environmental stewardship.
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 1 Thank you.

 2 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

 3 very much for being here.

 4 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  

 5 Mr. President?

 6 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  

 7 Commissioner Portune.

 8 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Could I

 9 ask a question real quick of

10 Ms. Eismeier before she leaves?  I know

11 we don't ordinarily do this, but -- 

12 You had mentioned the -- as a

13 result of a partnership with MSD that --

14 I want to make sure I got this down

15 correctly.  Pave -- it's paving the way

16 to lead to the development of watershed

17 or water quality projects in the

18 watershed?  Did I hear that correctly?

19 MS. EISMEIER:  Right.  Are you

20 specifically referring to the watershed

21 action plan?

22 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Yes.

23 MS. EISMEIER:  The watershed

24 action plan is the State of Ohio's

25 process for indentifying water quality
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 1 impairment in any watershed --

 2 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Right.

 3 MS. EISMEIER:  -- prioritizing

 4 those impairments, and then identifying

 5 projects which will address those.

 6 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  The reason

 7 why I ask the question is, as you know,

 8 that issue is one of the great unknowns

 9 here.  That because EPA's enforcement

10 actions are based largely on volumetric

11 approaches as opposed to quality

12 approaches, and because there is not

13 currently regulation in the area of all

14 the stormwater drainage related water

15 quality issues; all of your gasolines

16 and your oils and your other stuff that

17 gets washed off the roadways or it might

18 otherwise be there.  

19 The fear that everybody has, of

20 course, is that we spend all this money

21 dealing with quantity issues, and

22 there's -- then a new set of regulations

23 come along to deal with quality.  And

24 maybe I said that wrong.  I meant

25 quantity of the water, if I misspoke
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 1 before.  But then a whole new set of

 2 regulations come along that deal with

 3 quality of the water.  And there's

 4 nothing in place to deal with that and,

 5 in fact, not only is nothing in place,

 6 there's no money, because communities

 7 are already stretched to the limit, if

 8 not being pushed over the brink by these

 9 current enforcement actions, absent

10 Federal help or some change in Federal

11 policy.

12 So with respect to the

13 development, then, of watershed or water

14 quality projects, any idea on -- with

15 that action plan?  Is that calling for

16 an infusion of Federal and State money?

17 Do you have an estimate as to cost and

18 price tag of that on top of what we're

19 dealing with?  Or when those regulations

20 will arise?

21 Because those are questions I'm

22 hearing all over the country in

23 connection with this, and they support,

24 quite honestly, a call for the

25 development of new Federal policy
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 1 immediately, putting a halt to Federal

 2 enforcement of these -- and consent

 3 decree programs today until additional

 4 flexibility is built in to deal with the

 5 quality issue.

 6 So where is that, from your -- I

 7 mean, where is that heading?

 8 MS. EISMEIER:  I cannot speak to

 9 the additional costs of Federal

10 regulation.  I simply can't speak to

11 that.  But I can say that we are being

12 proactive in the watershed action plan

13 approach to understanding both our water

14 quantity and quality issues in the Mill

15 Creek.  

16 And we're prepared through this

17 approach, which is a fluid, organic

18 approach that's endorsed by the State of

19 Ohio.  We've been very engaged with Ohio

20 EPA in developing the plan and putting

21 this forth as a vanguard and urban model

22 to really deal with these consent decree

23 challenges that are faced by

24 communities, we know, all over the

25 country.
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 1 So we are operating to put

 2 together the best plan we possibly can

 3 so we have an excellent inventory of

 4 what impairments are so that we are

 5 ready to address those in the most

 6 cost-effective way possible and deal

 7 with additional regulatory burdens as

 8 they come along.

 9 At this point, you know, we've

10 developed a strong work group of

11 stakeholders in the Mill Creek watershed

12 so that we have a solid understanding of

13 what these things are.  We're putting

14 them in context of the regulatory

15 mandate that MSD is faced with.  

16 From the Council's perspective,

17 we're looking at the Mill Creek as an

18 asset to our region.  That's what we

19 want it to be, because it's something

20 that can bring people to Greater

21 Cincinnati and get them to stay here,

22 businesses and families.  It improves

23 quality of life.

24 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  All right.

25 Thank you.
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 1 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

 2 very much.

 3 MS. EISMEIER:  Thank you.

 4 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Jo Ann

 5 Metz.

 6 MS. METZ:  Good morning.

 7 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Good

 8 morning.

 9 MS. METZ:  I was at the last

10 meeting also, and in listening to these

11 comments today, I kind of agree with

12 most, I don't agree at all with Charles

13 Young in that the South Fairmount

14 Community Council represents the people

15 who live in the valley, which has truly

16 and always historically been South

17 Fairmount.  We have two ridges that are

18 different communities.

19 At any rate -- at any event, what

20 I want to say is we do support the MSD

21 plan, the people of South Fairmount.

22 And while Charles says that he

23 represents the community, no, he does

24 not.  There's about five or six people

25 that come to that meeting.  They may
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 1 hold the power, but that may change

 2 shortly too; there's an election coming

 3 up.

 4 And if you'll look at the little

 5 brochures that he gave you, they are

 6 attempting to influence an election in

 7 an illegal way, and we have consulted

 8 our attorney about it.  It says that you

 9 may not vote unless you have prior

10 membership.  That's not been the past

11 practice of this community council.  You

12 pay your dues that night and you vote,

13 and that's the way that it should

14 remain.  You just don't conveniently

15 change it, and this is what we have

16 retained counsel for, and we wanted you

17 to know that.

18 Beyond that, having been in the

19 law business a little bit, you never

20 ever go beyond the terms of the consent

21 decree.

22 If the consent decree,

23 Mr. Portune, said quantity, then that's

24 what you should limit it to.  Yes, we

25 should keep an eye on quality
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 1 ultimately, but we don't have the money

 2 to do both at this time.  And I do think

 3 they came up with a good solution, and

 4 we'll take care of the neighborhood

 5 problems and bring you better

 6 representation.

 7 Thank you.

 8 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank

 9 you.

10 Do I have another speaker's card?

11 Is there another speaker's card?

12 Fred Hargrove.

13 MR. HARGROVE:  Hi.  Good

14 afternoon.

15 My name is Fred Hargrove.  I'm

16 the CEO of Hargrove Engineering.  And I

17 just want to just read a little

18 statement that I've got here.

19 Let's see.  All of you are very

20 aware of the stormwater overflow

21 challenges facing the Metropolitan Sewer

22 District.  In an attempt to meet the EPA

23 requirements, the County entered into a

24 consent degree [sic] with EPA that

25 requires accounting to put forth a
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 1 solution to the courts before

 2 December 31st, 2012.

 3 MSD has developed what has

 4 resulted in a primary plan, the tunnel,

 5 an alternative back-up plan,

 6 day-lighting.  Both are extremely

 7 expensive, one far more than the other.

 8 As an integral part of their remedial

 9 plans, we believe MSD has gone through a

10 grand facade of engaging the community.

11 A number of informational town meetings

12 and events have been held.  And on the

13 surface, feedback requested and

14 supplied.

15 In short, all appearances of a

16 give-and-take process have been made by

17 MSD.  The core problem is that little of

18 the feedback has been -- from the

19 communities has been heard.  The key to

20 the agreeing with EPA is not only

21 meeting with the regulatory rules, but

22 sustainability of the community.

23 As we understand it, under the

24 MSD day-lighting plan, they are there to

25 gouge out the center of South Fairmount
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 1 community in its main business district

 2 to meet the overflow piping needs and

 3 then plant a few shrubs and trees and

 4 call it a day.

 5 You have heard from others how

 6 well that worked in the neighborhoods,

 7 and now you have heard from your own

 8 project monitors on the risk.

 9 MSD entered into a consent decree

10 with EPA guaranteeing neighborhood

11 sustainability.  Their plan will forever

12 and a day slice the South Fairmount

13 community in two.  This solves MSD's

14 overflow problem, but it does nothing

15 for the community.

16 In conclusion, we offer the most

17 cost-effective alternative that meets

18 both MSD and the EPA requirements, and

19 we would like to have the chance to

20 continue our dialogue with MSD and

21 possibly come back with a better

22 solution.

23 Thank you.

24 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

25 very much.
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 1 That concludes our speakers'

 2 cards.  

 3 Let me call back up executive

 4 director Tony Parrott to, perhaps,

 5 answer some questions.  I've got

 6 several.  I'll ask Commissioner Monzel

 7 to start us off.

 8 Commissioner Monzel.

 9 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Thank you,

10 Mr. President.  

11 Yes, I would like to start off,

12 kind of, echoing the comments I made

13 last week in regards to this project as

14 a legacy project, not only for the

15 County Commissioners, but also for MSD

16 in making sure that, you know, what we

17 are choosing, whatever option that is,

18 is the right option and that we don't

19 later have to pay any fixes to it if we

20 get it wrong; if it's not performing it

21 correctly, we can't spend millions of

22 dollars on a project that does not work

23 as promised.  So we want to make sure

24 that it's built correctly the first time

25 around and that it continues to do so
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 1 for 50 years.  

 2 In fact, in my other role as an

 3 engineer, we have something called

 4 "first-time yield."  So we want a

 5 first-time yield of one.  We want to get

 6 it right the first time.  And that's

 7 what we're really concerned about here

 8 in regards to this project.

 9 So can MSD's recommendation, you

10 know, of this project, can we make sure

11 that it's performed as you've stated?

12 What are the things in place that says

13 this will actually do as you say?

14 MR. PARROTT:  I think that

15 there's really two parts to that, to

16 that -- two responses to the question.

17 Number one:  Obviously, we're

18 into, obviously, depending on the

19 approval of the analysis, obviously,

20 we're approaching approximately

21 30 percent design.  And, obviously,

22 we've done a lot of sensitivity analyses

23 that looked at not only just safety

24 margins or safety factors that are built

25 into the design to, as I showed on the
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 1 slides earlier, to make sure that

 2 volumetrically there's worst case

 3 scenarios be built into the design to

 4 deal with flooding issues relative to

 5 the -- I guess you could say the water

 6 quality aspect of it.  Really, there's

 7 two components within the system itself.

 8 Water quality features are built in to

 9 deal with water quality features.

10 In the stormwater separation

11 vehicles or the catch basins that

12 ultimately feed into either the box

13 conduit or the overland drainage to deal

14 with existing MS4 requirements, there's

15 vortex structures that are built into

16 that design to make sure that we're

17 dealing with removal of grit and solids

18 and those type of things that are

19 required under MS4 permit.

20 So as we move further into

21 design, we will be able to put in

22 additional safety margins.  And, like I

23 said, we've done the sensitivity

24 analysis with different ranges, and

25 ultimately we will have a white paper as
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 1 we move forward that's going to address

 2 all of those responses.  We've responded

 3 to some of those before, but we are

 4 aware of the sensitivity analysis and

 5 different ranges that we've looked at.  

 6 But we're very confident, based

 7 upon the industry standards for this

 8 type of project, we're very confident in

 9 terms of its performance and we're very

10 confident in terms of where we are with

11 the cost estimates.

12 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  

13 Mr. President?

14 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Yes.

15 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Thank you,

16 Mr. Director.

17 To follow up with that, has MSD

18 ever done a separation project to this

19 size and scope before?  Because you've

20 been doing these Wet Weather

21 Implementation Programs.  Has there ever

22 been anything this large that you have

23 actually accomplished?

24 MR. PARROTT:  Commissioner, we

25 have a very good track record with large
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 1 sewer separation projects.  In fact,

 2 this particular project calls for the

 3 installation of approximately several

 4 thousand feet of separate storm sewers,

 5 and we've done storm separation

 6 projects, and we've had a very good

 7 track record with those linear projects,

 8 not only from a separation and a

 9 scheduled standpoint, but also from a

10 cost standpoint.

11 And a good example is one

12 particular storm separation project

13 that's in this particular watershed,

14 Harrison Avenue.  We, from a

15 construction coordination standpoint, we

16 bid that in conjunction with the City's

17 Department of Transportation as they

18 were redoing Harrison Avenue.  And if I

19 recall, I think by doing that, the bids

20 came in about 30 percent lower than the

21 estimate.  

22 And, of course, from a schedule

23 standpoint, we're going to be able to

24 meet the schedule.  But we've -- we've

25 done sewer separation projects before.
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 1 It's not rocket science, something we do

 2 a lot in terms of linear projects.

 3 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  And in

 4 regards to the -- 

 5 Mr. President, I just have a

 6 couple more questions in this, kind of,

 7 area of just making sure that we're

 8 building something that we have

 9 knowledge of doing it before, that we

10 build it right the first time.  

11 The data collected on that area

12 in trying to come up with, you know, how

13 much we're going to be able to separate

14 out, now how confident is MSD on what

15 you know is in the area or the amount

16 that's going to be going into that and

17 that we will accomplish the goals of

18 what EPA is requesting us of the capture

19 of that volume?

20 MR. PARROTT:  I guess I want to

21 ask you a clarifying question.  When you

22 talk about "data," are you talking about

23 empirical data that goes along with a

24 BMP, or are you talking about data

25 relative to --
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 1 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Actual --

 2 you know, do you have any actual data

 3 of in the region of what is being, I

 4 guess, seen right now?  And then based

 5 on other projects, other separation

 6 projects, of an idea of what that volume

 7 capture is going to be on what you're

 8 proposing?

 9 I know the stuff in the future

10 you don't have any hard data on it,

11 because it's not there.  It's going to

12 be hypothetical.  But the actual stuff

13 that's occurring in the Mill Creek area,

14 do you have data that shows what the

15 volume is and whether or not this

16 project is going to be able to capture

17 it to make the requirements of the

18 consent decree?

19 MR. PARROTT:  Well, the -- in

20 terms of that, I'm assuming you're

21 referring to the flow monitoring data.

22 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Yes.

23 MR. PARROTT:  The flow monitoring

24 data that we have, obviously -- the

25 watershed -- and we've been very clear
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 1 with the County team and the Regulators,

 2 and we've been discussing this as part

 3 of our technical meetings.  We have had

 4 flow monitoring data that we've used to

 5 get to this point in the design.  We do

 6 know that there are some geographic

 7 issues and some access issues that have

 8 brought us limited data.

 9 But one of the things that we

10 talked about with the Regulators and the

11 County technical team is that, as we

12 move forward, knowing whether or not

13 we're going to approve this or not, we

14 have -- we have deployed approximately,

15 I'd say, anywhere between 12 and 16

16 flow-monitoring datas within -- flow

17 monitoring equipment within the

18 watershed.  And that's going to not only

19 enhance the data that we already have

20 relative to the modeling outputs that we

21 have seen, but as we move further into

22 60 percent design, we're going to be

23 able to enhance the design of the system

24 based upon that additional

25 flow-monitoring data.
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 1 I can tell you that since the

 2 additional flow monitoring has been

 3 deployed, if I'm not mistaken, maybe six

 4 weeks ago, we've had some significant

 5 rain that we're getting good data now.

 6 And so it's going to help us in the

 7 design of this project, and it's going

 8 to help us with the postconstruction

 9 monitoring as well.

10 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  So -- 

11 Mr. President -- 

12 -- you're at 30 percent design,

13 you've said already.  So we need to make

14 a decision here that's got one-third of

15 what is the potential of being built

16 here of a possibility of answering this

17 question.  So, you know, to me, at

18 30 percent is -- is -- it's risky.  I

19 mean, there's risk.  There's a lot of

20 risk involved here.

21 MR. PARROTT:  Can I ask a clarity

22 for that?

23 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Sure.

24 MR. PARROTT:  When I say

25 30 percent design, that's more so the
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 1 valley conveyance piece.  Obviously,

 2 there's projects up in the watershed

 3 that are further along in terms of

 4 design; some are at 60 percent, some are

 5 at 90 percent in terms of the storm

 6 sewer separation projects. 

 7 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  So where

 8 would you put the whole project at?  If

 9 you had to say, you know, what you

10 proposed here, what percentage of design

11 do you think you're at overall?

12 MR. PARROTT:  Well, like I said,

13 I think that the menu of projects that

14 we have in terms of the storm sewer

15 separation projects, like I said, we

16 have -- some of those are at 60 percent

17 design.  We have linear history or

18 projects that we've done before that

19 gives us a good track record of how

20 those projects performed.  

21 But for the valley conveyance

22 piece, because we wanted to make sure

23 that there's going to be concurrence

24 with the technical discussion with the

25 Regulators and concurrence with the
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 1 County, we wanted to make sure that we

 2 didn't advance beyond 30 percent design.

 3 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Okay.  And

 4 then the valley conveyance piece, how

 5 big is that of the whole project itself?

 6 Is that half of the project size just in

 7 the valley area?  Or is that, you know,

 8 25 percent of the full project?  I'm not

 9 saying about design, I'm just saying in

10 scope.  So in scope of the full project,

11 you know, the whole remedy, how much is

12 the valley conveyance piece?  How big is

13 that?

14 MR. PARROTT:  Well, we have

15 approximately -- well, the -- the valley

16 conveyance piece -- I guess when I look

17 at the $317 million sustainable solution

18 piece that we gave you, about -- the

19 Lick Run valley piece of that is about

20 200 million.

21 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  So

22 two-thirds, about two-thirds for cost.

23 MR. PARROTT:  But 200 million of

24 that is just for the complete Lick Run

25 piece.  You have to kind of break that
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 1 down between what's, you know, going to

 2 the storm sewer separation and what is

 3 specific to the overland valley

 4 conveyance system.

 5 So I would say that it's probably

 6 going to be about -- it's going to break

 7 down probably, out of that 200 million,

 8 probably 50 percent is going to be more

 9 so into the storm sewer separation, and

10 the remainder is going to be with the

11 valley conveyance system.

12 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  So -- and

13 I'm driving you -- I was trying to drive

14 you to a -- I know it's hard, so I'm

15 trying to help to try to get an idea of

16 the scope of the project for the public,

17 as well as where we're at in regards to

18 the design of it.  So I do appreciate

19 your candor in that.

20 I guess my final question for

21 now -- and I'll let the other

22 Commissioners ask a question -- is what

23 happens?  We go forward, we do this, you

24 go build it.  What happens if we get it

25 wrong?  What if we don't collect the

1072



   106

 1 2 billion gallons that we're supposed

 2 to?  You know, what is the -- I guess

 3 the, you know, results of that for the

 4 County?  What happens if we don't get

 5 that collection correct?

 6 MR. PARROTT:  Commissioner,

 7 obviously, I'm not your legal counsel

 8 and I don't -- I'm not legal counsel for

 9 the City.  But based on feedback that I

10 know I've gotten from legal counsel, is

11 that, you know, obviously with every

12 project we do, there's going to be

13 postconstruction monitoring.  And

14 depending on what that postconstruction

15 monitoring reflects will ultimately

16 determine or shape the discussions that

17 you're going to have as Codefendants

18 with the Regulators as to what's going

19 to be the final remedy.

20 Whatever we do for a partial

21 remedy ultimately sets the groundwork,

22 or the backbone, for whatever is

23 required for a final remedy for the

24 entire Mill Creek watershed.  So that

25 would be, you know, my initial reaction
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 1 to your question.  But, you know, I

 2 think that there's legal analysis that

 3 would probably give you some guidance on

 4 what that means.  But everything that we

 5 do as a partial remedy ultimately has to

 6 fit into the backbone for a final remedy

 7 going forward.

 8 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Thank you,

 9 Mr. President.  

10 I do have a couple more questions

11 later on, but I want to give the other

12 commissioners a chance to ask.

13 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

14 very much.  

15 Thank you very much, Commissioner

16 Monzel.

17 Mr. Parrott, a couple of -- maybe

18 a comment and several questions, at this

19 point, from me.

20 The term "Codefendants," I'm not

21 sure how I like being called a

22 "Codefendant."  I think it does

23 illustrate for the public the situation

24 that we're in with our sewers here.  We

25 were sued by the EPA, reached a Federal
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 1 consent decree with the Federal

 2 government to make the fixes.  So

 3 they're mandated.  We and the City are

 4 Codefendants in this matter.

 5 This is an incredibly challenging

 6 ask for us as County Commissioners.  In

 7 1968 there was an agreement for a

 8 utility owned by the County to be

 9 operated by the City, and that is a

10 remarkable challenge, as we go forward,

11 separating those two -- those two items.

12 You ask anybody, if you separate

13 ownership from operations, it's just a

14 system set up for failure.  So we're

15 digging in on this in an extreme way

16 with our Monitor.  

17 And I thank you for your

18 cooperation on those issues and

19 understand how challenging it is for you

20 at MSD to be employees of the City for a

21 utility that we're asked to fund and to

22 raise rates to pay for these fixes.  And

23 these numbers are a huge deal at the

24 front end.  

25 And just a word, and maybe a
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 1 question, about something that we've

 2 glossed over that are close enough to

 3 it, but grey versus alternative; grey

 4 being a deep tunnel in this situation of

 5 being, I think, much more proven as to

 6 what kind of water that can remove from

 7 the system.  This whole consent decree

 8 is based on what we can remove from the

 9 system, and we've got basic agreements

10 on that.  So grey being more proven as

11 to what kind of, you know, what kind of

12 fixes we're sure of occurring.  

13 Alternative, you know, also

14 removing -- removing water from the

15 system and sewage, sewage from the

16 system, but much less -- much less

17 proven nationally.

18 Talk, if you will -- and I

19 commend you for your approach on that, I

20 mean, just so the public knows.  The

21 comparison -- the comparison here

22 between a deep tunnel solution and the

23 alternative approach is far most

24 cost-effective for us to pursue

25 alternatives, but with much higher risk.
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 1 Higher risks being that this system does

 2 not deliver what we're saying today that

 3 it's going to deliver.

 4 So why don't you talk for a

 5 minute about how much at the front end

 6 of the national debate -- this is not

 7 only going on in Cincinnati, it's going

 8 on all around the country, these kind of

 9 fixes that are mandated by EPA that have

10 got to be done.  

11 And how far are we at the front

12 end for these alternate solutions,

13 alternative solutions?

14 MR. PARROTT:  Commissioner, very

15 good question.  I guess one of the

16 things that I would say is, is that for

17 the conventional tunnel solution,

18 obviously there's been some communities

19 that have been out there before us that

20 have used tunnel systems for their CSO

21 remedies.  And we're also -- we also

22 know that for those communities that

23 have used conventional tunnel systems,

24 depending on the level of storm, they're

25 still collecting rainwater, but yet
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 1 they're still having combined sewer

 2 overflows in their community.

 3 So whether it's $500 million or

 4 whether it's $800 million for a

 5 conventional system, if we go forward

 6 with a conventional system and

 7 ultimately, depending on the level of

 8 storm, you're still going to have

 9 combined sewer overflows, I would say

10 that that's going to probably trigger a

11 lot of questions from the public, as

12 well.  

13 So when you talk about

14 performance, when you talk about

15 certainty, I think -- and our response

16 to the certainty question, we kind of

17 brought forth those issues, not only for

18 the SI approach, but also for the grey

19 approach and for the use of EHRTs,

20 et cetera.

21 In terms of the national scale,

22 there has been more discussion in the

23 last three years as, maybe, Commissioner

24 Portune can attest to about the desire

25 for a more integrated approach from the
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 1 USEPA level that would allow not only

 2 utilities more flexibility, but local

 3 governments more flexibility on how to

 4 deal with things from more of a

 5 watershed approach.

 6 This is a wet weather problem,

 7 and so you cannot solve it without

 8 looking at the other impacts that are

 9 contributing to the problem, which is

10 stormwater.  And you cannot look at what

11 is going to be the community benefit in

12 terms of the investments that we're

13 making.

14 When we talk about are we out on

15 the cutting edge, I think that one of

16 the things that we've seen is that some

17 cities have taken a more, what I would

18 call, a best management practice, or a

19 green BMP approach; green roofs,

20 pervious pavement, that type of stuff.

21 And some of them are doing it more on a

22 pilot basis, some of them are, depending

23 on their decree, have just negotiated in

24 a certain amount of an allowance for

25 those type of expenditures.  
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 1 But I can tell you, as we

 2 submitted our green infrastructure

 3 report in the early beginning, there was

 4 not much acceptance of a green BMP-laden

 5 structure.  So when we talk about

 6 sustainable, we're talking about

 7 something that is grounded in; how do we

 8 make sure that we're taking water out of

 9 the system, whether it be stormwater or

10 natural drainage.

11 The benefit of that is, is that

12 you're not building pipes, pump

13 stations, and treatment plants to treat

14 natural drainage and stormwater over the

15 life of those assets.  You're having --

16 you're going to be able to do it over a

17 reduced -- you're having a reduced life

18 cycle cost, which ultimately translates

19 when you look at the capital investment,

20 the life cycle cost, the per unit cost

21 for the alternative that we're proposing

22 is significantly lower than the per unit

23 cost for a conventional tunnel system.

24 And I won't speak for

25 Commissioner Portune, but I think that
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 1 in our discussions in Washington where

 2 we've had an opportunity to go and talk

 3 to other communities, there are a lot of

 4 communities that are bringing forth

 5 these SI approaches and -- including

 6 Cleveland most recently -- got something

 7 incorporated into their consent decree.

 8 Kansas City, Kansas.  

 9 So even though what we're talking

10 about may be out in the front, but

11 there's other communities that are now

12 approaching consent decrees or bringing

13 forth the same solutions that we're

14 recommending.

15 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  But you

16 would grant me that it is riskier.

17 MR. PARROTT:  Well, I think it

18 depends on what you define as a risk.  I

19 think that any project that you do

20 brings its own risk; whether it's an SI

21 approach or whether it's a tunnel

22 approach or whether it's an HRT

23 approach.  I think every project has its

24 own risk, but there's other benefits

25 when you look at it from a triple bottom
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 1 line perspective.

 2 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Yeah, I

 3 mean, I completely agree with you

 4 that -- on that, that there are other

 5 benefits.  And I just -- you know, we're

 6 bumping up against a deadline to approve

 7 a program here.  And, you know, we're

 8 still doing -- collecting more local

 9 data.  And I know that we've recently

10 added some new local data monitoring.

11 When are we going to get that

12 information?  I think it's important to

13 understand that, you know, we want to

14 take a littlest flier on an issue like

15 this as is possible, as been stated,

16 because cost overruns and failing to

17 deliver the kind of, you know, numbers

18 removal from the system results in a

19 real nightmare long term.  So, you know,

20 I get scared when we've got to

21 constantly be collecting, you know, new

22 data with this deadline coming up.

23 What's the status of that?  How

24 is that going to be factored into what

25 we're asked to vote for?
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 1 MR. PARROTT:  The sensitivity

 2 analysis, and a lot of the local data

 3 that I mentioned that we're looking at

 4 and we're analyzing, obviously is

 5 something that we're prepared to give

 6 you white paper to review.

 7 We're also, as I said, we've --

 8 over the last six to eight weeks, we've

 9 been vetting this particular issue with

10 the Regulators as it relates to flow

11 monitoring data.  

12 The one trigger, though, that I

13 think that is very important is that

14 everything that we're vetting

15 technically regarding all the

16 alternatives is grounded within the

17 model.  And in our discussions with the

18 Regulators, they have told us that they

19 understand our approach, they understand

20 the data that's went into our model in

21 terms of inputs, and they understand the

22 outputs, and they don't see any

23 particular red flags with our modeling

24 approach.  And so that is sort of where

25 we are.
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 1 I think that the Regulators have

 2 said that they understand what

 3 they've -- what's went into the model

 4 and what we're using, and they're okay

 5 with the approach we're using.  And,

 6 obviously, any additional data that we

 7 have going forward is only going to

 8 enhance the design of the system.

 9 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Will you

10 just talk for a minute about the

11 difference between the 100-year flood

12 preparations and system and the 10-year

13 flood preparations and system; what the

14 cost differential is, depending on that

15 decision, you know, how we got to that

16 decision point, and kind of what's the

17 supporting document and how do you

18 support that decision?

19 MR. PARROTT:  I'm not sure if I

20 understand your question, Commissioner.

21 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  What's

22 the 100 -- talk about this issue of the

23 100-year flood and planning for that

24 versus the 10-year flood.

25 MR. PARROTT:  Well, the 100-year
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 1 flood, obviously, is something that when

 2 you look at the controlling water body,

 3 the Mill Creek, as I mentioned in the

 4 illustration that I showed you, that is

 5 controlled by the barrier dam.  And when

 6 you talk about, you know, is there

 7 enough -- is there -- what is the worst

 8 case scenario in terms of having to make

 9 sure that there's no contributing

10 flooding or issues, not only in the Mill

11 Creek, but also in the valley conveyance

12 system.  

13 The barrier dam controls the Mill

14 Creek, and at the 100-year flood level,

15 what we wanted to be able to show is

16 that even under a worst case scenario at

17 the Mill Creek that we're not causing or

18 contributing to flooding problems within

19 the conveyance system.  

20 The analysis we did in the

21 10-year storm was more so in the

22 combined sewer system to kind of show

23 what is the existing condition in terms

24 of the percentage of sewers that are

25 currently under a surcharge condition
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 1 when we have a 10-year storm.  And by

 2 looking at the worst case scenario and

 3 separating out specific stormwater,

 4 you're improving the capacity of the

 5 existing system and you're minimizing

 6 potential sewage and basement issues or

 7 backups that may exist because of a

 8 10-year storm in the existing combined

 9 system.

10 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  I got it.

11 That question was not any kind of hidden

12 meaning, I just didn't understand it

13 myself.  

14 MR. PARROTT:  Yeah, sorry.

15 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

16 very much for -- thank you very much for

17 providing some flavor on that.

18 Last thing I wanted to talk about

19 today is an obvious concern.  I know

20 you're not going to be surprised to hear

21 from me, but the number of 244 million,

22 you know, was the initial estimate.  And

23 I get that that was an estimate, but

24 that then became, you know, over

25 $300 million.  And a lot of my focus in
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 1 this whole process is going to be that

 2 we've got to educate the public about

 3 what the difference in that number is.  

 4 You know, at this point, you

 5 know, I'm not prepared to support

 6 anything about that $244 million number.

 7 So if you'll help me a little bit what

 8 that number meant, what the difference

 9 is, and why we ended up over $60 million

10 over that.

11 MR. PARROTT:  Well, you've heard

12 me, I think, at least a couple of the

13 Commissioners have heard us talk about

14 this before in terms of the 244, what

15 its inception was.  It was more related

16 to an original default solution that was

17 purely conceptual.  It was a conceptual

18 estimate.  The City and the County and

19 MSD and the Regulators knew that it was

20 conceptual.  There was a lot of anxiety

21 around that 244, that's why we

22 negotiated a three-year study period to

23 look at not only right-sizing or not

24 only perfecting the cost for the tunnel

25 based on our new model data and -- but
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 1 to look at an alternative to the tunnel.

 2 The 244 was purely conceptual,

 3 and we knew that going in, and that's

 4 also why we negotiated in certain

 5 triggers.  If the amount went above a

 6 certain amount, we could obviously lobby

 7 to adjust the schedule.

 8 So I say that just to say that

 9 where we are now with the 244 on the

10 conventional tunnel system because of

11 our new modeling data, the estimate is

12 higher because we had to extend the

13 tunnel twice as long as we originally

14 projected to get the additional volume,

15 and we had twice as many consolidation

16 sewers to be able to feed into that

17 longer tunnel.

18 On the SI system, the estimate

19 coming in around 317 essentially is what

20 is necessary to meet the 2 billion

21 gallon target.  As I mentioned before,

22 we understand that those ambiguities

23 really need to be discussed with the

24 Regulators to determine is there a

25 volume below 2 billion gallons for a
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 1 Phase 1 that is required?  

 2 And when I say "Codefendants," I

 3 just say that basically to say that I

 4 don't think it's MSD's role to determine

 5 what that new volume is going to be.  I

 6 think it's up to the Codefendants to

 7 determine what that new volume is going

 8 to be.  And then whatever that new

 9 volume is going to be, we can recommend

10 a suite of projects that would meet that

11 lower target.  And, obviously, if it's

12 going to be a lower target, it's going

13 to reduce the cost associated with that.

14 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  

15 Understood.  I mean, so if we lower the

16 number and get that approved by the

17 Regulators, that, obviously, brings down

18 that $317 million number.

19 MR. PARROTT:  Absolutely.  

20 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  And I

21 think that -- if I can just paraphrase

22 what you're saying -- you don't view

23 that as your job, to deal with those

24 Regulators; that's really the County and

25 City's legal team to have that
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 1 discussion with the Regulators.

 2 MR. PARROTT:  Well, we have

 3 discussions with the Regulators as it

 4 relates to technical issues and

 5 questions that they may have about any

 6 project approach that we've had,

 7 et cetera, et cetera.  But when it comes

 8 down to determining what is required

 9 under the consent decree from a legal

10 standpoint, I see that the respective

11 counsels need to address that issue.

12 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Okay.

13 Thank you very much for that.

14 Commissioner Portune.

15 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  

16 Mr. President, thank you.

17 Director, thank you for your

18 presentation and your work in answering

19 the questions that we have here today.

20 This is one of three more hearings that

21 were currently scheduled on the item.

22 We may, in fact, have more as we get

23 closer to the end on this.

24 I do think Mr. Young raises an

25 important point regarding the issue of
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 1 notice, to make certain that everybody's

 2 input is heard on this.  It's not to say

 3 that there has not been a significant or

 4 concerted effort on public notice, and

 5 quite honestly, there's probably been

 6 greater effort made to solicit the input

 7 of the public on this project than on

 8 most already.

 9 So anything I would say regarding

10 notice is value added to already what

11 has been a pretty aggressive attempt to

12 invite the involvement of the public.

13 Though I would say that it's

14 largely been focused in the directly

15 affected Lower Mill Creek communities,

16 as opposed to us also reaching out to

17 the broader ratepaying opinions,

18 opinions of ratepayers district wide.

19 And I do know there are means in which

20 to do that, including something the City

21 does quite often, which is putting

22 notices, or flyers, in water bills, and

23 that makes sure that everybody who is

24 connected to this gets notice of things

25 and are directed to the right websites,
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 1 and the like, to voice opinions.  And

 2 that's important because, as

 3 Commissioner Monzel began to allude to,

 4 what we do here obviously affects what

 5 is left to do elsewhere.  

 6 And Trustee Linnenberg, that was

 7 his point, as well, to make certain that

 8 we remain on budget at this stage, or

 9 better yet, under budget at this stage

10 to ensure that there's enough money, if

11 at all, to get to other areas.

12 And so let me begin there,

13 because it is very important for us to

14 get this right the first time.  To use

15 Commissioner Monzel's engineer's

16 language of "first-time yield," and it's

17 a good parameter for us to work within

18 on this for many reasons.  Those include

19 the fact of risk, as Commissioner

20 Hartmann was voicing, because, as you

21 know, Director, we don't have a scenario

22 yet today in terms of these enforcement

23 actions where the requisite degree of

24 flexibility for local governments

25 exists.
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 1 For example, the one thing we've

 2 been fighting so hard through our

 3 coalition to accomplish is a change in

 4 Federal policy that involves a showcase

 5 community's program where EPA would on

 6 an annual basis identify 15 or more

 7 communities that are qualified to be

 8 showcase communities that EPA and the

 9 Department of Justice then works with

10 the partnership to empower, to try to

11 get sustainable infrastructure,

12 watershed management, adaptive

13 management practices, green

14 infrastructure done in ways that will

15 work and work well in an affordable and

16 acceptable way for those communities

17 where they're working hand-in-hand with

18 us as partners as opposed to what EPA's

19 vision of a showcase community's program

20 is, which is you simply showcase those

21 communities that they've approved to

22 date.  

23 So if you have a scenario, for

24 example, where you're showcasing what's

25 been done and approved in Cleveland or

1093



   127

 1 Kansas City or Los Angeles or Phoenix or

 2 places like that, that actually is not a

 3 showcase community's program, and, in

 4 fact, that kind of an approach is at

 5 odds with what we're trying to

 6 accomplish on a national front.

 7 So focusing on this issue of

 8 first-time yield, as I understand this,

 9 there's so many unknowns to date, and

10 that's what's concerning all of us.  So

11 I'm troubled.

12 I know you said that we now have

13 installed within the past six weeks some

14 additional monitors, flow monitors, that

15 we're still collecting data from.  I

16 think this is an issue that was

17 discussed going back well over a year

18 ago, and here we are in October and

19 we've got to make a decision by December

20 that if we get it wrong, we either have

21 to go to the other remedy or we incur

22 additional increased costs that no one

23 is able to quantify at this point.

24 So, you know, first of all,

25 how -- how quickly do you believe,
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 1 Director, that we are going to finally

 2 get data, enough data and enough

 3 reliable data, so that the alternative

 4 that is recommended to us can be as

 5 close to cost certain as we need it to

 6 be in order to make an informed

 7 decision?  Because I'll tell you, I

 8 don't feel like, you know, hearing

 9 things like that, that we're still

10 collecting data that we are going to

11 rely upon, or as you said in your

12 opening statement that what's been

13 presented to us is not -- is likely not

14 going to be the final recommendation or

15 presentation.

16 We've got these questions about

17 2 billion gallons versus a lesser number

18 of gallons.  And, of course, the budget

19 issue of 317 versus 244, and that is an

20 important number to us.

21 When will we get -- when will you

22 have enough data that -- that -- to a

23 reasonable degree of certainty that will

24 allow you to modify what has been

25 recommended to us so that we have before
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 1 us what we could reasonably interpret to

 2 be a final recommendation that we then

 3 have to make a decision on?  Time is

 4 running out.

 5 Do you understand the question?

 6 MR. PARROTT:  Yes, I do.

 7 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  All right.

 8 MR. PARROTT:  The initial

 9 response would be is, obviously, from an

10 MSD perspective, we've been operating

11 under the 2 billion gallon context.  So

12 when we talk about time running out,

13 obviously, we need to know what that

14 target number is.  If it's less than

15 2 billion gallons, we need to know that.

16 So that's number one, obviously.  That's

17 going to set the stage for whatever

18 suite of projects that ultimately is

19 going to be moving forward, is going to

20 be based upon the target that is

21 established in the discussions with the

22 Regulators.

23 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  But on

24 that point, Director, forgive the

25 interruption.
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 1 MR. PARROTT:  Yes.

 2 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  It's true,

 3 though, isn't it, that that target

 4 number is directly dependent upon, in

 5 most respects, data.  And what the data

 6 tells us is the actual flow.  We missed

 7 a whole year, in terms of flow

 8 monitoring with respect to these

 9 additional monitors.  And as you know,

10 we have raised questions about the model

11 and monitoring going back several years.

12 So where -- I mean, and we're now

13 up against the gun.  So at what point

14 do we have enough data to a degree of

15 certainty that we can address that

16 2 billion gallon number to know whether

17 that's the right number and its impact

18 on everything else we do?

19 MR. PARROTT:  Well, the 2 billion

20 gallon number, essentially, from our

21 standpoint, is all really driven based

22 upon where we are with the updated model

23 information.  I believe -- I think that

24 if you talk to your County team that's

25 been involved with the discussion with
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 1 the Regulators, obviously I think that

 2 everyone believes that the new model

 3 data is something that will support a

 4 discussion regarding a lower volume

 5 target.

 6 So the model itself, from our

 7 perspective, is a rational tool for us

 8 to make the decision not only where we

 9 end up with the volume target, it is a

10 rational tool, as the Regulators have

11 stated, to make a project decision,

12 whether it's an SI decision or whether

13 it's a tunnel decision.

14 The technical discussions that

15 we've had with the Regulators that

16 involve both the County team, the City

17 team, and MSD, the Regulators have said

18 that the model is a rational tool for

19 making a project decision.  

20 So based on industry standards, I

21 would tell you that based upon those

22 discussions, I'm telling you that we do

23 have a rational tool with rational data

24 to make a project decision.

25 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Does that
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 1 mean if we're wrong, there will be no

 2 penalty to us in terms of the

 3 enforcement against us?  Because I

 4 haven't heard that from EPA.

 5 MR. PARROTT:  Commissioner

 6 Portune, I'm not the counsel that's

 7 talking to the legal counsel regarding

 8 that particular issue.  But I would say

 9 that if we all are on board with the

10 model data, "we" being the Codefendants,

11 MSD, and the Regulators, as we have been

12 before with the model, I would say I

13 would suspect that I don't know how they

14 could come back and say, Well, we're

15 going to penalize you for something that

16 we all agreed to.  That would be my

17 position.

18 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Well, I

19 guess all I'm saying is that there's a

20 distinction between something being a

21 rational tool and the EPA saying that

22 because you -- just because -- you

23 applied that rational tool, but you got

24 it wrong, then there are no consequences

25 to that.  That's the kind of -- for
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 1 example, that's the kind of flexibility

 2 that we're trying to get out of EPA

 3 through this national process that

 4 requires us all to be, sort of, pushing

 5 in that direction to make sure that EPA

 6 doesn't gain any comfort in going the

 7 other way and not -- not moving toward

 8 greater flexibility.

 9 With respect to, Director, the

10 issue of sewer separation and the

11 development of storm sewers, and the

12 like, related to the -- and not just

13 storm sewers, but also just simply

14 separation out of the combined system,

15 but to the extent that additional storm

16 sewers are being constructed and that's

17 a part of the answer to this, I think

18 you said that 50 percent of the

19 alternative is being designed based upon

20 storm sewer separation; is that correct?

21 MR. PARROTT:  I don't have the

22 exact figure in front of me.  That would

23 be when we were trying to break it down

24 earlier.  That's what I said.

25 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Okay.  And
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 1 not that -- if it's 55 percent, or

 2 that's relevant.  I mean, I'm not trying

 3 to hold you to a specific, but I'm

 4 trying to get sort of an order of

 5 magnitude of what we're talking about

 6 with respect to storm sewer separation.

 7 Because, as you know, the County has yet

 8 to determine policies with respect to

 9 any new separation sewers or systems

10 with respect to ownership and

11 maintenance of those systems.  We don't

12 know yet on whose dime all that is going

13 to rest or to fall.

14 And so, you know, given that,

15 first of all, I want to make sure that

16 MSD understands that whatever it designs

17 and recommends, you are aware that

18 that's -- remains an open question.

19 MR. PARROTT:  Relative to --

20 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Any new

21 storm separation sewers; who owns them,

22 who maintains them, whose cost, whose

23 dime that is.

24 MR. PARROTT:  I understand that

25 that is a question.  I know that it has
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 1 been a question.  I guess my response

 2 would be is that unless the Board

 3 determines different, if there are new

 4 storm sewers that MSD is paying for,

 5 that is a reason why the Board changed

 6 the State law three years ago to allow

 7 that to happen, to mitigate a CSO

 8 problem.

 9 Ultimately, in terms of at least

10 maintenance of those, whether that's

11 MSD's responsibility or we do that

12 within a memorandum of understanding

13 with some other entity, the City

14 stormwater management utility,

15 et cetera, ultimately we understand that

16 it comes down to a policy decision.

17 But in terms of the issue of

18 creating separate storm sewers, that's

19 the reason why the Board changed the

20 State law three years ago to mitigate

21 CSO issues so we would stand ready to do

22 whatever the Board's policy is.

23 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Has MSD

24 calculated the cost, estimated cost to

25 operate and maintain those new systems
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 1 and any new SI, you know, sustainable

 2 infrastructure system, including

 3 separate storm separation sewers?

 4 MR. PARROTT:  The specifics I

 5 don't have right in front of me, but it

 6 is considered in the life cycle cost.

 7 Analyses that your team has received

 8 before relative to the SI approach or

 9 the conventional tunnel approach, all of

10 that is in the life cycle cost analysis.

11 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Okay, so

12 just to be clear, any new storm sewers

13 that are constructed in this, the life

14 cycle costs include -- that we've

15 received -- include costs of maintenance

16 and operation of those.

17 MR. PARROTT:  That is correct.

18 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Okay.  

19 Have you factored into any of

20 this as well -- and I appreciate

21 Ms. Metz's comments that you can only

22 design what -- for current consent

23 decree requirements.  In part, that's

24 true.  But from our perspective as a

25 Board, obviously we've got to consider
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 1 big picture holistic issues,

 2 comprehensive issues.  We're well aware

 3 of the fact that if there are new

 4 regulations adopted and based upon the

 5 national discussion, it's not at all

 6 unlikely that there will be new EPA

 7 regulations adopted down the road that

 8 deal with a lot of the water quality

 9 issues and the like.

10 Have the costs to potentially

11 treat -- I'm assuming the answer is no,

12 but -- but, I want to ask the question.

13 The cost to collect, control, treat any

14 of those waters that are then collected

15 into detention areas, collected by new

16 storm sewers, storm separation sewers

17 and the like, has any of that been

18 factored into the potential costs to

19 deal with increased costs of treatment

20 of any of that been factored into any of

21 the life cycle costs that we're dealing

22 with?  

23 MR. PARROTT:  I think the way I

24 would respond to that is, is that we've

25 designed the systems to provide water
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 1 quality features, not only within the

 2 detention basis or the wetlands or the

 3 valley conveyance system, but also

 4 within the more conventional designs of

 5 the stormwater catch basin systems with

 6 the vortex control systems to remove

 7 grit and solids from that.

 8 But currently, under the -- I

 9 guess you would say the EPA, or the

10 Phase 2 requirements -- it's more of a

11 BMP, best management practices, approach

12 to deal with removal of grit and solids.

13 But our design does include water

14 quality features to enhance water

15 quality.

16 Not knowing the crystal ball

17 10 years from now as to what may be

18 required, I think you're going to be

19 faced with that, whether you were

20 putting in a more conventional system or

21 a more sustainable system.

22 And to your point earlier, that's

23 the whole thing about the integrated

24 planning, to make sure that we can be

25 flexible and to make sure that we can
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 1 pick and choose locally what

 2 Regulators -- or what regulations we

 3 want to address within our communities.

 4 But I think this SI approach with

 5 separating storm sewers, creating those

 6 wetlands, creating those water quality

 7 features gives you that flexibility to

 8 adapt to whatever the future regulations

 9 may require.

10 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Aside from

11 the vortex controls that you referenced,

12 are there any other water quality

13 control measures that you could

14 identify?

15 MR. PARROTT:  Well, as I said, I

16 think within the valley conveyance

17 system, we can -- there's specific

18 responses that we've given, Mr. Portune,

19 in more depth on what is complete or

20 what's a part of the design features or

21 the water quality features within that.

22 So I don't have that specific document

23 in front of me, but the crosswalk will

24 kind of lead you to where we responded

25 to those questions in depth before.

1106



   140

 1 But I do know specifically,

 2 relative to the vortex system and the

 3 water quality features that are a part

 4 of the conveyance system and of the

 5 wetlands, they are there to provide

 6 water quality features in the SI

 7 approach.

 8 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  I think in

 9 view of the time, Mr. President, I'll

10 bring my questions to a close at that

11 point.  There are other areas that I

12 know we want to get into at some of the

13 other hearings, but I'll save my

14 questions with respect to those other

15 items until that time.

16 Obviously, we want to get into

17 the area of -- with respect to

18 integrated planning and holistic

19 approaches.  While at the end of the day

20 we all want better communities out of

21 this, it shouldn't all be on MSD's dime,

22 and I think we've got to get into the

23 details and the nuances of that as we

24 continue in our obligation to make sure

25 what we approve is affordable and does
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 1 not impact our ability to do the work

 2 that we have to do elsewhere and in

 3 other areas.

 4 The only thing I would ask,

 5 Director, is your commitment and your

 6 assurance.  This issue has come up in

 7 the past in terms of the ability of the

 8 County to get the County reps, our team,

 9 the Monitor to get information in a

10 timely basis.  You know, we are all on

11 the same team here, at least we hope

12 that we all are thinking that way.  And

13 I just want your assurance that when

14 people on the County side of things or

15 the Monitor or Counsel have requests for

16 information, that you will see to it

17 personally that they get it immediately

18 without any question or interference or

19 delay, because we just don't have any

20 time.

21 MR. PARROTT:  Commissioner, I

22 have not been advised by your

23 administration that there are any

24 complaints.  So to my knowledge, that is

25 occurring.
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 1 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Okay.  And

 2 we have your commitment?

 3 MR. PARROTT:  Yes, you do.

 4 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Thank you.  

 5 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank

 6 you.

 7 Just one comment I wanted to

 8 make, Director Parrott, and that is I

 9 commend your approach for this

10 alternative solution and the work

11 Commissioner Portune that the two of you

12 have done in Washington, because I think

13 that work -- I think that work reduces

14 risk in a way that we've got buy-in from

15 the EPA and the Regulators will know

16 that the work that we're doing, you

17 know, while on the front edge, you know,

18 is not just taking, you know, kind of a

19 1980's approach to this problem.  I

20 think that work, you know, we want it to

21 show benefits right away, Commissioner

22 Portune, we want to show financial help

23 to these citizens that live in this

24 community that have to pay for this.

25 But I think that it's worth saying that
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 1 those efforts are well worth our time.  

 2 And really both Commissioner

 3 Portune and you, Director Parrott,

 4 should be commended for those efforts.

 5 I think that it's going to lend itself

 6 to, ultimately, a better solution.  

 7 And, also, my point on reduced

 8 risk is that if we bring the EPA and the

 9 Regulators along with us at the front

10 edge, then, you know, the Federal

11 government has probably done it before,

12 but left communities hanging.  But I

13 think that that is a real benefit to

14 what we're trying to do here.  So both

15 of you, thank you for those efforts.

16 And Commissioner Portune?

17 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Well,

18 you're kind to say that.  I'll just say

19 that we have made some progress.

20 Admittedly, when I was in Washington at

21 the end of July and been asked to

22 provide testimony to the -- with

23 Representative Gibbs' subcommittee on

24 this, did so again and acknowledged the

25 steps forward EPA has taken.  But -- and
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 1 it's not an unimportant but to the

 2 question -- they have taken some

 3 positive steps forward, but there's

 4 still a lot of work to do.  

 5 And EPA and the DOJ have not yet

 6 evidenced their full support for the

 7 kind of flexibility or additional

 8 approaches that we need to have.  And

 9 they have one view of things.  In fact,

10 I think they were very surprised that

11 anybody had any criticism of where they

12 were at the end of July, based upon the

13 steps that they have taken.

14 So it's very important, very

15 important, at this, what I would -- I

16 would say this is really the critical

17 stage of how that Federal policy

18 evolution will occur if it continues to

19 move in the direction of benefit for

20 communities like ours and the other

21 700-plus nationally that are in the

22 throes of these kind of enforcement

23 actions, or whether on the flip side we

24 get locked into where we are.  And EPA

25 feels that they have moved only as far
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 1 as they need to go.

 2 I think it's critically important

 3 that we present in collaboration with

 4 other communities an unwavering front

 5 that what they've done is not enough.

 6 And we just simply cannot -- you know,

 7 now is probably the worst time ever for

 8 there to be any sort of rift in terms of

 9 the progress that we've made or

10 separation in that progress where

11 somehow the agency is led to believe

12 that what they've done is all that needs

13 to be done.  That for -- and the things

14 that they've approved with Kansas City,

15 for example, or Cleveland, Philadelphia,

16 that's all great stuff.  And what those

17 communities have done is wonderful and

18 should be showcased.  But it came after

19 years of hard work and the expenditure

20 of tens of millions of dollars.  And not

21 everybody has that money or that time to

22 be able to do that.  And those dollars

23 are ratepayer dollars.

24 I mean, even today, what we have

25 today, even with the reduced costs,
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 1 sustainable infrastructure how this is

 2 budgeting out to the end of the whole

 3 program, I don't see how it's -- it's

 4 not affordable.  The kind of rate

 5 increases that we're talking about for

 6 our individual ratepayers, for

 7 businesses, it's not affordable, period.

 8 And if nothing else changes, if

 9 we get this approved, I worry very, very

10 seriously about the ability of our

11 ratepayers to sustain the costs of this

12 from today to end.  I don't think it's

13 doable without doing serious harm to

14 Hamilton County in terms of retaining

15 businesses and population.

16 So thank you for your kind words,

17 but there probably couldn't be a more

18 critical time in the work that we have

19 done than right now.

20 Thank you.

21 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

22 for that.

23 Commissioner Monzel.

24 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Thank you,

25 Mr. President.
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 1 Just one closing comment, and

 2 this is, again, going with some of my

 3 engineering terms.  We have things

 4 called CTQs, Critical-to-Quality.  And I

 5 think we've set out today the CTQs that

 6 we're looking at in regards to this

 7 project:  And that is works the first

 8 time, it keeps working for more than

 9 50 years, that we require no major extra

10 costs at the inception or later on, and

11 that it has a reasonable operation and

12 maintenance costs.

13 I think that's the direction we

14 want to go, and we appreciate you

15 answering the questions today,

16 Mr. Director, on those -- on those

17 topics.  I know we have a few more

18 hearings to go on it.  

19 But I think that we need to, as

20 Mr. Portune said, you know, do

21 everything possible to keep the costs

22 low for our ratepayers, because this

23 project could be one that will really

24 either keep Hamilton County going and

25 prospering, or not.
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 1 So thank you very much for your

 2 time today.

 3 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank

 4 you, Commissioner Monzel.  

 5 Thank you, Director Parrott, for

 6 being here today.

 7 And that concludes our agenda and

 8 meeting for today.  I'll officially

 9 close the public hearing and move that

10 we adjourn.

11 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Second.

12 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

13 Hartmann?

14 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Yes.

15 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

16 Monzel?

17 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Yes.

18 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

19 Portune?

20 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Yes.

21 (This concludes the Hearing to

22 consider the Lick Run Alternative.)

23

24

25
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 1 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Good

 2 evening, everyone.

 3 I would like to welcome you to

 4 this Special Meeting of the Board of

 5 Hamilton County Commissioners for the

 6 purposes of a public hearing to consider

 7 the Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy

 8 solution.

 9 Let me introduce those of us

10 before you tonight.  I am Commission

11 President, Greg Hartmann.

12 Over here is Jacqueline Panioto,

13 clerk to the Board.

14 To my immediate right is County

15 Commissioner Todd Portune.

16 To my immediate left is vice

17 president to the Board, Commissioner

18 Chris Monzel.

19 To Commissioner Monzel's left is

20 County Administrator Christian Sigman.

21 And since we've got the flag with us

22 tonight, why don't we say the Pledge of

23 Allegiance prior to our meeting.

24 Please rise.

25
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 1 (The Pledge of Allegiance was

 2 recited.)

 3 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  This is

 4 one of a series of meetings related to

 5 the issue of the Lower Mill Creek

 6 Partial Remedy.  

 7 And why don't we get started by

 8 calling forward Executive Director of

 9 the Metropolitan Sewer District, Tony

10 Parrott, to, maybe, say a few words

11 about the meeting tonight and some of

12 the things that we've learned thus far

13 in our public hearings.

14 Tony.

15 MR. PARROTT:  Good evening,

16 Commissioners.  And on behalf of my

17 staff, I want to welcome you to our

18 facility here at the Metropolitan Sewer

19 District.  

20 And as you pointed out, this is

21 the third of four scheduled public

22 hearings to discuss the MSD

23 recommendation for the Lower Mill Creek

24 Partial Remedy.  And one of the things

25 that we want to talk about tonight is a
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 1 little bit about the recommendation, but

 2 also to address a few issues or respond

 3 to a few issues or a few questions that

 4 we've received from the Board from

 5 previous public meetings.

 6 With your permission, though, one

 7 thing I want to do, I want to enter for

 8 the record, we discussed last meeting

 9 some of the issues relative to flooding,

10 and I do have a white paper that I want

11 to enter into the record for the Board.

12 And also, I want to enter into

13 the record an issue that also has been

14 brought up before regarding local data

15 and how that impacts modeling.  We want

16 to enter that into the record for the

17 Board.  

18 And we also want to, as I've

19 mentioned in previous public hearings,

20 we've had about six or eight weekly

21 technical calls with the Regulators, the

22 County team, and the MSD team.  And we

23 want to enter into the record the

24 minutes from our last technical call

25 with USEPA, because I don't think you've
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 1 received that yet.

 2 And then, finally, what we want

 3 to enter into the record are some

 4 specific questions that were addressed

 5 with our discussion last week with

 6 USEPA, and specific questions that were

 7 brought forth from the Assistant County

 8 Administrator, Jeff Aluotto, as a part

 9 of that conversation, and the specific

10 responses to those risk criteria that we

11 had presented to the Board in the

12 matrix, or crosswalk, of risk area.  So,

13 for the record, I want to enter those.

14 But real quickly, tonight, what I

15 want to do is first of all just recap

16 our alternative, talk a little bit

17 specific about when we say strategic

18 storm sewer separation, what we mean.

19 Talk a little bit about how that local

20 data component comes in, and some of the

21 confidence we have in that output of the

22 results and Regulator feedback that

23 we've gotten so far.

24 As I mentioned in the two

25 previous public meetings, we had two
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 1 alternatives that we looked at.  We

 2 recommended to the Board that we look at

 3 a more sustainable alternative with the

 4 specific watersheds that would achieve

 5 up to approximately 2 billion gallons of

 6 combined sewer overflow reduction as a

 7 part of the Phase 1 requirement.  

 8 And one of the things that I want

 9 to point out is that alternative that we

10 recommended to you -- and this is from

11 the April 2nd preliminary report that we

12 gave you -- I wanted to kind of show you

13 the -- what makes up the alternative.

14 One thing that is very clear,

15 that this is sort of a mix of grey

16 solution and more sustainable, or green,

17 solution.  But it contains the best of

18 grey in terms of putting in linear storm

19 sewers.  And also it's the -- it

20 represents the water quality and the

21 flexibility and the components of green

22 infrastructure that, you know, kind of

23 brings you the cost control as well.  So

24 it is the best of grey and the benefits

25 and flexibility of green in terms of our
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 1 approach.

 2 But one thing to point out, we do

 3 have as a part of the mix of projects,

 4 we have nontunnel storage.  We also have

 5 additional storage and stormwater

 6 detention basins, and also additional

 7 storage up in our King's Run area as

 8 well.  So we do have a mix of projects

 9 as a part of that alternative.

10 We look at this slide, it shows

11 you the existing combined sewer system.

12 And this is just really showing you, as

13 we've said before, we are looking at a

14 combined sewer system.  And then up in

15 those watersheds, we have some areas

16 that have separate storm sewers already

17 and some areas that have sanitary sewers

18 that are combined sewers and come into a

19 larger combined sewer, and we have

20 overland flow that comes through the

21 hillside and ravines that get into the

22 existing combined sewer.  So this is a

23 very good way of kind of showing you

24 what the system looks like up into the

25 system, up into the hillsides.
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 1 But as we move forward and start

 2 talking about strategic storm sewer

 3 separation, what do we mean by that?

 4 What we're doing is we're taking

 5 the previous slide that showed you the

 6 existing storm sewers that are coming

 7 into a combined system, we're taking

 8 those storm sewers out of the combined

 9 sewer.  The other thing we're doing is

10 we're removing the downspout connections

11 that are connected to the existing

12 storm, and we're also removing hillside

13 ravines and inlets that are also

14 connected to the combined sewer.

15 So strategically, we're

16 eliminating the large, big-bang

17 connections to reduce inflow into the

18 combined sewer, and we're not really

19 going into private property or

20 house-to-house to make these Tier 1

21 connections, which is really depicted in

22 the lighter blue on the map.

23 As we are doing consent decrees,

24 as other major cities are doing consent

25 decrees, we are required to have a
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 1 model, and we have a model that we call

 2 the little black box, which really is

 3 just a USEPA hydraulic and hydrologic

 4 modeling software.  And there's various

 5 inputs that normally go into that black

 6 box.  It tells how much acreage or how

 7 much area is -- and how much rainfall is

 8 going to be going, how many pipes and

 9 outfalls are a part of it, and how often

10 or how much dry weather flow you have.

11 And that model then gives you flow to

12 the treatment plant, combined sewer

13 overflows, or overland flow to the

14 stream.

15 So when you talk about the models

16 itself, there's really three ways -- and

17 this is getting to the local data

18 question that came up last week.  Three

19 inputs to the model, or three approaches

20 that we use to local data, one is for

21 inputs, one is to refine the model

22 assumptions, and one is to confirm the

23 model results.  And I'll talk briefly on

24 those three points.

25 As far as local data to input
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 1 into the model, we're talking about pipe

 2 sizes and shapes, and we're talking

 3 about invert elevations, hydraulic

 4 interconnections.  But, essentially,

 5 you're talking about this is sort of a

 6 cross-section look of what we're talking

 7 about when we're talking about inputs

 8 that we monitor.

 9 This is a 19-and-a-half-foot

10 pipe, which is the combined sewer

11 overflow, which is the largest pipe in

12 that Lick Run basin.  And so those large

13 pipes are difficult to monitor the

14 sudden severe storms.  And there's also

15 access and safety issues that are tough,

16 and I'll tell you how important that is

17 in a second.

18 But in order to update the model,

19 we have looked at specifics in terms of

20 our as-builds, looked at how those

21 specifics, whether the manholes are

22 sealed or whether the shapes and sizes

23 of the sewer updates -- and this is a

24 good example of that Lick Run sewer I

25 pointed out earlier.  Sometimes the
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 1 model assumes that all your pipes are

 2 round, and really in some of our system,

 3 we have pipes that are shaped like this,

 4 and we also have brick pipes in our

 5 system.  And so we go in and recognize

 6 the shape and the size of those pipes

 7 and to make sure that the coefficients

 8 and all those are modified as we update

 9 the model.

10 As far as how we use local data

11 to refine the model, we figure in a pan

12 of aberration.  We also figure in soil

13 borings, well over three hundred

14 different soil borings on the ground to

15 confirm soil conditions and groundwater

16 elevation.  We talk a lot with our

17 operational staff to gain an accurate

18 and an understanding of the location of

19 the surcharges to make sure we

20 understand how the system is operating.

21 And then we also do a lot of

22 catchment parameters.  We look at runoff

23 catchment parameters, not only as a

24 basin area, but also a lot of different

25 subbasins, and I'll talk about that in a
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 1 second.

 2 This is a good map that shows you

 3 the catchment areas, particularly in the

 4 Lick Run watershed.  And we really got

 5 down on the ground to look at percent

 6 effectiveness.  And this just kind of

 7 shows you the 85 or 87 different

 8 subcatchment areas within Tier 1 of the

 9 Lick Run watershed that were really --

10 we didn't rely on regional data or

11 regional studies; we actually got on the

12 ground to measure percent effectiveness.

13 An example of what we mean when

14 we say get on the ground and measure

15 percent effectiveness, you can kind of

16 see here where there's an existing storm

17 sewer connected to the existing combined

18 sewer, so we are going up and we're

19 actually making a disconnect, where that

20 circle is, to take that storm sewer out

21 of the combined system.

22 And the point is, is that even

23 though there was a desktop analysis that

24 showed that there was probably

25 90 percent effectiveness in terms of
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 1 stormwater catchment, once we went out

 2 in the field and we did some field

 3 verification, the percent effectiveness

 4 on capture was about 82 percent.  So the

 5 point is, is that we're refining our

 6 assumptions and we put those as far as

 7 model inputs into our model

 8 verification.

 9 Here is another one where we went

10 up and we actually saw that the percent

11 effectiveness was increased based upon

12 our on-the-ground analysis.  And so we

13 did a lot of boots on the ground and

14 very specific subcatchment analysis to

15 make sure that our assumptions were

16 accurate.  And it reflects level of

17 detail field efforts to verify the

18 removal assumptions in the model.

19 The final piece is local data to

20 confirm the model results.  This is a

21 slide that really shows you all of the

22 differing flow monitoring data that we

23 have throughout our system for planning

24 and monitoring efforts throughout the

25 service area.  And I think it's just --
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 1 it's really a risk to, kind of, see

 2 that, you know, we've always had a lot

 3 of flow monitoring data, and we rely on

 4 that as we plan projects going forward.

 5 The issue at hand is specifically

 6 the Mill Creek.  And when you think

 7 about how we used the local data to

 8 confirm the results along the Mill

 9 Creek, first we start with our

10 wastewater treatment plant.  And these

11 hydrographs kind of show you, based upon

12 what our model says and what our actual

13 data shows, you can see how it kind of

14 rides together to verify the accuracy of

15 what we're seeing at our wastewater

16 treatment plant.

17 We also did the same thing at our

18 auxiliary Mill Creek interceptor and at

19 our Mill Creek interceptor at West Fork

20 and the auxiliary interceptor at CSO 18

21 and also up at CSO 181 and CSO 487.

22 The point is, is to show that

23 each one of these locations, when we

24 compared the model results with the

25 actual results, you can see how the
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 1 hydrographs ride, pretty much, to

 2 confirm the results of our model.  And

 3 when we talk about modeling, we follow

 4 the WaPUG standard, where it says the

 5 main difference in the levels of

 6 verification will be in the number of

 7 points at which the model is verified,

 8 rather than the exactness of the fit.

 9 And so when we talked to the

10 Regulators, they've articulated to us

11 that we -- our approach to use -- we

12 used to model separation is accepted

13 method, and they have confidence in the

14 model for capturing the sewer

15 separation.

16 Specific to the Lick Run data, we

17 have data that we've had from 2011,

18 where if we go back to this point here

19 where we're saying we're going to be

20 disconnecting these larger pipe storm

21 sewers and these larger pipe areas.  We

22 have information specific to those areas

23 that really give us the confidence of

24 the local data that we are seeing,

25 particularly with the storm sewers that
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 1 are being separated in this area,

 2 because they, again, are big-bang

 3 separations, and the data that we've

 4 collected over the 10 months in 2011

 5 supported the model's assumptions for

 6 the amount of rainfall.  And the results

 7 were within 1 percent of our stormwater

 8 removal assumptions.

 9 When we started talking about

10 where we were going with the

11 recommendation, when we submitted the

12 recommendation to the Board in April of

13 this year, as we were concerned about

14 dual spend, we started vetting with the

15 Regulators about additional information

16 or flow monitoring information that they

17 would like to see.  And we wanted to go

18 up into the watersheds to make sure we

19 were looking at smaller pipes and also

20 monitoring flows in the upstream areas

21 of the watershed that were no greater

22 than 66 inches in diameter, and maximum

23 velocity is no greater than 12 feet per

24 second to make sure we were getting good

25 monitoring data and to make sure that we
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 1 weren't having any safety issues in

 2 those pipes.  

 3 The flow monitoring, as we moved

 4 forward, over the last eight weeks that

 5 we've been vetting with the Regulators,

 6 kind of gives you additional monitoring

 7 that will support beyond 30 percent

 8 design and going into preconstruction

 9 and final design and postconstruction

10 monitoring.  And the Regulators have

11 indicated that they're comfortable with

12 this approach.

13 So when you talk about the risk

14 relative to the flow monitoring data

15 that we have so far, we believe we've

16 collected a plethora, or a wealth, of

17 local data that has been data that is

18 sophisticated and used by current

19 modeling technology that is very

20 sophisticated.  And one of the things

21 that's clear is that the Regulators have

22 indicated that the model that we're

23 using, there are no red flags.

24 The agency has made a

25 comprehensive effort to review all of
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 1 the 87 subcatchments in the watershed.

 2 We have leading experts that have looked

 3 at the model input, including the

 4 independent expert that the County hired

 5 to look at it as well, Tetra Tech.  And

 6 we also know that our model is correct,

 7 due to the validation and accordance

 8 with the WaPUG standards upstream and

 9 downstream of the CSO 5 location.

10 And we have confidence in the

11 stormwater removal volumes, and the

12 existing local data provides good

13 understanding of the quantities that

14 will be removed.

15 So as we conclude, just real

16 quickly, we've had a lot of

17 discussions -- and I'm pretty sure Jeff

18 Aluotto, who has just been very helpful

19 in our discussions with the

20 Regulators -- the Regulators have

21 articulated that our model, or our

22 approach used to model separation, is an

23 accepted method.  The Regulators have

24 confidence that our CSO model is

25 effectively capturing sewer separation.
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 1 The Regulators have stated that the

 2 model leaves the I & I component of

 3 stormwater in the combined system, and

 4 it is a conservative approach.  And the

 5 model can be relied on to predict what

 6 will happen to a reasonable degree of

 7 accuracy, and it is a rational tool, and

 8 we are comfortable, as well as the

 9 Regulators, that the information

10 produced by the model is adequate for

11 making the decision that we have to make

12 amend going forward.

13 So with that, we have questions,

14 or we can open it up for public comment.

15 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

16 very much, Director Parrott.

17 Why don't we at this point go to

18 public comments, and then we'll

19 entertain questions from Commissioners

20 after that, if that's okay with

21 Commissioner Portune.  

22 Is that acceptable?

23 Okay, we will then open it up for

24 public comments, and we're asking people

25 to keep those comments within 2 minutes.
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 1 Robin Corathers.

 2 MS. CORATHERS:  Good evening.

 3 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Good

 4 evening.

 5 MS. CORATHERS:  My name is Robin

 6 Corathers.  I'm the executive director

 7 of Groundwork Cincinnati Mill Creek.  We

 8 were formerly called Mill Creek

 9 Restoration Project.  

10 We have both a local and a

11 national mandate to work in the Lower

12 Mill Creek watershed, and we have a

13 special focus on economically depressed

14 neighborhoods in the City of Cincinnati.

15 We have actively participated in

16 MSD's public meetings and workshops.

17 We're a member of the Communities of the

18 Future advisory committee, and we have

19 reviewed the Lower Mill Creek Partial

20 Remedy report.

21 And given that participation and

22 our understanding of the issues,

23 Groundwork Cincinnati Mill Creek fully

24 endorses the Phase 1 sustainable

25 approach, which probably is not a
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 1 surprise.  And we believe that it is

 2 watershed based, it's holistic in scope.

 3 It concentrates on source control, which

 4 Tony was talking to a few minutes ago.

 5 The source control will help keep the

 6 stormwater and the natural flow of

 7 streams out of the combined sewers and

 8 effectively reduce the combined sewage

 9 overflows to Mill Creek and the

10 tributaries to Mill Creek.

11 We also support the use of

12 strategic green infrastructure

13 approaches, whether it's through

14 forestation, wetlands, rain gardens,

15 bioswales.  We believe these approaches

16 are fiscally, as well as economically --

17 I'm sorry, ecologically sound, and that

18 they will provide multiple benefits for

19 the public.

20 We understand that additional

21 grey infrastructure will be needed to

22 help meet all of the terms of the

23 consent decree, and that reality is

24 called the sustainable hybrid

25 alternative in the partial remedy
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 1 report.

 2 Over the past three years, MSD

 3 could have focused solely on building a

 4 far more expensive deep tunnel.  The

 5 public would never see it.  The public

 6 would never see it, but their rates

 7 would continue to go up every year, and

 8 we also think that it would have a

 9 higher life cycle cost, and the energy

10 costs would be far higher to operate and

11 maintain it for many years to come.

12 So we commend the County

13 Commission, the City, and MSD leadership

14 for the foresight in really developing a

15 viable alternative to the deep tunnel.

16 It will save dollars, it engages diverse

17 public and private partners, and it uses

18 sewer improvements as a catalyst for

19 economic reinvestment in Lower Mill

20 Creek neighborhoods that really need it

21 the most.

22 Two very quick specific comments.

23 One has to do with Chapter 12, Butler

24 County impacts on water quality.  We're

25 very concerned that the report states
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 1 that even if all of the CSOs in the

 2 County of Hamilton are eliminated that

 3 we would still not meet water quality

 4 standards because of bacteria levels

 5 coming from Butler County sources.

 6 We believe that this is a

 7 critical issue for public health.  It's

 8 an issue for water quality, and it

 9 really impacts the ultimate net benefit

10 of the investment under the MSD consent

11 decree.  So we believe that this may

12 require political leadership, as well as

13 additional regulatory controls.

14 Our second specific comment deals

15 with recreational use in Mill Creek in

16 the lower reaches of the river.

17 The report points out that

18 because of channelization and sewage and

19 industrial transportation uses,

20 recreational use is pretty limited at

21 present time.  However, we believe that

22 as we continue to create the Mill Creek

23 Green-and-White Trail, we continue to

24 make ecological improvements, we bring

25 back parks and recreational facilities
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 1 and amenities, and as MSD continues to

 2 reduce the sewage getting into the

 3 river, that Mill Creek neighborhoods,

 4 and actually everyone in the City and in

 5 this area, will want to come to Mill

 6 Creek, and there will be more

 7 recreational use in time.

 8 So I just wanted to stress that

 9 water quality is a high priority for

10 economically disadvantaged and also

11 disproportionately impacted

12 neighborhoods in the City of Cincinnati.

13 Thank you.

14 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank

15 you.  Thank you very much for being

16 here.

17 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  

18 Mr. President?

19 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  

20 Commissioner Portune.

21 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Robin,

22 before you leave the podium, just want

23 to ask a quick question, if I could.

24 Getting back to the Butler County

25 issue and potential additional
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 1 regulatory control that you're calling

 2 for, can you be more specific on that?

 3 Do you have anything in mind in

 4 particular, and what would be the focus

 5 of that?  Are you calling for regulatory

 6 control to apply to a sewershed or

 7 watershed basis, meaning it would have

 8 impact on Butler County, or are you

 9 calling for increased controls in

10 Hamilton County that would require

11 additional expense for us and for County

12 ratepayers?

13 MS. CORATHERS:  I can tell you

14 that I'm not referring to additional

15 expense and measures that would be taken

16 in Hamilton County, but I am concerned

17 that the report says that because of

18 these sources from Butler County -- and

19 I assume it's the Butler County

20 Wastewater Treatment Plant.  

21 Is that correct, Tony?

22 MR. PARROTT:  I think it's a

23 combination of a lot of different

24 contributing factors upstream, north

25 of --
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 1 MS. CORATHERS:  So it could also

 2 be stormwater runoff, it could be --

 3 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  I think

 4 the fact is when the water hits our

 5 border, it already has certain levels of

 6 contaminate, is what the problem is.

 7 MS. CORATHERS:  Exactly.

 8 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  And absent

 9 a watershed or sewershed approach,

10 you're going to have clean water issues.

11 MS. CORATHERS:  That's -- that's

12 true.  And I think there needs to be a

13 close look at the controls on the

14 wastewater treatment plant in Butler

15 County.  There needs to be a look at all

16 of the nonpoint sources that could be

17 contributing to the bacteria levels

18 coming in to Hamilton County.

19 So, again, I think it's both a

20 political conversation, as well as a

21 regulatory conversation.

22 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

23 very much.

24 MS. CORATHERS:  Thank you.

25 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Charles
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 1 Young.

 2 MR. YOUNG:  Good evening,

 3 Commissioners.

 4 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Good

 5 evening.

 6 MR. YOUNG:  My name Charles

 7 Young, vice president of South Fairmount

 8 Community Council.  And I've come before

 9 you many times stating the same

10 reasoning for being here, and I will

11 represent it again.  Mainly it's because

12 of the economic impact to my community,

13 and also the costs of the ratepayer for

14 this project.

15 I did want to echo some of the

16 comments that was made by the previous

17 speaker, which is something I want to

18 address a little bit today.  And I do

19 concur with the findings that she has

20 represented, because there's probably a

21 lot of you who have never been down to

22 CSO 5 like I have and seen an overflow

23 event, strategic, like I have, because

24 usually people don't want to be out in

25 the rain, something I'm used to doing.
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 1 But a lot of my concerns with

 2 that and some of our people in the

 3 community, what they have with that CSO

 4 overflow is whether or not you can do

 5 some containment.  I don't know if you

 6 want to call it a flooding control with

 7 that whole area, once we do do the SI,

 8 if that's what you guys want to do.  

 9 But my observation is, pretty

10 much, the same as what has been said

11 from Butler County all the way down,

12 that once the Mill Creek fills, what

13 happens to the Mill Creek and how does

14 it affect any project we do?

15 What I saw in the past, and most

16 recently a few weeks ago, is the same

17 I've always said:  When the Mill Creek

18 overflows or rises, there's a potential

19 to actually get into the CSOs or maybe

20 overflow and go back to the treatment

21 plant.  And nobody never talks a lot

22 about that.

23 What we have a problem with in

24 the community is where is the guarantee

25 that that wouldn't happen, even if we do
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 1 a project either way, that that water

 2 would never get to a level where it

 3 could get inside the new project that

 4 we're talking about today.  So I want

 5 you to consider that as well.

 6 And the second reason why I'm

 7 here tonight is because there's been a

 8 little more talk about the historic

 9 preservation of buildings in our

10 community and whether or not the

11 relationship between the Ohio Historic

12 Preservation Office and MSD has rendered

13 any good things for us to do from the

14 community.  So far we haven't heard

15 anything from them that says that

16 they're looking at preserving a lot of

17 our historic buildings on our behalf,

18 and I was interested to find out where

19 are we going to go with that, because

20 everybody is worried about having

21 historic buildings preserved in our

22 community as well.  

23 Thank you.

24 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

25 very much for being here tonight,
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 1 Mr. Young.

 2 Hershel Daniels.

 3 MR. DANIELS:  Hi.  Name is

 4 Hershel Daniels.  I'm representing

 5 Hargrove Engineering. 

 6 And just a short report that

 7 we'll be giving to you in more detail in

 8 writing on Wednesday as a followup to

 9 our meeting in Washington, D.C. with the

10 African Scientific Institute for a

11 chance to present a paper as a

12 Constituency for Africa 2012, Ronald H.

13 Brown, African Affairs Series,

14 strategies for engaging the diaspora

15 through the African Scientific Institute

16 forum, whose theme this year was

17 Engaging the African Diaspora with

18 Africa's Energy Development.

19 This is a followup to the U.S.

20 State Department's meeting in June here

21 in Cincinnati.  And what it's all about

22 is what we did in June of 2011 when we

23 approached Mr. Parrott to establish an

24 alliance that talks about creating a

25 center of excellence here in Hamilton
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 1 County on sewers.

 2 Now, as many people know, we have

 3 an alternative, we're an engineering

 4 firm.  We have an alternative to -- I

 5 guess you could say the alternative to

 6 the default.  What we are tasked to do

 7 from administration is to prove the

 8 science of the cost-effectiveness of

 9 this.  You should know, as of

10 September 25th, our partner in this,

11 National Community Investment Coalition,

12 became a nationwide community

13 development financial institution.  And

14 what we are about with South Fairmount

15 Community Council is sustaining the

16 community, keeping business in Hamilton

17 County by lowering the total cost of the

18 project, and to be able to provide

19 future jobs, because we would then

20 become the center worldwide for sewers

21 and next-generation centers. 

22 In 2010, Tony Parrott's

23 organization issued the first municipal

24 sewer sustainability report.  We're on

25 track here in the South Fairmount
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 1 Community Council to be the first

 2 community ever to issue its own

 3 sustainability report that actually

 4 leaves no one behind.

 5 Thank you very much.

 6 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

 7 very much for being here.

 8 Let's go now to comments and

 9 questions from Commissioners.

10 Before I do, I'll formally accept

11 the documents that Executive Director

12 Parrott has offered for us.  

13 We've also distributed a document

14 tonight that's been authored by a

15 Mr. James Karl (phonetic).  I'll

16 formally receive that for the record, as

17 well, and I will move at this point to

18 receive those documents for the official

19 public record.

20 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Second.

21 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

22 Hartmann?

23 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Yes.

24 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

25 Monzel?
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 1 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Yes.

 2 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

 3 Portune?

 4 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Yes.

 5 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Let's go

 6 now to comments and questions by

 7 Commissioners.

 8 Commissioner Monzel.

 9 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Thank you,

10 Mr. President.  

11 I just have a few comments -- I

12 guess questions tonight in regards to, I

13 guess, one of the issues I faced coming

14 to this hearing, and that's traffic.  I

15 know it's an issue that is felt

16 throughout our region, but I know it's

17 something that's been specifically in

18 the South Fairmount area.  And just

19 having gone down that way just last week

20 to take my youngest boy to a birthday

21 party over in Western Hills, there is

22 quite a bit of traffic that flows

23 through the community.

24 And so my questions tonight are

25 kind of dealing with the project and the
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 1 impact of that on the traffic patterns

 2 in South Fairmount and the costs related

 3 to that.

 4 So -- and I guess my first

 5 question is, did MSD go and have

 6 discussions with our Ohio Department of

 7 Transportation or the Cincinnati

 8 Department of Transportation in regards

 9 to the impact on traffic patterns with

10 regards to this project?

11 MR. PARROTT:  Commissioner, I can

12 tell you that, you know, the conceptual

13 planning and the discussions that we've

14 had, not only from MSD, but also as part

15 of our Communities of the Future

16 Advisory Committee, we did have

17 representation on our advisory committee

18 from Cincinnati Department of

19 Transportation and also from ODOT.  As

20 we started to get into beyond just the

21 conceptual discussion, we've had

22 involvement from Cincinnati Department

23 of Transportation.

24 From what I understand, there's

25 also been some funding, or grants, that
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 1 are being pursued by -- I think it's

 2 through OKI to look at some improvements

 3 for the corridor.  And I'm not sure if

 4 that grant has been received yet, but I

 5 do know that the Cincinnati Department

 6 of Transportation and OKI did apply --

 7 through OKI -- did apply for a grant.

 8 We have looked at how, at least

 9 conceptually, through the level of

10 design that we've had how that would

11 impact certain corridor -- the

12 transportation in the corridor.  One

13 specific impact, we do know that when we

14 looked at the layout of Beekman Street,

15 for example, is one street that may be

16 impacted and may be relocated or

17 rerouted or eliminated.  I know

18 Cincinnati Department of Transportation

19 has looked at the feasibility of looking

20 at whether they would do some type of

21 boulevard through there.

22 And so but to answer your

23 question specifically, we've been at the

24 table with Cincinnati Department of

25 Transportation, and ODOT has also been

1152



   185

 1 at the table as well as we've moved this

 2 project out to --

 3 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  So in the

 4 planning stagings -- 

 5 Mr. President, if I can continue.  

 6 -- how far do you think -- you're

 7 not even in design phase on this, you're

 8 still just in the conceptual with

 9 regards to the traffic layout, correct?

10 You haven't put any designs in place for

11 how that would -- the flow would be

12 impacted yet?

13 MR. PARROTT:  Basically, at

14 30 percent design, we're assuming --

15 we're assuming -- we're assuming that

16 the traffic patterns are going to pretty

17 much stay the way they are, unless

18 there's some recommendation from

19 Cincinnati Department of Transportation

20 based on the grant that they're pursuing

21 to do a different layout of traffic

22 patterns.

23 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  So with the

24 length of this project, how long will it

25 take to get the project from first shelf
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 1 on the ground to completion?  In this

 2 area, in the South Fairmount area.

 3 MR. PARROTT:  From a schedule

 4 standpoint, from a sequencing

 5 standpoint, we're looking at a period of

 6 three to four years of construction.

 7 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  And that

 8 would be impacting other traffic

 9 patterns in the area during that time,

10 potentially.

11 MR. PARROTT:  Potentially there

12 would be some issues that we would have

13 to address through CDOT and through ODOT

14 and coordinate any type of work that may

15 be going on with the Western Hills

16 Viaduct as well.

17 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  And do we

18 have any cost estimates yet in regards

19 to those modifications that will be as a

20 result of the project on those streets?

21 MR. PARROTT:  There's -- when we

22 look at -- there's certain estimates

23 that are in our base design, but as I

24 mentioned, I do know that converting, or

25 changing, the layout of the streets,
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 1 CDOT is going through that grant

 2 application process.  

 3 And I forget.  I think it's about

 4 a $7 million grant, if I'm not mistaken.

 5 What was the grant amount?  

 6 I'm sorry; I'll let Mary Lynn

 7 address that.

 8 MS. LODOR:  Yes; the grant amount

 9 was actually the City Transportation and

10 the Hamilton County Transportation

11 District applied for a grant through OKI

12 to OKI for about 6 -- I think it was

13 about $6 million for design, and then

14 potentially some implementation of a

15 potential boulevard and concept.

16 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Do we have

17 an idea of the total costs of just --

18 for that streetwork itself?

19 MS. LODOR:  And, again, this is

20 for the boulevard concept, or just

21 specifically for the components of the

22 traffic re-engineering to allow for the

23 valley conveyance system?

24 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Well, I

25 guess for both.  If you can give me what
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 1 both costs are.

 2 MS. LODOR:  Yeah, I don't have

 3 those at the top of my head right now

 4 with regards to what's within the

 5 internal components, if you will, of the

 6 valley conveyance system.  There's some

 7 traffic re-engineering that needs to

 8 happen in order to allow the valley

 9 conveyance system to function.  Because

10 what we're doing is putting water above

11 ground.  So, of course, we have roadways

12 that are between there, so we have some

13 bridgework that needs to be done, some

14 rework of the transportation system to

15 allow for that open-water system.

16 That's incorporated into the project

17 design cost that we have, and we can get

18 that for you.  The County Monitors do

19 have that information, and they have had

20 that information.

21 But then on the boulevard, that's

22 an estimate of approximately $26 million

23 that the Hamilton County Transportation

24 Improvement District, or CDOT, is

25 actively pursuing other funding for.
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 1 We've made it very clear to them that

 2 that is not something that MSD is going

 3 to fund, because it's not something

 4 incremental or instrumental to the

 5 valley conveyance system.

 6 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  So in the

 7 $317 million price tag, that 26 million

 8 is not in there at all.

 9 MS. LODOR:  It's not, because

10 it's not necessary to the primary

11 project.  Now, there are traffic

12 components that are within the

13 $317 million.

14 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  And you

15 don't have a number for that.

16 MS. LODOR:  I don't.  But, for

17 example, that would be, like, White

18 Street, for example.  If there's some

19 changes to White Street or Keblar,

20 Grand, Quebec, Beekman, State Avenue;

21 those are all street intersections that

22 we do have the costs and we do have

23 those budgeted within the design.

24 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  The

25 317 million.
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 1 MS. LODOR:  Yes.

 2 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Okay.  And

 3 if we're off on those costs, who picks

 4 up the overage?  Is that picked up by

 5 the City of Cincinnati, or will that be

 6 picked up by the MSD ratepayers for

 7 those that you've already put in for

 8 these streets that are affected -- that

 9 we don't have the number right in front

10 of us today -- but if there is a change

11 in that cost, how is that addressed down

12 the road?

13 So we'll throw out a number,

14 let's say it's X, you know, dollars that

15 it's going to cost to do that.  If it's

16 X plus Y, who is paying for that,

17 because that's above the $317 million

18 project total.

19 MR. PARROTT:  Obviously, as we

20 put those together, we work closely with

21 CDOT, and, obviously, there's

22 contingencies in everything they're

23 building into those estimates.

24 So from that perspective -- and

25 I'll just use Harrison Avenue as an
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 1 example.  Recently we do construction

 2 coordination.  We work with CDOT on

 3 Harrison Avenue.  And the bids that came

 4 in on that particular job came in

 5 30 percent under estimate.

 6 So, I mean, just based on that

 7 and based upon the history, we're

 8 seeing -- we're not seeing things come

 9 in over, we're actually seeing bids that

10 are better than what the estimates.  

11 But there are contingencies that

12 are built in.  By law, we can only award

13 a contract up to a certain amount over

14 the engineer's estimate.  So if the

15 traffic component of that drop is higher

16 than -- I think it's the law is

17 10 percent of the engineer's estimate,

18 so we can't award a contract anyway.  So

19 we do have a ceiling, or a control,

20 there.  

21 But if there are -- costs that

22 are going to -- we would have to come to

23 the Board to award that contract if it

24 was above 10 percent, or rebid the work.

25 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  That's all
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 1 the questions I have right now,

 2 Mr. President.

 3 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank

 4 you.  Thank you, Commissioner Monzel.

 5 And, Director Parrott, I thank

 6 you for supplementing the responses from

 7 the prior public hearing.  I think that

 8 it goes without saying that you're

 9 always welcome to add information that

10 you don't have at your ready tonight to

11 us, which we can then disseminate to the

12 public as we go through this process.

13 So I do appreciate that.

14 Commissioner Portune.

15 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  

16 Mr. President, thank you.

17 First of all, Director, I do want

18 to thank you for the supplemental

19 materials we got tonight.  Obviously,

20 we're going to have to digest that from

21 this evening; have not had an

22 opportunity to review any of it.

23 I sort of foreshadowed some

24 issues that I would like to raise this

25 evening at the last public hearing and
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 1 dive right into it, and that has to do

 2 with the various amenities that are

 3 depicted in the South Fairmount.  And I

 4 think it's actually referred to as an

 5 urban renewal plan in some documents, or

 6 documentation, with respect to this

 7 particular proposal in terms of what --

 8 what is funded and what is not funded

 9 and on whose dime are those amenities

10 funded.

11 Getting back to the whole concept

12 of the Federal livability principles

13 that were adopted by HUD, by the

14 Department of Transportation and by EPA

15 back in 2009, I think everyone would

16 agree that the concept of that is good,

17 but certainly the concept suggested

18 there are contributions from a variety

19 of parties, and as it would relate to

20 this particular proposal, that the MSD

21 investment should leverage other

22 investments, as opposed to the entire

23 project, and amenities are on MSD's

24 dime.

25 So to the extent that there are
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 1 elements within this program and that

 2 are within the -- or outside of the 317,

 3 are you able to identify for us, or do

 4 we have access somewhere to a line-item

 5 by line-item description of looking at

 6 the amenities in total, which ones there

 7 currently are funding for, which ones

 8 there is not funding identified for yet.

 9 And with respect to either, which

10 of that is falling due to MSD's dime or

11 on another party's dime, and how are

12 those decisions made or determined?

13 MR. PARROTT:  Very good question,

14 Commissioner.  And as you pointed out,

15 the six liveable principles is something

16 that we've been talking about as part of

17 our Community Advisory Committee for

18 about 18 months.  And as a part of this

19 project and other projects, we have been

20 pursuing grants, and whatnot, to bring

21 in those other resources or those other

22 funds.

23 Specific to this project and the

24 amenities, or the accoutrements, we have

25 discussed at issue, not only in this
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 1 context with the Board, but also with

 2 the County Administration and also with

 3 the Regulators.  There has been a

 4 specific discussion or a specific

 5 document that we've provided in response

 6 to those questions from the Regulators

 7 that kind of outline the specifics of

 8 the amenities.  And we've had dialogue

 9 with the Regulators as to what -- or

10 we've identified the reasons why we

11 think those certain amenities are

12 necessary for CSO mitigation and also

13 for water quality enhancement.  

14 If I'm not mistaken, the County

15 Administration and the County Monitor

16 team are privy to that document, but we

17 do have a specific document that

18 outlines those specific issues, and we

19 can make that available to the Board.

20 If you -- if you -- if you have not

21 received that yet.

22 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  It's my

23 understanding that of the amenities that

24 are funded, that comprises about

25 $36 million of the 317.  Is that roughly
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 1 right?  Do you know?

 2 MS. LODOR:  I'm not sure where

 3 you're getting that $36 million from.

 4 The -- I think the valley conveyance

 5 system is closer to -- with regards to,

 6 you know, conveying the water through

 7 the valley, I think the valley

 8 conveyance system is probably, I think,

 9 in the neighborhood of, perhaps,

10 $70 million. 

11 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  How much?

12 MS. LODOR:  70.  But that is --

13 that is to convey --

14 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Seventy,

15 seven-zero.

16 MS. LODOR:  -- the 100-year flow

17 in order to address some of the issues

18 of not allowing that flow to get back

19 into our combined sewer system and to be

20 able to safely convey this water to the

21 Mill Creek.

22 And then we do have the document

23 that Mr. Parrott mentioned is then those

24 additional features to address the water

25 quality components or maintenance or
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 1 safety, those actually may total closer

 2 to approximately probably closer to less

 3 than $10 million in order to address

 4 safety, maintenance, water quality

 5 within the valley conveyance system.

 6 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  I have

 7 seen a document that has certain

 8 line-item descriptions for things like

 9 bike racks, for example, are included in

10 the MSD cost column, as it were.  And

11 without going through them one-by-one or

12 item-by-item, it's those types of

13 amenities that, I'll be honest with you,

14 I don't understand how the decision was

15 made or why or what justification

16 supports something of that nature being

17 a ratepayers' expense, as opposed to

18 some other expense.

19 Can you help elaborate on that?

20 MS. LODOR:  Sure, I can try to

21 elaborate on that.

22 The Lick Run watershed solution

23 was something that we developed and had

24 brought to the community through a

25 series of community design workshops.

1165



   198

 1 So we got lot of public feedback about

 2 the solution, as well as trying to

 3 integrate an alternative wet weather

 4 solution within the community.  

 5 And so there was -- you know,

 6 some folks, you know, wanted to be able

 7 to create an amenity that people could

 8 enjoy.  And as it relates to the Phase 2

 9 stormwater regulations, a good part of

10 that is about public education and

11 public involvement.  And so if we are

12 taking water out of our combined sewer

13 system and doing it in such a way that

14 is creating what an average person might

15 just see as a public park, it's really

16 providing something much more

17 significant and valuable from CSO

18 control.

19 So as it relates to having this

20 integrated within the community, we're

21 taking away, in some cases, the

22 connectivity of the one side of a

23 neighborhood, if you will, from another.

24 So in order to have this fit within an

25 integrated system, that's just what was
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 1 incorporated from the public feedback of

 2 the community design workshops and the

 3 master plan.  

 4 But that's really just a small

 5 cost of the overall solution, that it's

 6 certainly not going to change the

 7 overall cost so much and -- but we, you

 8 know, I think there's -- there's within

 9 the community integration component,

10 there's less than, probably, about

11 $500,000 worth of features like that

12 that other funding sources could be

13 sought for things like bike racks, and

14 things like that.

15 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Again, I

16 use that as an example, not as the

17 exhaustive list of everything.

18 And you just mentioned that there

19 were $70 million worth of amenities that

20 are included in that number, so -- 

21 MS. LODOR:  No.  No.  It's not

22 $70 million worth of amenities, it's the

23 cost of conveying the stormwater and

24 then the drainage --

25 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Well,
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 1 that's what my question was about, was

 2 amenities.  

 3 MS. LODOR:  Okay.

 4 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  All right?

 5 And that's what you responded to me, is

 6 saying that my number was wrong, that it

 7 was actually $70 million. 

 8 MS. LODOR:  In terms of

 9 amenities, specifically for community

10 integration, it's, actually, closer, I

11 think, to about $600,000.

12 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  That's it?

13 MS. LODOR:  Yes; of community

14 amenities.  Other features, or

15 components, of the valley conveyance

16 system are necessary for maintenance or

17 safety or stormwater quality improvement

18 and/or potentially replacement of

19 infrastructure.  You know, in order for

20 us to convey all this water, there may

21 be some existing basketball courts, for

22 example, that are in the way of us to,

23 you know, be able to make all of these

24 connections happen.  So there might be a

25 replacement of infrastructure like that.
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 1 But it's -- $70 million is the

 2 overall whole valley conveyance system.

 3 The amenities is less than a million

 4 dollars that are not, you know, critical

 5 to CSO control, might be more related to

 6 public education as it relates to the

 7 Phase 2 stormwater regulations.

 8 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  We'll have

 9 to sit down and go through that list

10 line item by line item, because I've

11 seen some things that talk about traffic

12 islands, and other things.  And the

13 numbers, I've said, is a lot greater

14 than -- certainly closer to the number I

15 quoted than -- and I'm not talking about

16 the 70 million, I'm talking about the

17 $36-million figure now, as opposed to

18 $600,000.

19 I guess I wanted to get back,

20 though, and ask, really, two other areas

21 of questions, Mr. President, if I may.

22 One is to follow up on

23 Commissioner Monzel's questioning with

24 respect to traffic congestion mitigation

25 and traffic improvements.  And it is
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 1 correct that there are grants that are

 2 being pursued by the County

 3 Transportation Improvement District. 

 4 We've been asked, actually, to advance

 5 those by City DOTE and are cooperating

 6 and very willing to help out and to do

 7 that.

 8 But if those grants don't

 9 materialize, I mean, they aren't in hand

10 yet.  And so if that funding does not

11 materialize, what then?  What happens,

12 then, with respect to those necessary

13 traffic improvements?  Who is going to

14 pay for them and what happens to the

15 project if there is no funding for them?

16 MR. PARROTT:  Well, if I recall

17 the original response on it, the -- CDOT

18 is pursuing the grant, because they want

19 to pursue a boulevard feature.  And

20 we've made very clear that as far as our

21 base project, we don't want to foot the

22 bill for a boulevard system.  So if the

23 grants do not go through as planned, and

24 I think it's scheduled to be more of a

25 three-phased approach to the $24 million
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 1 improvement.  If those grants fall

 2 through or they don't go through,

 3 obviously that changes the way in terms

 4 of the boulevard approach as opposed to

 5 the straight approach that we see,

 6 pretty much, at this point.

 7 The traffic costs, or the traffic

 8 improvements, that we have within our

 9 estimates are more of those things that

10 are being interrupted or disconnected as

11 a part of the valley conveyance piece.

12 And so there's a number of streets that

13 are going to have to have street

14 crossings over the valley conveyance

15 system.  

16 But in terms of the boulevard

17 proposal that CDOT is going after, that

18 is not a part of our base design.  We've

19 made it very clear that we don't want to

20 pay for that.

21 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Okay.  So

22 all other traffic-related expenses,

23 then, are either paid for or are not

24 essential to the project.  Is that what

25 you're saying?
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 1 MR. PARROTT:  Anything that we've

 2 determined to be essential to the

 3 project and it would be justified

 4 because of the interrupting of network,

 5 street networks, or the fact that there

 6 may need to be some type of way to

 7 traverse across the conveyance system,

 8 those costs are in the project

 9 estimates.

10 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  On MSD's

11 dime or on City DOT?

12 MR. PARROTT:  It is in the

13 estimate for the MSD project costs.

14 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  And that's

15 justified because there would be some

16 traffic impact no matter what you do?

17 Is that the answer?

18 MR. PARROTT:  I think there would

19 be some impact, particularly with a

20 valley conveyance system to where you

21 would have to look at not only just

22 making sure that folks have access to

23 certain streets or certain approaches,

24 but then there's the issue of making

25 sure that if there's a fire, you know,
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 1 or safety -- for safety reasons, then

 2 also -- and there's only a handful of

 3 streets that are a part of that inner

 4 conveyance piece.  But that's what we

 5 have in our project estimate.

 6 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Last

 7 question.  And I think this will take a

 8 lot more followup outside of tonight, so

 9 I just want to put the issue out there

10 and get an initial response, and I'll

11 just leave it and not follow up on it.  

12 But I think this is now the -- I

13 don't know how many meetings that we've

14 attended where Mr. Young and

15 Mr. Hargrove have been here talking

16 about this other proposal.  I believe

17 that they made a formal presentation to

18 County Administration where there was

19 some discussion about if the -- if what

20 they're proposing meets EPA

21 considerations or if the science is

22 approved, it would be worth considering

23 or worth pursuing further, or something

24 to that effect.  I'm paraphrasing here;

25 I wasn't in the meeting, I'm getting
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 1 this information secondhand.

 2 Is there anybody who is actually

 3 vetting that proposal?  Either by MSD or

 4 County Administration such that we are

 5 going to get an actual report and/or

 6 recommendation on what it is that they

 7 have brought to us?

 8 MR. SIGMAN:  Commissioners --

 9 Christian Sigman, Hamilton County

10 Administrator.

11 I did meet with Mr. Charles Young

12 and Mr. Daniels on their proposal.  I

13 did ask MSD to give it a technical

14 review.  MSD has tried several times to

15 gain the necessary information to do

16 that technical review.

17 As the Board will recall, the

18 first presentation of the alternative

19 was in the form of, I think, probably 15

20 to 20 binders, lots of work over a

21 multiyear period.  The document that I

22 saw in my briefing was spread out across

23 a table, one big piece of paper, and

24 nowhere near the volume of work or data

25 necessary to make a technical release.
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 1 Definitely not on my part.  It's not my

 2 area of expertise, but I believe MSD has

 3 asked for -- and is still awaiting --

 4 the necessary information to make a

 5 determination if it's a viable

 6 alternative.

 7 Based on my conversation with the

 8 group going on six to eight weeks ago,

 9 there has been no application of this

10 technology to the size and scope needed

11 to address the mandate in this wet

12 weather plan.  So it's viability, I

13 think, is suspect at this time without a

14 clear, convincing, scientific case

15 backed by EPA approval.

16 And based on what I've seen so

17 far through the regulatory discussions

18 with the County/City teams, I think that

19 would be a stretch at this time.

20 MR. PARROTT:  Just to, kind of,

21 add on to Mr. Sigman's statement,

22 there's two point-of-contacts;

23 obviously, one is Mr. Charles Young.  We

24 have not been able to coordinate a

25 meeting yet, and I think that's probably
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 1 part of his busy schedule and my busy

 2 schedule.

 3 The second part is when we did

 4 reach out to meet with the Hargrove

 5 representatives, we were communicated

 6 that we had to sign a nondisclosure

 7 agreement and that the meeting could not

 8 occur until after they had had

 9 discussions with folks in D.C.  

10 So that's kind of where we are.

11 We have not, and we won't, sign a

12 nondisclosure agreement, and I have not

13 been contacted since their discussion in

14 D.C.

15 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  We're not

16 going to have a big back-and-forth on

17 the technology angle at this point.

18 That's not the proper forum for that.

19 However, there will be continued

20 followup, I think by Commissioners, and

21 we'll proceed in that manner, if that's

22 okay.

23 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Yeah.  As

24 I said when I asked the question, I just

25 wanted to put the issue out there and
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 1 get -- obviously, there's a lot more

 2 that needs to occur on this in order for

 3 us to understand it one way or the

 4 other.  But I didn't want to get into

 5 all that back-and-forth tonight, just to

 6 get an initial response back.

 7 And thank you.

 8 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

 9 very much.  Thank you very much for

10 that, Commissioner Portune.

11 Administrator Sigman.

12 MR. SIGMAN:  Administrator.

13 If I could just follow up, since

14 I was at that meeting and I was

15 representing the Commissioners at that

16 meeting, any time a community group,

17 vendor, or other entity approaches

18 County government and proposes

19 approaches and technologies that would

20 save money and claims at the time were

21 approximately a hundred million dollars,

22 create jobs, centers of excellence, and

23 all kinds of other positive things, I

24 think it's incumbent upon us to figure

25 out exactly what it is and if it
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 1 applies.

 2 It is unfortunate that I'm

 3 hearing back channels that there's the,

 4 perhaps, a perception in the community

 5 that the administration is approving

 6 that approach, endorsing that approach.

 7 The administration is nothing more

 8 asking than our experts in MSD to take a

 9 look at it to see if it's something we

10 would explore.  That would be no

11 different than any other vendor or group

12 proposing something to the County for

13 savings.

14 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

15 very much for that.  

16 Commissioner Portune?

17 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  That's

18 all.

19 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank

20 you.  

21 Tony, no questions from me.

22 Thank you for the feedback that you've

23 gotten.  

24 And one request, I know there

25 have been discussions with the
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 1 Regulators related to the volume and

 2 what this remedy is going to provide,

 3 the discussions about, perhaps, reducing

 4 it to the 1.78 billion number.  And

 5 would like to, at this point, formally

 6 request of you to provide us with an

 7 option that will come in under

 8 $244 million, assuming that that

 9 1.78 billion is the volume being used in

10 that.

11 And also as part of that

12 request -- I'm doing it on behalf of all

13 three of us, to have that as an

14 option -- but as part of that request,

15 would also ask you as that proposal and

16 as that option is given to us, that you

17 work with our team in that proposal.  So

18 it's had the opportunity to be vetted

19 once that is presented to us as an

20 option, assuming the whole time that the

21 Regulators are involved in the

22 discussions that we're currently having.

23 MR. PARROTT:  Commissioner, you

24 know, I think we've said it as part of

25 the previous public hearings that, you
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 1 know, those ambiguities, such as

 2 schedule or budget, are things that

 3 obviously we were, kind of, waiting for

 4 the Codefendants to, kind of, signal

 5 what direction they wanted us to go.

 6 We've always presented something

 7 that would get up to 2 billion gallons

 8 of removal.  

 9 And I appreciate your inquiry and

10 your request, and we will respond to

11 that.  There's a lot of different ways

12 to get there, and we'll take a look at

13 that and we'll be working with your team

14 to bring that forward for your

15 consideration.

16 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

17 very much for that.  That's all I have

18 tonight.

19 Having seen no other public

20 speakers' cards, at this point I'll move

21 that we close the public hearing.

22 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Second.

23 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

24 Hartmann?

25 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Yes.
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 1 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

 2 Monzel?

 3 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Yes.

 4 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

 5 Portune?

 6 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Yes.

 7 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank

 8 you, Executive Director Parrott.

 9 And thank you all for being here.

10 (This concludes the Special

11 Meeting to consider the Lick Run

12 Alternative.)

13
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 1 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Perhaps

 2 at this point we can move into the

 3 public hearings.  

 4 And let me first move that we

 5 open the public hearing, and the final

 6 public hearing on the LMCPR, Lower Mill

 7 Creek Partial Remedy solution, and open

 8 that hearing and hear, perhaps, first on

 9 that issue from Executive Director of

10 the Metropolitan Sewer District, Tony

11 Parrott.

12 MR. PARROTT:  Good morning,

13 Commissioners.

14 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Good

15 morning.

16 MR. PARROTT:  Before I get

17 started, as you know, before we started

18 the public hearing process, we also had

19 two town hall meetings.  And we got a

20 lot of feedback from our town hall

21 meetings that I don't think were ever

22 entered into -- officially entered in

23 the public record.  So with your

24 permission, I would like to, at least --

25 and I think we probably gave the book to
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 1 Jackie -- but we want to introduce this

 2 into the public record for the sake of

 3 it being captured.

 4 It's a lot of information from

 5 the town hall meetings, a lot of

 6 feedback from folks who attended a lot

 7 of the open houses, and also meeting

 8 minutes from various minutes of meetings

 9 that we've had with the Community of the

10 Future Advisory Committee, the South

11 Fairmount Community Council, and as well

12 as the Sierra Club.

13 And so for the record, I just to

14 wanted to make sure that was entered.

15 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank

16 you.  I'll move that we receive that,

17 Mr. Parrott, for the record.

18 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Second.

19 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

20 Hartmann?

21 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Yes.

22 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

23 Monzel?

24 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Yes.

25 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner
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 1 Portune?

 2 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Yes.

 3 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Let me

 4 also on behalf of the Board of County

 5 Commissioners, we've received a number

 6 of communications here, as well, related

 7 to this hearing, and I'll move at this

 8 point that we receive those officially

 9 for the record.

10 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Second.

11 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

12 Hartmann?

13 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Yes.

14 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

15 Monzel?

16 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Yes.

17 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

18 Portune?

19 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Yes.

20 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Go ahead,

21 Tony.

22 MR. PARROTT:  Commissioners,

23 thank you for obliging us at this fourth

24 hearing to just do a brief update.  

25 What we want to do is just touch
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 1 briefly on the alternative

 2 recommendation, the questions that

 3 are -- some of the questions that came

 4 up at the last public hearing about the

 5 valley conveyance system components and

 6 concluding comments from the Regulators

 7 relative to those issues.

 8 As I mentioned on Monday at the

 9 public hearing, you've seen the

10 recommended alternative.

11 Commissioner Hartmann, we did

12 take note of the request that you made

13 at that hearing to look at -- start

14 looking at and working with the

15 administration based upon the new

16 modeling of an alternative that would

17 reach the lower volume target of

18 1.7 billion gallons of CSO removal, and

19 so we stand ready to start working with

20 the administration on that alternative.

21 The alternative heretofore has

22 been to achieve up to 2 billion gallons.

23 But just to kind of give you a

24 quickly -- you know, this information

25 has been a part of our recommendation
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 1 since April.  And if we wanted to look

 2 at this recommendation that we've put

 3 before you, just as a hypothetical, or

 4 an example, if we wanted to look at a

 5 component that we would take out of that

 6 recommendation, you can see that we

 7 reached the 1.7 billion gallons.  

 8 And so this is not our

 9 recommendation, but there's a lot of

10 different ways you can get to where you

11 asked us to look at it, and so we're

12 going to start working with the

13 administration based on the new modeling

14 of looking at suites that are going to

15 achieve the lower volume target of

16 1.7 billion gallons.  

17 So just wanted to, kind of, give

18 you a hypothetical of the exercise that

19 I think we would go through with the

20 administration.

21 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

22 very much for that, Tony.  I appreciate

23 that.

24 MR. PARROTT:  The other thing we

25 talked about the other night was the mix
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 1 of grey and green that is a part of our

 2 recommendation.  Essentially, you have

 3 the best of grey solutions married with

 4 the flexibility, the water quality

 5 features, and the lowest cost options of

 6 the green features.  

 7 And just to point out, there's a

 8 lot of features already in this that are

 9 identified as, for example, green

10 solutions would be naturalized channels,

11 or the valley conveyance system, natural

12 conveyance system.  And there's also a

13 lot of grey, which would include some

14 storage here, and also a lot of new

15 storm sewers and additional storage and

16 stormwater detention basin and storage

17 as a part of that menu.  So this is a

18 lowest best option, but it is a

19 complement of grey and green.

20 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Can you go

21 back one slide?

22 MR. PARROTT:  Yes, sir.

23 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  The

24 previous slide.  What is the

25 column on -- the two columns.  I know
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 1 one is a title, but what's the second

 2 column?  The list of numbers.

 3 MR. PARROTT:  On the right there?

 4 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Yeah.  Is

 5 there a title?  I just couldn't see if

 6 there's a heading on it.

 7 MR. PARROTT:  Just units.  For

 8 example, you're talking about relocated

 9 sewers, feet of naturalized channels, a

10 feet of valley conveyance.

11 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Gotcha.

12 Thank you.

13 MR. PARROTT:  Okay.  The last

14 time we talked, and I think in public --

15 the first -- previous public hearings

16 we've talked about all the utility

17 coordination that we've done, which

18 would include discussions with

19 Cincinnati Department of Transportation

20 and also the other utilities that are in

21 the corridor.  

22 And these conversations really --

23 have really allowed us to make sure that

24 the base cost or the base project that

25 we're bringing before has a
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 1 recommendation, is taking things out

 2 that would -- so that it won't be on the

 3 MSD dime.  And as far as our utility

 4 coordinations with Cincinnati Department

 5 of Transportation, we also came up with

 6 a phasing, or a sequencing, plan for the

 7 project.  And I think with the Board's

 8 permission, I would like to introduce

 9 that into the record, as well.

10 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank

11 you.  I will formally move that we

12 receive that for the record.

13 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Second.

14 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

15 Hartmann?

16 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Yes.

17 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

18 Monzel?

19 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Yes.

20 MS. PANIOTO:  Commissioner

21 Portune?

22 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Yes.

23 MR. PARROTT:  But the main point

24 on this is to say that we've talked to

25 Duke Energy to make sure that we've
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 1 avoided $400,000 worth of gas main

 2 costs.

 3 We've talked to Time Warner,

 4 Cincinnati Bell, and as well as Greater

 5 Cincinnati Waterworks to coordinate

 6 construction of water mains and other --

 7 water hydrants, and that type thing, so

 8 that the project would not be picking up

 9 those projects.  

10 So what you are seeing come

11 before you is really the result of all

12 these utility coordination meetings to

13 make sure that this stuff is not on

14 ratepayer dime.

15 But there were specific questions

16 at the last public hearing about the

17 valley conveyance system.  There were

18 specific questions about the valley

19 conveyance system, and that estimate was

20 around $67 million.  And the $67 million

21 is really broken down as shown here.

22 You've got conveyance components, you've

23 got transportation components, and

24 you've got multipurpose components, and

25 replaced infrastructure components.  And
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 1 I want to talk just real quickly about

 2 those three or four categories, since

 3 those questions came up at the last

 4 public hearing.

 5 The first is the transportation

 6 components, total of about $12 million.

 7 And it is 3.8 percent of the base

 8 project cost and 18 percent of the

 9 valley conveyance cost.  And

10 specifically, it includes connectivity

11 bridges, intersection replacements, and

12 pedestrian safety issues relative to the

13 streets.

14 And if you look at this, the

15 traffic patterns on Queen City Avenue

16 and Westwood Avenue, as far as the base

17 project, are not impacted, they're not

18 changing.  I know that was a question

19 that came up at the last meeting.

20 And so when you talk about the

21 bridges, for example, there are eight

22 crossings of urban waterways, or the

23 proposed urban waterway between Queen

24 City Avenue and Westwood Avenue.  And so

25 as we do that, we're going to have to
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 1 reconnect those streets as the natural

 2 conveyance goes through.

 3 We're also going to have to

 4 reconnect the intersections of those

 5 streets as we build those bridges that

 6 go over the waterway.  And then there's

 7 component of streetscape and safety.

 8 This red line kind of shows you

 9 the existing streets that would have to

10 have a bridge over the natural

11 conveyance.  And the cost in the project

12 is $5.6 million for those existing cross

13 streets being conveyed over the natural

14 conveyance.

15 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  And that's

16 in the $317 million project cost?

17 MR. PARROTT:  That is correct.

18 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Okay.

19 MR. PARROTT:  And this is a

20 visual; kind of shows you Westwood

21 Avenue.  And if you look here, this

22 would be, for example, Grand Avenue, and

23 it currently connects into Westwood.

24 And as we bring that urban waterway

25 through, we're going to have to
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 1 reconnect that as we bring that bridge

 2 over the waterway.  So when we talk

 3 about reconnections, we're talking about

 4 reconnections to the existing street

 5 network on Westwood Avenue.

 6 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Can you

 7 tunnel through it, though?  Could you

 8 leave the existing street in place and

 9 just put a tunnel in and daylight it on

10 either side of the street.

11 MR. PARROTT:  As far as the --

12 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  As far as

13 the conveyance, the actual water that's

14 going through there.  Can you,

15 basically, leave the existing streets

16 where they're at and just put a tunnel

17 underneath them so many feet down that

18 structurally they're still safe without

19 putting a new bridge in place?

20 MR. PARROTT:  I think the way

21 this is designed here is, is because of

22 the -- the open space, and also the

23 earthwork that would be necessary to

24 make sure that you were meeting the

25 flood elevations or this urban waterway,
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 1 as we talked about at a previous public

 2 hearing, it has to interact -- it has to

 3 interact with the Mill Creek in terms of

 4 the 100-year flood, and so that is why

 5 you have that bridge connection over the

 6 waterway.

 7 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  

 8 Mr. President?

 9 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  

10 Commissioner Portune.

11 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  If I may.  

12 Of the depiction there,

13 Director --

14 MR. PARROTT:  Yes.

15 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  -- we have

16 what appear to be wider than the norm

17 sidewalks and other landscaping features

18 that are a part of that.  Obviously,

19 very, very pretty and conducive,

20 esthetic there in addition to the

21 neighborhood in a positive way.

22 Are those part of the 317 as

23 well, or are those -- the costs for

24 those amenities being picked up by some

25 other funding source?
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 1 MR. PARROTT:  We're going to

 2 touch on that, Commissioner.  To answer

 3 your question, they are part of the 317,

 4 and we're going to touch on that in the

 5 multipurpose section of the

 6 presentation, if you don't mind.

 7 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  All right.

 8 MR. PARROTT:  Is that okay?  

 9 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  That's

10 fine.  You've answered -- the main

11 question was whether that's part of the

12 317 or not, and your answer is that it

13 is.

14 MR. PARROTT:  Yes, sir.

15 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  All right.

16 Thanks.

17 MR. PARROTT:  Another depiction,

18 again showing you just another view with

19 the Queen City Avenue traffic flow, the

20 urban waterway, and the bridge

21 reconnecting to the Westwood Avenue.

22 And --

23 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Okay, so

24 going back to your point about the

25 100-year flooding -- 
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 1 MR. PARROTT:  Yes.

 2 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  -- and

 3 being -- putting the new bridges

 4 connection in, but you're going to leave

 5 the street where it's at, or are you

 6 going to put a new street in too?  Are

 7 you going to raze it all up for the

 8 floodplain?

 9 MR. PARROTT:  No, not as far as

10 the -- the Queen City Avenue or the

11 Westwood Avenue --

12 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  So they're

13 still going to be on the same plain.

14 MR. PARROTT:  Pretty much.

15 There's going to be -- there's going to

16 be what we would call some retaining

17 walls --

18 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Yeah.

19 MR. PARROTT:  -- and also,

20 there's got to be 1 foot of freeboard;

21 freeboard to meet the 100-year

22 floodplain.

23 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  So the

24 actual streets will be there, and you're

25 not putting new streets in, you're just
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 1 putting new bridges connecting the two.

 2 MR. PARROTT:  As far as the cross

 3 streets --

 4 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Okay, yeah,

 5 between.

 6 MR. PARROTT:  -- between, the

 7 between the two avenues.

 8 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Okay.

 9 MR. PARROTT:  The multipurpose

10 piece, approximately $8 million in the

11 stormwater maintenance.  There's some

12 maintenance fees, maintenance costs,

13 safety, public education, and community

14 integration; 12 percent of the valley

15 conveyance cost, 2-1/2 percent of the

16 base project cost.

17 This is -- this is something that

18 I think is very important for folks to

19 understand.  When you talk about

20 stormwater management, we talked about

21 the Mill Creek and how this valley

22 conveyance system, based upon a 100-year

23 storm, there has to be open space and

24 green space to make sure that we're

25 providing that 100-year flood storage in
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 1 that valley conveyance.  So there's

 2 going to be, you know, some open space

 3 requirements as a part of stormwater

 4 management.

 5 And there's also to, kind of,

 6 elaborate a little bit further, when you

 7 look at the multipurpose features, some

 8 people call them accoutrements, we call

 9 them features.  There's a multipurpose

10 access path, and there's also a railing,

11 and there's also lighting as a part of

12 that.  So the question would be is when

13 you look at this path, which is for

14 maintenance access and easement, do you

15 want to put something in that is

16 concrete or asphalt?

17 You know, based on feedback that

18 we got from the community design

19 workshops from the participants, you

20 know, our conceptual plan looks -- or a

21 base plan looks at having concrete for

22 these access paths.  

23 When you look at having railing,

24 when you talk about retaining walls and

25 having water in this conveyance system,
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 1 you know, do you have a wrought iron

 2 fence or do you have a chain-link fence?

 3 But, again, based on feedback, that's

 4 what we put into the project.  

 5 When you look at lighting, these

 6 are lighting that is rendered here.

 7 There are a certain number of lighting

 8 that is required for crime mitigation

 9 along the path, and so you have those

10 type of accoutrements, or those type of

11 features, in the costs.  

12 And if we were putting in a pump

13 station, for example, in Green Township

14 or if we were putting in an HRT in

15 Colerain Township, some of those

16 facilities have designs to -- from a

17 facade standpoint -- to make sure that

18 they fit into the existing neighborhood.

19 And we've done that with some of our

20 pump stations, where we make a pump

21 station look like something that

22 resembles something in the community or

23 the neighborhood, or a house, in terms

24 of a facade.

25 So based on community design

1202



   234

 1 feedback that we got from our community

 2 design workshops, when we put together

 3 these multipurpose features, we took

 4 some of that into consideration.  

 5 And so the example would be, when

 6 you're looking at concrete versus

 7 asphalt over the life cycle of that

 8 asset, what is the variance?  And so,

 9 you know, those are some of the

10 decisions that, obviously, we can debate

11 or discuss, but I just wanted to, kind

12 of, make sure we pointed it out to you.

13 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  So what is

14 the delta between the -- I mean,

15 obviously the wrought iron versus

16 chain-link; the unique, sort of,

17 gas-light lighting versus other street

18 lighting; the concrete versus asphalt,

19 et cetera, there's additional costs to

20 all of that; correct?  

21 MR. PARROTT:  Yes.  And I got a

22 slide to show you some of that.  But

23 just to, kind of, point on the -- and

24 I'll just use the concrete versus the

25 asphalt in terms of a life cycle cost.

1203



   235

 1 I think the variance is about $300,000

 2 over the 25-year life cycle.

 3 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  But none of

 4 this is required by the Regulators.

 5 None of this is required by Federal law

 6 to say you have to have a fence there,

 7 or some type of -- you know --

 8 MR. PARROTT:  I have -- I have

 9 a --

10 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  -- safety.

11 MR. PARROTT:  I have a slide to

12 show you the Regulators' response on it.

13 But I can tell you there definitely is

14 going to be a requirement for fencing

15 along this.

16 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  So going

17 back to the previous slide, if you don't

18 mind, and the 100-year flooding, because

19 you keep saying about the 100-year

20 flooding, again, that's a requirement

21 not put on by the Regulators, but one

22 that we're just designing to, the

23 100-year floodplain?  Is that -- 

24 I'm trying to figure out, again,

25 why we're doing a 100-year floodplain.
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 1 And then the delta, to Mr. Portune's

 2 point, of the cost of a 100-year

 3 floodplain versus a 50-year floodplain,

 4 or a, you know, 15-year floodplain.

 5 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  It's not

 6 just that, it's the wrought iron versus

 7 chain-link.  There's a substantial cost

 8 differential, as well.

 9 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Right,

10 right.  But I'm just trying to go back

11 to the flooding aspect of it.  If we're

12 designing this whole conveyance system

13 for a 100-year flooding, that -- how

14 much is that driving up the cost

15 compared to doing it for a 10-year or a

16 50-year flood event?  I mean, I'm

17 just -- and, again, I think we're trying

18 to get that delta --

19 MR. PARROTT:  I understand.  We

20 can provide that.

21 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Okay.

22 MR. PARROTT:  We can provide that

23 for you.

24 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Thank you.

25 MR. PARROTT:  Now getting into
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 1 the aspect of the multipurpose features

 2 that we identified as community

 3 integration, and that would include such

 4 things that were talked about on Monday,

 5 you know, the bike racks, benches,

 6 paver, off-street parking, that type of

 7 stuff.

 8 In this particular area, bike

 9 racks and benches are used to promote

10 public involvement, six permeable paver

11 plazas to provide access to maintenance

12 path from the street and to aid in

13 slowing water down and level of peak

14 flows, and three off-site --

15 off-side [sic] parkings.

16 Again, when we had the community

17 design workshop, one of the common

18 themes as a part of the workshop was

19 they want something that is going to be

20 something that is nice and exciting for

21 people to enjoy in their neighborhoods.

22 But this particular piece -- and

23 I'll just use bike racks for an example.

24 I don't know the total number, but I

25 think the bike rack cost in the projects
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 1 are about $1500, if I'm not mistaken.

 2 Okay.  

 3 Bike racks -- was that seven?

 4 $7500.  Sorry.

 5 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  So, I'm

 6 sorry, Mr. Director, if I can jump in

 7 here.

 8 MR. PARROTT:  Yes, sir.

 9 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  I know

10 these are features, but some of these

11 look like bells and whistles, to me,

12 especially the community-integration

13 aspect of it.  And for me seeing this,

14 you know, that's something that the City

15 of Cincinnati should pick up, because

16 it's dealing with their community.  And

17 I don't believe that's something that

18 the ratepayers of Hamilton County should

19 pick up.  I mean, I think there's a

20 difference between, you know, putting up

21 a fence for a safety issue based on

22 something that we build and putting bike

23 racks in.

24 So, to me, I have trouble seeing

25 how this $317 million project should be
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 1 footed by the ratepayers of Hamilton

 2 County when you're directly doing things

 3 that are benefiting, you know, one

 4 neighborhood in the City of Cincinnati.

 5 Which I think are good things, and it's

 6 great for the community, but I feel that

 7 that amount should be picked up by the

 8 City of Cincinnati, in general, from

 9 just looking at this.  Unless there's a

10 specific need that's been directly due

11 to the project itself, like safety, as

12 you brought up earlier.

13 MR. PARROTT:  Well, one other

14 aspect -- 

15 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Excuse me,

16 Director.  I would maybe say it

17 differently, but I think we get to the

18 same point, same place.

19 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  I'm sure we

20 will say it differently.

21 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  But my

22 point being --

23 Well, not necessarily, Chris.  I

24 think we're aligned on a lot of the

25 stuff.
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 1 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  I'm

 2 teasing, I'm teasing.

 3 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  But my

 4 point being that the City is one of

 5 49 political subdivisions that are in

 6 the district.  So it's not necessarily

 7 that we want to start fragmenting the

 8 district, in a sense, and requiring each

 9 individual jurisdiction to have to pick

10 up the tab for things that are unique to

11 it, because when we get out to some of

12 the other suburban jurisdictions, that

13 becomes an onerous burden on their

14 coffers as well.

15 But the point is, is that to

16 me is -- and here is how we get to the

17 same place -- is that we've got a

18 consent decree that affects the entire

19 district.  We have projects that we're

20 working on today, and then there are

21 projects that won't be started until

22 18 years from today.

23 The problem is, is that if you

24 spend or overspend on what we do today,

25 there won't be enough money for the
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 1 projects down the road that people who

 2 live in Cincinnati will be contributing

 3 to those costs or should be to a

 4 project, let's say, that's in Silverton

 5 or Deer Park or Green Township.

 6 But if all your funds are

 7 expended early on, you don't have

 8 anything left for those projects.  So

 9 that's kind of how I come at it, not

10 that I necessarily want to fragment this

11 or pit Cincinnati against some other

12 jurisdiction --

13 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Right.

14 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  -- it's

15 that if we overspend here, there's not

16 enough money there.

17 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  And I

18 concur with that.

19 MR. PARROTT:  Just one additional

20 comment on this is, as I've referred to

21 earlier, we do -- we have done projects

22 in other townships where we've done

23 different designs to make sure the

24 projects fit into the community.  And

25 then in this particular area, there's
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 1 also components here when you talk about

 2 public involvement and you talk about

 3 permeable pavers, those type of things

 4 are also things that would support

 5 requirements of the MS4 stormwater

 6 permit, as well.

 7 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  But I'm

 8 assuming we haven't done bike racks for

 9 other communities in other projects, the

10 other projects you're talking about.  I

11 thought they were more facade.  Nothing

12 specific like bike racks, and those type

13 of benches, or that type of amenities.

14 MR. PARROTT:  Well, I'm pretty

15 sure we've done what we would call

16 sustainable -- or rain gardens, and

17 those type of things, in other projects.

18 Specific to bike paths -- I mean bike

19 racks, I don't recall, so --

20 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Okay.

21 MR. PARROTT:  Okay.  Finally,

22 when we talk about relocated

23 infrastructure, just existing sidewalks,

24 for example, and recreation park

25 features that will be disrupted,
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 1 3 percent of the valley conveyance costs

 2 .6 percent of the base project costs.

 3 And, really, this is just kind of

 4 looking at, as you talk about what's

 5 going to come through here, we are going

 6 to be disrupting and disturbing an

 7 existing recreation park in this area.

 8 And so not that there's going to be

 9 replacement of the park in its entirety,

10 just the areas that we're going to be

11 disturbing as a part of the conveyance

12 system.  

13 And you can't really see this,

14 but I wanted to at least use this to

15 say, in this area, there's existing

16 sidewalks along Westwood and Queen City

17 Avenue that we will have to replace.

18 There's some sidewalks up in here that

19 we will not have to replace, but it

20 really is just an affect to, kind of,

21 show you that there's some existing

22 sidewalks and some existing assets that

23 are going to be disturbed when we do the

24 conveyance system.

25 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Will the
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 1 sprayground be disturbed?

 2 MR. PARROTT:  No, sir.

 3 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Okay.  I

 4 voted to put the sprayground in.

 5 MR. PARROTT:  Yeah; right.

 6 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Really?

 7 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Yeah.

 8 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Wow.

 9 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Believe it

10 or not.

11 MR. PARROTT:  When I say "we," we

12 and the County and the County

13 Administration team and the Regulators

14 had a distinct discussion about the

15 multipurpose features.  And, you know,

16 we kind of went through this just like

17 we're going through this now with you,

18 and the feedback we got from them,

19 basically, is that they understood that

20 these are something that are included

21 based on the unique nature of the

22 project, the CSO project.  They

23 acknowledge that the look of the

24 features is different than traditional,

25 but it fits into more of a public
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 1 setting that exists.  They agreed that

 2 there's some needs for safety to fit in

 3 the neighborhood, and generally noted

 4 that, you know, when given the feature,

 5 that these meet the test of necessary

 6 and reasonable in terms of safety,

 7 maintenance access, water quality, and

 8 restoration.

 9 We've provided some of those

10 Regulator feedback to you before as a

11 part of previous minutes in those

12 discussions, and so -- but if you want

13 more details on that dialogue, we can

14 provide that to you.

15 So in essence, we have -- again,

16 we're waiting to work with the

17 administration team to look at the

18 1.7 billion gallons based upon the new

19 model data, and we're ready to answer

20 any questions or --

21 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

22 very much, Tony.

23 By way of process, I think that

24 we should hear from the public and then

25 go into Commissioner questions after

1214



   246

 1 that.  

 2 I'm going to ask for your

 3 indulgence, as well.  I've noticed an

 4 item that's on our agenda that I want to

 5 interrupt the public hearing briefly for

 6 to handle.

 7 (Whereupon, the Commissioners

 8 addressed other matters at this time.)

 9 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Back to

10 the public hearing related to the Lower

11 Mill Creek Partial Remedy Solution.

12 Let's hear at this point from the

13 public on these items.  And first up,

14 Jim O'Reilly.

15 MR. O'REILLY:  Thank you,

16 Mr. President.

17 I'll speak very briefly on my

18 own; the Wyoming City Council has not

19 taken an official position on this.

20 I'm briefly going to summarize

21 what I said at the August meeting to try

22 to be within the 2 minutes.  

23 First, the bond status of this

24 entity will be resolved at some time in

25 2018 when the agreement between the City
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 1 and the County lapses.  The

 2 uncertainties about who is going to be

 3 owner and operator after 2018 is, in my

 4 sense, a concern about the bond

 5 underwriting for a major project.  

 6 I think, in very brief then, we

 7 should avoid having that uncertainty

 8 cloud the rate at which we're charged

 9 for the bonds if we do this project as a

10 spike.

11 I'm recommending that the Board

12 consider smaller issuances of bonds,

13 spreading out their time to completion,

14 because I think that would be a greater

15 strategy for fundraising.  I'm not an

16 expert in bonds, but I do believe the

17 uncertainty of having a City/County

18 cliff, if you will, in 2018 is going to

19 pose a concern for those that are buying

20 a 20- or 30-year bond.

21 Secondly, as an elected official,

22 our accountability is we've got to

23 explain to people why the rates are

24 going up.  We try our best to do that,

25 but I would encourage this commission to
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 1 direct the staff of the MSD to tell us

 2 in more detail why each year's raises

 3 are necessary.

 4 We note that the 2005, 2010, and

 5 2012 sets of cost estimates changed.

 6 And in the August presentation, there

 7 was a discussion of that.  I think the

 8 public is going to slowly rise, slowly

 9 awaken to this increase, and that's a

10 concern that we have to deal with.  We

11 have to do a better job explaining why

12 our costs are going up year over year,

13 and so we have to be credible in

14 answering it.

15 But, finally, I see that I'm

16 running out of time, but I'll briefly

17 say that on Pages 19 and 21 of the

18 consent decree, the tunnel is the

19 800-pound gorilla.  In the handout that

20 I've given you through the staff, I've

21 explained why, and so I will terminate

22 my talk now.

23 I think it's important that we

24 mention to people the existence of the

25 tunnel in the consent decree so that
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 1 people don't see this as frivolous, but

 2 do see it as a beneficial alternative to

 3 having the tunnel.

 4 Thank you, and I see that I've

 5 run out of time.

 6 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

 7 very much for that, Mr. O'Reilly.

 8 You've raised some points that I think

 9 require further exploration,

10 specifically the bond, the statements

11 that you related to the plan on issuing

12 the bonds to pay for these projects.  So

13 thank you for raising those, and we will

14 get -- we will get responses to those

15 items that you've raised.

16 Dennis Smith.

17 MR. SMITH:  Gentlemen, as many of

18 you know, I am president of the South

19 Fairmount Business Association, and also

20 owner of the oldest continuously

21 operating business in South Fairmount.

22 We've been in the neighborhood since

23 1947.

24 The Business Association and

25 myself am not opposed to the
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 1 alternative.  I do feel, being in the

 2 neighborhood since 1947, that the

 3 neighborhood -- I think all of us in

 4 this room know what type of neighborhood

 5 it is, and I don't mean that in a

 6 derogatory sense, but it's basically

 7 traffic moving east and west.

 8 I do believe that the designers,

 9 which I believe is human nature, are

10 really presenting a Cadillac plan, since

11 there's no major development going on

12 down there or planned in the immediate

13 future for that neighborhood, I would

14 suggest that they do the bare minimum

15 that is required to get the waterway

16 through.  I would suggest just using a

17 lot of grass-cutting, planting grass,

18 rather than a lot of trees.  

19 All of this will make it look

20 very nice, but I think as they progress

21 with development, or as the City

22 progresses with the development down in

23 the neighborhood, then bring in the

24 fancy bike trails, then bring in the

25 park benches, and all this other thing.
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 1 But, you know, the neighborhood

 2 right now, as we understand it, and

 3 probably in the foreseeable future, is

 4 very much crime-ridden with a lot of

 5 drugs and other things going on, a lot

 6 of high unemployment.  I do believe in

 7 the future of the neighborhood.  

 8 And the other major thing that

 9 all of us businesses are concerned with:

10 When the MSD comes back with the

11 appraisals for our property, there's not

12 enough money from those appraisals to go

13 out and buy similar and like property

14 elsewhere.  So we're asking so the

15 additional funds that we need to be

16 included in the MSD budget to enable us

17 businesses to stay in operation here in

18 Cincinnati.

19 With the viaduct and the

20 possibility of the parkway going in,

21 there are about 22 businesses that have

22 $68 million in sales that will be

23 impacted by this and employing about

24 550 people.

25 I just think that it's too fancy
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 1 for the neighborhood right now, and I

 2 think they could do other things with

 3 the money later on.

 4 Thank you, gentlemen.

 5 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank

 6 you, Mr. Smith, for being here and for

 7 being engaged throughout this process.

 8 Tom Ewing.

 9 MR. EWING:  Good afternoon.

10 My name is Tom Ewing.  I'm with

11 The Cincinnati USA Regional Chamber.

12 We appreciate the opportunity to

13 comment on the critical decisions

14 inherent in project groundwork.

15 In August, the Chamber presented

16 an extensive set of comments to MSD's

17 public policy team, and it's my

18 understanding that a record of all of

19 those comments have been forwarded to

20 the commission and City Council;

21 however, I do have a copy, which I will

22 leave with the clerk.

23 I don't want to take the time to

24 read our full set of comments, but we

25 had five basic concerns that we
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 1 mentioned in our broader set of

 2 comments.

 3 First is impacts on ratepayers.

 4 The second is partnerships.  And

 5 by that, I mean the sustainable

 6 alternative appears to require many

 7 partnerships with agencies under the

 8 purview of the City of Cincinnati.  We

 9 think that those legal and regulatory --

10 the formality of those partnerships

11 needs to be more fully developed and

12 presented, and their legal standing

13 needs to be more transparent.

14 Timing, we see the project

15 groundwork has two broad phases, Phase 1

16 and Phase 2.  Phase 2 is not as clear as

17 Phase 1 has been described, and that's

18 understandable at this point.  Our

19 concern is that some costs and problems

20 with Phase 1 could bump over into

21 Phase 2, and as been already mentioned,

22 there may not be enough funding for

23 Phase 2.

24 We're concerned with business

25 relocation, as was just mentioned.  We
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 1 hope that the project will deal with

 2 businesses that have to be moved.

 3 Hopefully, they will stay within

 4 Cincinnati.

 5 And, finally, the City/County

 6 control of MSD is an issue that will

 7 become very pertinent within the next

 8 couple of years, as Mr. O'Reilly said

 9 just a few minutes ago.

10 I appreciate the chance to

11 summarize our comments.  If you have any

12 questions, I would be happy to answer

13 them, or feel free to give us a call.

14 Thank you.

15 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

16 very much for being here.

17 Charles Young.

18 MR. YOUNG:  Good morning,

19 Commissioners.

20 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Good

21 morning.

22 MR. YOUNG:  My name is Charles

23 Young, President of South Fairmount

24 Community Council.

25 I'm here today to rise in support

1223



   255

 1 of our business association president,

 2 Dennis Smith.  And I'm for sure he did

 3 an excellent job at saying what the

 4 particulars are with the business

 5 association and the businesses.

 6 However, in the proposed plan,

 7 the community still had a few issues

 8 that still gave us a few technical

 9 errors.  One, with respect to traffic

10 for the businesses:  If we're going to

11 sustain the roadway as is through this

12 whole process, our concern would be that

13 that's a good idea, but based on some

14 information we had got from CDOT, that

15 what was proposed to them from MSD was

16 not a good -- a good look-see, because

17 we have a major impact going on right

18 now at Harrison Avenue from the viaduct

19 up through Boudinot.  We call it the

20 Harrison Avenue Project, which that

21 crossover from Queen City to Westwood,

22 or the divide up, is a major linkage for

23 two main streets coming off the viaduct;

24 that would be Beekman Street, which is a

25 problem if we shut it off.  I heard MSD
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 1 say that, they wanted to get rid of

 2 that.  We still want to keep Beekman

 3 Street, because if you go through there,

 4 and I'm sure a lot of you do go through

 5 the community, that Beekman Street,

 6 Harrison Avenue is a major gateway going

 7 from downtown out to the suburbs.  And

 8 any interruptions, or the like, would

 9 definitely impact the flow.

10 I've heard about DOT talking

11 about the boulevard, which is something,

12 to me, is not really being emphasized as

13 great as it should be, because we don't

14 know if that's going to actually happen

15 or not.  Nobody has promised us

16 anything, and we don't know if that's

17 going to be a reality that's going to

18 save whatever businesses are left, so

19 they can have the support from the

20 traffic flows, which they need.

21 And as you know, I've always been

22 a proponent of the economic impact.  And

23 if we're going to lose businesses, and

24 as the president of the business

25 association said, they need to be made
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 1 whole.  But who is going to come in and

 2 redevelop more businesses in a community

 3 that is almost nonexistent to this

 4 point?  We're going to lose

 5 predominantly more of our businesses,

 6 and nobody has said how we are going to

 7 put that back together.  So I think

 8 that's a bad way of looking at how we

 9 do, as far as economic impact.

10 But, lastly, Commissioners, I do

11 appreciate what was said of you about

12 what costs that the City may incur that

13 can help you lower the costs for the

14 project.

15 Now, I don't know if some of the

16 particulars I heard Mr. Portune mention

17 about let's go through the price list

18 and what we don't need to have, are you

19 familiar with some of the things that we

20 were told?  Example, they were going to

21 have bike pathways, hiking trails, and

22 things like this.  And I thought that

23 was a part of this package as well.  But

24 nobody said that the City is going to do

25 it.  I thought MSD was going to do it.
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 1 So, you know, I know there's some

 2 little line items that you might want to

 3 consider.  I thought it was a little bit

 4 much.  But the basic line is you got to

 5 deal with the sewer and the flow

 6 retention, and not so much bringing us a

 7 pretty picture.  

 8 So the mix of emotions is out

 9 there.  Everybody sees this picture that

10 you see all the time on the

11 demonstrator, Oh, that's what it's going

12 to look like.  But that's not what we're

13 really talking about, you know.  

14 So I don't want to keep confusing

15 the community about what we're showing

16 them a pipe dream versus what the

17 reality is, what we actually need to do.

18 And if it's just water retention, I'm

19 for that.  But don't sell us a pipe

20 dream if we can't realize it.

21 And the Community rests.

22 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

23 very much for being here, Mr. Young.

24 Richard Schoeff.

25 MR. SCHOEFF:  I'm representing

1227



   259

 1 the City of Cincinnati Environmental

 2 Advisory Council this afternoon.

 3 And a letter was written to the

 4 USEPA Region 5 reviewers, which I would

 5 like to put in the record.  And that the

 6 EAC recommends adoption of Phase 1,

 7 sustainable hybrid alternative.  

 8 And that's all I wanted to say.

 9 Thank you.

10 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

11 very much, and we will formally receive

12 that for the record.

13 Ray West.

14 MR. WEST:  Good afternoon,

15 Commissioners.

16 My name is Ray West.  I'm a

17 long-time resident of South Fairmount

18 and also work in the neighborhood.

19 I'm here to report to you the

20 results of last night's annual election

21 of the South Fairmount Community

22 Council.  With last night's election,

23 the current president and vice president

24 were voted out of office; a new slate of

25 candidates was swept into office.  The
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 1 new board and officers of the South

 2 Fairmount Community Council will assume

 3 their responsibilities as of January 1.

 4 The great majority of the new

 5 board and officers of the community

 6 council were elected on a platform

 7 calling for, one, ending the support of

 8 the South Fairmount Community Council

 9 for the new sewage treatment plant in

10 the neighborhood proposed by current

11 South Fairmount Community Council

12 president and vice president and their

13 consultants.  As you know, that was

14 never part of the MSD plan.

15 Secondly, supporting the MSD

16 plan, as it relates to South Fairmount,

17 as long as it addresses the legitimate

18 concerns of the affected businesses and

19 property owners.

20 And then also bringing South

21 Fairmount community residents and

22 businesses more fully into the major

23 decision-making processes affecting the

24 neighborhood.

25 I'm confident the new board and
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 1 officers of the community council look

 2 forward to working with the County and

 3 the City and the MSD come January to

 4 produce the very best possible results

 5 for the residents and businesses of

 6 South Fairmount, and for all the

 7 citizens and ratepayers of Hamilton

 8 County and the City of Cincinnati.

 9 And I would like to comment on

10 this question of the amenities.  A

11 seriously debated issue in the

12 neighborhood was whether or not the MSD

13 plan is simply going to create a big

14 ditch through the neighborhood.  The

15 neighborhood supports the plan with the

16 understanding that some basic amenities

17 are going to be there to keep -- to

18 prevent a big, ugly ditch running

19 through the neighborhood.  In fact, our

20 sense is that if some proper amenities

21 are there, we will seriously use those

22 to market that neighborhood and rebuild

23 economic development, bring new

24 taxpayers into the City, both businesses

25 and residents, and to the benefit of
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 1 all.  So just want a clarification on

 2 that.

 3 Thank you very much.

 4 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank

 5 you, and thank you for taking the time

 6 to be here today.  I appreciate that.

 7 Lois Broerman.

 8 MS. BROERMAN:  They very kindly

 9 gave me a portable microphone.

10 I am codirector of North

11 Fairmount Community Center.  We've been

12 in existence since 1979, and have done

13 some very extensive development in that

14 area, and I will be happy to send you

15 that, if you're interested.

16 I'm here today to speak about the

17 Denham Street project.  I don't see it

18 in Mr. Parrott's report.  I just

19 recently had learned that somehow

20 they're linking it with South Fairmount.

21 It had always been a separate issue.

22 I also want to commend your

23 staff, Karen Ball, who has been an

24 amazing lady for us, and also Deb

25 Leonard of MSD, who has been really
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 1 helpful through this whole process.

 2 I first want to say that in North

 3 Fairmount, MSD has never offered to have

 4 any kind of community meetings for input

 5 on their project.  Those have been held

 6 in South Fairmount, and I know they've

 7 been held in West Fork project.  There's

 8 never been one in North Fairmount.  And,

 9 simply, a couple people coming to our

10 Board of Directors or attending the

11 community council meetings does not

12 qualify.

13 I'd also like to talk about -- I

14 don't know what the implications of this

15 linking us with the Lick Run project

16 would have on North Fairmount.  Nobody

17 has talked to us at all about that.  

18 The drug problem on our Denham

19 Street has only grown worse with all the

20 buildings that MSD has bought and have

21 remained vacant and open, not secured.

22 And I know that's a difficult thing to

23 do.  But even prostitution has been

24 going on in some of those, and for some

25 it has taken almost two years to get
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 1 those down.  Currently there are five

 2 more that are purchased and are supposed

 3 to come down yet this year, hopefully.

 4 As codirector of the Community

 5 Center, I really want to say that when

 6 MSD approached us about doing this, we

 7 were delighted, because we have a lot of

 8 water problems in the neighborhood.  But

 9 that relationship has gone downhill very

10 quickly.  We were treated very unfairly,

11 we were lied to, we were denied

12 pertinent information, and we have yet

13 to be paid money that they owe us for

14 rent loss.

15 The handout that I gave to each

16 of you will explain all of these issues

17 more fully.  And I would be happy to

18 discuss them with you when there's more

19 time available.  I didn't want to bring

20 it all to this meeting.  But we need

21 some relief, and we need your support.

22 I would be happy to answer any

23 questions you have at some time in the

24 future, or if you have any now.

25 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you
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 1 very much.  Thank you for being here and

 2 for providing us this information.  I

 3 appreciate it.

 4 Michael Miller.

 5 MR. MILLER:  Hello.  

 6 I'm Michael Miller, representing

 7 Rivers Unlimited, the oldest State of

 8 Ohio water quality group.  

 9 And I want to speak in favor of

10 the hydroplan as being quite, quite

11 creative.  I'm also a charter member of

12 the Mill Creek Yacht Club.  We just took

13 our 82nd trip down the Mill Creek, and I

14 would invite any of the Commissioners or

15 their staff that wanted to get an

16 educational trip of the Mill Creek to

17 join us on one of our trips.  Our last

18 one was last Saturday.

19 The present hybrid plan has three

20 components that we like:  The separation

21 of domestic and storm sewers and the

22 uplands.  If we went to the tunnel, we

23 would never start that process.  There

24 are tens of miles of separation that are

25 going to take place in the present plan.
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 1 It's going to start the day-lighting and

 2 naturalizing of several stream segments.

 3 Lick Run has received the most

 4 attention, but, of course, West Fork

 5 Creek is going to be half naturalized,

 6 parts of Bloody Run, parts of CSO 24 and

 7 King's Run.  These channels, though, are

 8 not going to be completed to the Mill

 9 Creek as natural channels at this time

10 in the present phase.  I would like to

11 see those completed in future times.

12 The Mill Creek is a success

13 story.  In the past decade, we have

14 inaugurated dozens of projects along it,

15 and MSD with it's supplemental

16 environmental programs has been critical

17 of the 2 miles of river that's been

18 restored between Caldwell Park and down

19 to the 1992 channel.

20 The Army Corp channel that was

21 completed in 1991 has through natural

22 succession deposition of a bar

23 revegetation, begun to improve.  Chris

24 Yoder from Midwest Biological Institute

25 did a survey of the entire Mill Creek,
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 1 and, interestingly, the main stem

 2 channel is the -- particularly in the

 3 channelized section -- is the most

 4 biological healthy.  It meets the -- it

 5 meets the Clean Water Act criteria for

 6 fish for a modified warm water habitat

 7 because it's in the channel.  But it

 8 also meets the criteria for mackerel

 9 invertebrates as though it were a normal

10 stream.  

11 The point is the development of a

12 thalweg or a meander with rock riffles

13 with a double bar for different flood

14 heights that have been established in

15 the creek, it's naturalizing and

16 becoming a -- much more effective as a

17 creek.

18 However, almost all of the

19 tributary streams have failed

20 completely.  And this issue that we're

21 dealing with here is going to deal with

22 restoring many of those tributary

23 streams that will, we hope, develop into

24 the standards that we expect from the

25 Clean Water Act.
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 1 I have presented you a copy of a

 2 PowerPoint that summarizes Chris Yoder's

 3 data from that survey and supports the

 4 plan that I'm supporting here.

 5 Thank you.

 6 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank

 7 you, Michael, very much for being here

 8 today.

 9 Cecelia Kloecker.

10 MS. KLOECKER:  Good afternoon.

11 County Commissioners, thank you

12 so much for the public hearings.

13 The Greater Cincinnati area

14 suffers from more combined sewage

15 overflows -- you-all know this, I'm not

16 going to read this any more.  

17 But I heard things here this

18 morning that I would like to comment on.

19 Grass.  Yard grass.  Is not an

20 ecosystem, and it's not equal to green.

21 One of my major concerns is with you

22 all, the County Commissioners, is the

23 word you-all like is cut.  Cut, cut,

24 cut.  But if you cut too much, this

25 system will fail.  And then it's going
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 1 to cost you more, more, more to fix it.

 2 And so please be careful on that one.

 3 Let's see.  Oh.  And another

 4 comment, not from you-all, but from

 5 another participant in this public

 6 hearing, they're suggesting that you-all

 7 don't spend a lot of money right now,

 8 and then after the businesses come, then

 9 spend the money.  Well, you-all know,

10 that isn't the way it works.  Build, and

11 they will come.  It's not they'll come,

12 and then we build.  It doesn't work that

13 way.  We have to invest.  We, Hamilton

14 County, has to invest.

15 And doggone it, I wish you'd all

16 get along with the City.  I mean, think

17 about what we could do if we could get

18 along with the City.  And I'm not saying

19 it's yours, I'm not saying it's -- just,

20 uhm.  Okay.

21 I think, basically, that's about

22 it.  If you-all got it, I want green.

23 But I want a successful green

24 infrastructure.

25 And thanks so much.
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 1 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

 2 very much for being here today.

 3 Let's call Director Parrott back

 4 up -- that concludes the speakers' cards

 5 that I've got on the public hearing

 6 today -- and address, perhaps, some

 7 questions of the Commissioners.

 8 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  There's

 9 one more coming up, Greg.  Elliott

10 Ellis.

11 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  You're

12 too late.

13 MR. ELLIS:  I thank you.

14 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Elliott

15 Ellis.  Welcome.

16 MR. ELLIS:  Thank you.  

17 Good afternoon, Commissioners,

18 and those in attendance.

19 I am Elliott Ellis, the current

20 president of the South Fairmount

21 Community Council, a South Fairmount

22 resident, and County ratepayer.

23 Honestly, I don't know what

24 community politics has to do or entering

25 into the record for our hearing today,
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 1 but having said that, I am personally in

 2 favor of the deep tunnel.  I wasn't

 3 present on the 3rd; however, I listened

 4 to an audiotape of that meeting.

 5 It was evident that the

 6 Commission was very concerned about

 7 getting it right.  And I share that very

 8 concern.  Director Parrott exampled the

 9 Harrison Avenue sewer separation project

10 as getting it right.  If it wasn't for

11 the South Fairmount Community Council

12 realizing there was an oversight in

13 design, the Harrison Avenue improvement

14 project would have been completed and in

15 two years dug up for a new sewer.  

16 The South Fairmount Community

17 Council approached both MSD and the City

18 DOT to make it happen now.  The South

19 Fairmount Community Council is concerned

20 about getting it right.  As is the

21 Commission, I am concerned about what if

22 EPA sets future water standards on water

23 separated from combined sewers?  That

24 cost then, compared to the deep tunnel

25 costs now, would be unbearable to the
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 1 ratepayer.  The safety in a deep tunnel

 2 now at a cost differential of 6 cents

 3 per unit treated makes more sense than

 4 all the risk of an open above-ground

 5 water course with no future water -- and

 6 with future water quality burdens

 7 potential.

 8 It's appalling to me that MSD

 9 would pit the Hamilton County

10 Commissioners, the Hamilton County

11 ratepayers against the South Fairmount

12 Community, effectively removing a

13 community with 162 years of history and

14 historic assets.  Let's not forget

15 about, as mentioned, the 22 businesses,

16 560 jobs, and $68 million in sales also

17 affected by the above-ground project.

18 Thank you.

19 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

20 very much.

21 Jo Ann Metz.

22 MS. METZ:  Good afternoon.

23 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Hi.  

24 MS. METZ:  Thank you, too, for

25 the hearings.
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 1 Last night we had our regular,

 2 kind of a, tumultuous selection.  The

 3 real will of South Fairmount residents

 4 came through.  There is a new community

 5 council.  We do support the MSD plan.

 6 We do not support the deep tunnel.

 7 With all the inventions and

 8 discoveries coming around, I don't think

 9 we should pay that kind of money for a

10 one-time solution when this would help

11 our community.  You're not removing

12 anything, and they are not suggesting

13 anything that would not finally help our

14 community develop what both you and the

15 City of Cincinnati want, and that's good

16 residents with healthy salaries, retain

17 our beautiful hills, cure this problem

18 that we have had for many years.

19 I feel I do represent South

20 Fairmount residents.  We found out this

21 weekend, we also found out from a great

22 turnout last night, that they do support

23 this plan.

24 I think, finally, the City and

25 the problems that are coming forth to
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 1 the County combined will bring you

 2 together.  I do think that.  Money

 3 determines a lot of things.  I'm the

 4 incoming vice president.  Jim Casey

 5 couldn't be here today.  But I promise

 6 you our support, either way it goes, I

 7 personally do not favor the deep tunnel

 8 because I'm very well acquainted with

 9 the sewage water quality for 30,

10 35 years.  All over the country, these

11 new things are being developed.  The

12 deep water, or the deep channel-type

13 thing, is too costly for us right now.

14 It's not modern enough.  It's an

15 old-style-type solution.

16 This is a better solution,

17 because I think there will be other

18 things in time that will feed into this.

19 And the green solution is part of that.

20 I don't think Mr. Ellis is aware of

21 that, but he's no longer speaking for

22 our community, and, frankly, he never

23 did.  

24 Thank you.

25 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank
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 1 you.

 2 Let me call back up Executive

 3 Director Tony Parrott now at this point

 4 to take questions from Commissioners.

 5 Commissioner Monzel.

 6 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Thank you,

 7 Mr. President.

 8 Just had a few questions in

 9 regards to the costs, especially since

10 this is such a large project, as we

11 said.

12 In the first phase of the -- so

13 far of the projects that we've done for

14 Phase 1, have we had any projects

15 that -- that you know of that have --

16 the estimated costs came in above what

17 we -- the costs in the end came above

18 what we had estimated in any of the

19 Phase 1 projects?  Have we had any cost

20 overruns?

21 MR. PARROTT:  Commissioner,

22 the -- and I forget, I think it may have

23 been three or four weeks ago, I provided

24 the Board a memorandum that, kind of,

25 detailed the history of the projects
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 1 that are WWIP projects that are in

 2 Phase 1 that have been completed.  And

 3 of the projects that I submitted to you,

 4 I don't recall the number that was on

 5 that list.  The projects that were

 6 completed, all those projects came in

 7 under the WWIP estimate.

 8 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Under the

 9 initial estimate.

10 Were there any increased in the

11 project itself costs?  I know -- so

12 typically in a project, we'll go and set

13 an estimate that's going to be up here.

14 But then when you get into it and you

15 kind of get a ballpark of what is

16 actually going to be a cost, it's

17 usually, typically, underneath that

18 estimate, by chance.  And that's, I

19 guess, you would say, the working

20 project budget.

21 Have we ever missed that and

22 said, you know, Here was our estimate

23 off at the beginning, you kind of did a

24 SWAG, so to speak, of what it's going to

25 be, but then we set a budget of what we
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 1 think we were really going to be.  

 2 Have we ever missed those budgets

 3 of being off because of, you know, some

 4 unknown issue that's popped up?  Because

 5 those you don't really -- I mean, it's

 6 not in that list, so -- I mean --

 7 MR. PARROTT:  Commissioner, the

 8 one thing I can tell you, there's really

 9 two components of estimates and budgets.

10 One component is that there is a

11 contingency part that's a part of the

12 estimate.  And then in terms of us

13 actually going out for awarding bids for

14 construction, we have to get permission

15 from the Board to set that.  I guess you

16 would call it a final budget estimate

17 for the project.  And contingency is

18 built within that.

19 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Is there a

20 percentage, typically, of contingencies?

21 Is it 20 percent or 30 percent?

22 MR. PARROTT:  Right off the top

23 of my head -- 

24 Christian, I don't know if you

25 know what that is, but --
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 1 MR. SIGMAN:  It depends on the

 2 stage of the estimating process.  The

 3 further you're out, it's 20, 30 percent.

 4 But at the time of contract award, it

 5 may only be 10, 15 percent at that

 6 point.

 7 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  And then, I

 8 guess, from our lessons learned in

 9 regards to our stadium projects, you

10 know, sometimes project creep comes in.

11 So, you know, we hear quite a bit from

12 folks that, you know, the stadium's

13 issue is not really resolved around the

14 stadium, but instead you had to move the

15 stadium so many feet to the west.  That

16 increased costs, you had to, you know,

17 buy up the property there.  And you also

18 did The Banks project, and that

19 increased costs because of this

20 project's creep.

21 Do you foresee that happening in

22 this project in regards to any, you

23 know, down the road, Hey, we're going to

24 add this to it and add this to it, to

25 make it much bigger than what you're
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 1 anticipating it right now?

 2 MR. PARROTT:  Commissioner, I

 3 don't see where you're looking at

 4 something that's where it's going to --

 5 when you talk about scope creep or

 6 project creep to where it's going to be

 7 anything that's significantly bigger.

 8 There may be something to where

 9 something has to be altered or realigned

10 differently than what was originally

11 thought.  

12 But, again, when you talk about

13 the cost control aspect of it, when we

14 get ready to bid a project, obviously,

15 that is something that is set by your

16 approval.  And, again, as Mr. Sigman

17 mentioned, there's a contingency built

18 in.  We are working with the

19 administration to put in a protocol on

20 how that contingency can be used.  And

21 not -- I'm not sure if it's final yet,

22 but that protocol essentially would, if

23 there were certain amount of contingency

24 that would be needed, that if it goes

25 over a certain amount, it has to come to
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 1 the administration or the Board for

 2 approval of that contingency.

 3 So that is kind of how the

 4 contingency will put some control in.

 5 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  One more

 6 question for now, Mr. President.  

 7 And this is brought up from

 8 Mr. Smith coming in in regards to the

 9 local businesses that are going to be

10 affected by this.

11 Is there any outreach going on

12 from the City of Cincinnati to help

13 relocate these businesses and, I guess,

14 subsidize that relocation or to cost?

15 Because as he had mentioned, he's hoping

16 that there's money within this

17 317 million that's going to help him

18 relocate his business in Cincinnati.  Is

19 there subsidized cost relocations in

20 that 317, or is that going to get picked

21 up by some other fund?  And if so, is

22 that the City of Cincinnati, or do you

23 have an idea?

24 MR. PARROTT:  Commissioner, I can

25 tell you that in terms of the outreach
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 1 with businesses, obviously, the South

 2 Fairmount Business Association, we've

 3 had dialogue with them, but we've also

 4 had individual dialogue with individual

 5 businesses, businesses that have

 6 approached us to say that they're

 7 interested in us pursuing appraisals for

 8 their properties.  I don't have the

 9 final number in terms of the 22

10 businesses or 27 businesses, how many of

11 them have been into the appraisal

12 process with us.  

13 But by law, we have to follow

14 the -- an appraisal process, and when

15 the appraisal comes back, we have

16 limitations in terms of what we can

17 offer for a property.

18 But we do follow the Federal

19 Relocation Act, which, you know, has

20 certain criteria in there that is

21 beneficial to the businesses.

22 And also, in addition to that,

23 most recently, the City manager has put

24 in place what we would call a

25 Supplemental Assistance Program that is
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 1 there to design to help businesses with

 2 their relocations, so -- but all of that

 3 is considered part of the project

 4 expense.  But right now, we're limited

 5 by law and policy in terms of what we

 6 can offer and give to businesses.

 7 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  So there's

 8 no line item in that 317 million that

 9 says X amount is going for business

10 relocation?

11 MR. PARROTT:  We do have a

12 certain amount built in in terms of what

13 we think based upon what we think

14 appraised values will be and what we

15 think in terms of acquisition, and then

16 what we're allowed under the Federal

17 Relocation Act for assistance for

18 relocations.  And then in addition to

19 that, the supplemental benefit

20 assistance that we can provide for, as

21 well.

22 So I don't have that total

23 number, but I know that all of that is

24 built into the price, or the base

25 project.
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 1 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Of the

 2 317 million?

 3 MR. PARROTT:  Yes, sir.

 4 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Okay. all

 5 right.  That's all I have for now.  

 6 Thank you, Mr. President.

 7 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank

 8 you, Commissioner Monzel.

 9 Commissioner Portune.

10 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  President,

11 thank you.

12 First question I have,

13 Director -- and thank you very much for

14 answering all these questions.  I don't

15 know if you ever watch cable educational

16 channels, but I'm reminded of the system

17 in the United Kingdom and Parliament

18 where the prime minister just, sort of,

19 stands in the well and has to answer all

20 these questions fired at him by all the

21 members of Parliament.  And I've often

22 wondered what would happen if our

23 president had to do the same thing with

24 Congress, what kind of a president that

25 would lead us all to select.  But that's
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 1 another story for another day.

 2 Just want to thank you -- 

 3 MR. PARROTT:  Thank you.

 4 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  -- for

 5 being so willing to stand here and

 6 answer all the questions.

 7 MR. PARROTT:  I've seen that

 8 show.  Just don't start throwing things

 9 at me.

10 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Anyway, I

11 want to begin just by asking a question

12 that -- on a matter that, I must say, I

13 was not all that aware of that Lois

14 Broerman, who I've had the privilege to

15 work with for almost 20 years, raised

16 today in terms of North Fairmount and

17 the relationship of work there to the

18 South Fairmount program.

19 But specifically the issue of

20 property acquisition and properties that

21 have, sort of, been acquired, but are

22 not secured seem to have become magnets

23 for criminal activity, and the like.  I

24 know we've made it a point in these

25 chambers, and at other hearings and
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 1 elsewhere, to emphasize that we did not

 2 want the District to be purchasing

 3 property that was not needed at all at

 4 this stage before we made any decisions.

 5 I am concerned by what

 6 Ms. Broerman has shared with us today

 7 with respect to just the condition of

 8 that property.  

 9 How North Fairmont fits into all

10 this, what happened at hearings, or the

11 lack of hearings there, those are all

12 issues to explore at another day.  I'm

13 not raising any questions about that

14 here this afternoon. 

15 But just with respect to the

16 condition of property and the properties

17 themselves, can you -- I mean, what was

18 the purpose for acquiring those

19 properties?  How does that fit into the

20 Lower Mill Creek Partial Remedy?  Or

21 does it at all?

22 MR. PARROTT:  Are you talking

23 about the North Fairmount piece?

24 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  I am, yes.

25 MR. PARROTT:  Okay.  The North
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 1 Fairmount project, essentially, was an

 2 enabled impact project that we worked

 3 with the Mill Creek Watershed Council.

 4 There was an early action project grant

 5 that was pursued by the Mill Creek

 6 Watershed Council and MSD in that North

 7 Fairmount area, and it was moved forward

 8 as an enabled project.

 9 It necessarily wasn't connected

10 to the LMCPR project, but as a part of

11 that, that was the -- the interaction

12 that we had had.  We're relative to

13 doing a project in North Fairmount.

14 And, obviously, there's issues that, you

15 know, not seeing the communication that

16 Ms. Broerman turned in today, that I

17 would like to look into and be more in

18 depth in terms of my response.

19 But my history, my memory is

20 telling me that that project was

21 separate from the LMCPR process.

22 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Okay.  If

23 you could, I would like to understand

24 better what that's all about.  

25 MR. PARROTT:  Sure.
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 1 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Again,

 2 I've known Ms. Broerman for a long time.

 3 And one of her traits, actually, is that

 4 she's not one of the civic leaders

 5 that's always at your doorstep and

 6 always speaking and commenting on

 7 everything.  I have found her over the

 8 years that when she raises an issue or

 9 when she speaks, it really -- it does

10 mean something, because it takes a lot

11 for her to be moved to appear to

12 comment.  So the fact that she's here

13 speaks volumes in and of itself.

14 So you could follow up on that, I

15 think that would be very, very

16 important.

17 MR. PARROTT:  Sure, I will.  Sure

18 will.

19 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  I would

20 like to ask a couple of questions, if I

21 could, related to stormwater regulatory

22 compliance, and just what the thoughts

23 are in terms of future game plan and/or

24 the lack of one and what we're doing

25 without one in place.  And I acknowledge
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 1 that this is about as precise as reading

 2 tea leaves, because there currently is

 3 not a lot of regulation with respect to

 4 some of the other nonpoint source

 5 discharges and pollutants from overland

 6 stormwater flow and channelization.  

 7 But, obviously, one of the ways

 8 that we get to the reduction of volume

 9 in our CSOs is we're just simply moving

10 stormwater out into the environment,

11 generally discharging it without it

12 getting into the sewers without it being

13 treated, and so that water then gets

14 into our tributaries into the Mill

15 Creek, and the like.

16 Nationally, stormwater runoff is

17 the second-leading source of pollutants

18 to estuaries.  It's a significant source

19 of impairment to rivers and lakes, and

20 the like.

21 So in the absence of any game

22 plan, are we setting up the District,

23 the County, the City, to future risks

24 that are not sustainable if we don't

25 have a real game plan?  I know you've
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 1 talked briefly about this a little bit,

 2 but if we're -- what is the game plan,

 3 really, if new regulations require us to

 4 treat new-point source discharges?

 5 MR. PARROTT:  Commissioner, you

 6 know, that's one of the risk categories

 7 that I think in the crosswalk we had

 8 provided a more detailed response to

 9 your question.  I don't know how much

10 time you want to spend talking about it

11 this morning.  I do have a deck of

12 slides that would go into the depth of

13 water quality discussion, or I can just

14 give you my initial response to your

15 question.

16 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Maybe let

17 me try to pare it down a little bit, if

18 I can, because that was a pretty

19 wide-open question, I'll acknowledge.

20 How has this issue come up with

21 the Regulators and what's their response

22 to it?

23 MR. PARROTT:  We have -- in fact,

24 I think I handed out to you Monday the

25 question that came up at our technical
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 1 call with the Regulators last week.

 2 There was a specific question from

 3 Mr. Aluotto in that regard.  And the

 4 Regulator response to that question was

 5 essentially this:  In terms of the issue

 6 of MS4 and what the Regulators see

 7 coming up on the horizon, from the State

 8 perspective, the State perspective was,

 9 well, their initial focus right now is

10 dealing with their industrial permitting

11 aspect of the MS4 from the State level.

12 From the Federal level, their

13 reaction, basically, was they recognize

14 that the MS4, the Phase 2 requirement is

15 a BMP program that deals with illicit

16 discharges, public participation and

17 education, and community awareness of

18 the BMPs.  And from the Federal

19 perspective, they're over the horizon.

20 What their focus is on is private side,

21 or developer, requirements in terms of

22 BMPs or detention on their site, because

23 they believe that dealing with

24 stormwater quantity issues and

25 stormwater quality issues shouldn't
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 1 always be on the back of the public

 2 entity.

 3 And so from the Federal

 4 perspective, they're going to be really

 5 focused on how they can require

 6 developers to start to pick up some of

 7 those issues on site, whether they be

 8 within the detention to have some water

 9 quality features, but also other BMPs

10 that would address the issues of illicit

11 discharges and making sure that it

12 doesn't impact the streams or the public

13 system that it discharges to.

14 That was their initial reaction

15 as that came up last week.

16 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Well, just

17 me to you, your best guess or your best

18 estimate, knowing what you know and

19 given the discussion on the national

20 landscape as you know from our work

21 through the Perfect Storm Coalition and

22 the like, these issues have come up.

23 Part of the pushback that is

24 occurring nationally from communities

25 like ours to EPA's approach to things is
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 1 that there is no real prioritization in

 2 the current approach.  Everything is a

 3 priority.  It's what's resulted in the

 4 scenario where we're being required here

 5 to raise an additional and new

 6 $200 million every year to deal with our

 7 sewer problem, you know.  An amount of

 8 money that exceeds our entire budget for

 9 everything else we do as a County.  And

10 we are being asked to raise that much

11 new money every year to deal with this

12 issue, somewhat because of, as other

13 communities have said, and as the

14 discussion has been at the committee

15 hearings, and the like, in Washington,

16 that everything is a priority with EPA.

17 You got to do everything.

18 So, you know, from the standpoint

19 of this and future regulation, I am

20 concerned that unless there's a major

21 seat change at EPA and they are forced

22 to do more than they have to date in

23 terms of changing Federal policy, that

24 the answer down the road is simply going

25 to be that -- to locals like us is that,
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 1 well, you're just going to have to deal

 2 with it, you're going to have to raise

 3 more money to deal with that problem,

 4 money that we simply do not have,

 5 compounding what is already a problem.

 6 Has USEPA or Ohio EPA placed any

 7 numeric limits on allowable stormwater

 8 runoff at this point?  So, for example,

 9 we're increasing runoff by X billion

10 gallons in order to achieve the

11 2 billion or the 1.78 billion standard.

12 Are there any numeric limits on

13 stormwater runoff that are being -- that

14 have been adopted or being discussed?

15 Have other states placed limits, do you

16 know, with respect to this issue?

17 MR. PARROTT:  I would answer it

18 in terms of what I know about our

19 dialogue with Ohio EPA and USEPA.

20 Again, I do know that Ohio EPA is

21 working with issues on the industrial

22 side.  As we vetted this issue last week

23 with the Regulators, essentially,

24 obviously, they understand that even

25 though, you know, our focus is on
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 1 illicit discharge elimination and grit

 2 and solid removal as a part of our

 3 design, you know, they've looked at the

 4 features that we've got into our design

 5 to address those issues that are

 6 required under Phase 2.  Had they talked

 7 about any numeric limits relative to

 8 particular constituents?  No, they have

 9 not.  But they recognize that the

10 features that we have in our designs

11 would be an additive, added benefit to

12 achieving the current MS4 requirements.

13 And whether that, you know, MS4, you

14 know, is something that, you know, as a

15 County MS4 ultimately in the future is a

16 City MS4 permit, you know, these

17 features will comply with the MS4

18 standards.

19 There are other issues across the

20 country.  Chesapeake Bay, for example,

21 would be one up in that area where

22 things are moving.  

23 But in relative to this area when

24 you talk about Mill Creek and the Ohio

25 River, there's two things that I can
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 1 say -- and this is also mentioned in our

 2 Regulator call last week -- putting

 3 stormwater and natural streams into the

 4 Mill Creek not only will improve water

 5 quality, but it will improve aquatic

 6 life.  

 7 And I think Dr. Miller referred

 8 to that earlier that since 1992, we've

 9 actually seen an improvement in water

10 quality.  And a lot of it goes to some

11 of the work that we're doing, and it

12 will only be improved by what we're

13 proposing.

14 Also, ORSANCO chimed in to say,

15 basically, they definitely want to see a

16 reduce in bacteria load.  So whatever

17 we're doing to help reduce the bacteria

18 load or the BOD load in the tributaries

19 or the Mill Creek ultimately will lessen

20 the bacteria load in the Ohio River.

21 And, of course, that's something that

22 ORSANCO will support.

23 So without a crystal ball,

24 Commissioner Portune, I can tell you

25 that just in our direct questions to the
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 1 Regulators about what they see over the

 2 horizon, their focus right now is on

 3 BMPs that are, pretty much, on the

 4 private side with developers as they

 5 start to develop properties.  And when

 6 you think about the source control

 7 strategy that we're putting in place, it

 8 fits right into what the Regulators are

 9 talking about with integrated planning.  

10 And it also fits into the fact

11 that it doesn't have to be achieved

12 right away.  It's something that can be

13 addressed over time.  The source control

14 sustainable approach gives you that

15 adaptability and that flexibility to

16 address it over time.  And also as

17 private side action or private

18 development happens, it's not always,

19 always on the ratepayer back.

20 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  So just

21 real quick, as a followup to that, by

22 increasing the volume, or the flow, to

23 your tributaries, it improves quality,

24 aquatic life, reduces bacterial loads,

25 is that because of, sort of, the
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 1 dilution factor, you're adding more

 2 volume of clean water, if will you, from

 3 a bacterial perspective, and that's what

 4 reduces the bacterial load?

 5 Because the other issue, of

 6 course, there are all the other

 7 pollutants that aren't currently

 8 regulated that you do pick up from the

 9 overland runoff that aren't regulated,

10 and that's really that other question.

11 MR. PARROTT:  Well, I think that

12 that goes back to the design components

13 that are in to the detention basins, the

14 wetlands, the forebays, and everything

15 that is in there.  Those are

16 specifically in there to enhance, or

17 polish, water quality beyond just your

18 debris or your bacteria.

19 But the other thing I would add

20 is, is that when you think about the

21 geographic layout of the watershed, you

22 know, this is based upon what we think

23 water quality features are necessary on

24 the ground.  There's been different

25 surveys that we've done, specific
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 1 catchments of what's in the watershed,

 2 and not necessarily relied on some

 3 international or some type of database

 4 that, kind of, predicts what the

 5 pollutant loadings are and what certain

 6 things can achieve.  

 7 We have looked at it from more of

 8 a subcatchment basis, and the water

 9 quality features that we've put in

10 there, essentially are to assist with

11 the improvement of water quality beyond

12 just the bacteria level.

13 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Okay.

14 Thank you, Director.

15 Mr. President, I have one other

16 question, but not of Director Parrott,

17 if I may.

18 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Sure.

19 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  And this

20 really goes to our monitoring team.

21 Public hearings serve many, many

22 purposes.  They're opportunities for the

23 public to weigh in on issues, very

24 importantly for us to solicit comment,

25 for us to answer questions, get feedback
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 1 from the agency, and the like.  But we

 2 also want through the public hearing

 3 process an open forum in which to get

 4 all relevant information and data and

 5 materials.

 6 So I just have, kind of, an

 7 open-ended question to the Monitor, if I

 8 may, and that is -- because this is the

 9 last of our four public hearings.  So --

10 unless we convene another hearing or

11 keep the process open, this is, sort of,

12 the final opportunity to get everything

13 in.

14 My open-ended question to our

15 Monitor, who we have engaged because of

16 their expertise in the area and the need

17 to have, sort of, an independent

18 third-party eye looking at everything to

19 assure the public that everything we get

20 is -- is everything that we need on the

21 topic.

22 What other information -- because

23 you've given us a lot of written

24 information, too, but I'll be perfectly

25 honest with you that the stacks of stuff
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 1 that we have is considerable.  So just

 2 for purposes of the public hearing, are

 3 there any salient points or facts that

 4 need to be brought forward and

 5 emphasized for our consideration and for

 6 the public's education and understanding

 7 that have not been given to us, or if

 8 they have been given to us, they just

 9 simply need to be emphasized, because we

10 either haven't asked the question

11 related to them, but you know it's

12 relevant to our consideration, or

13 otherwise.

14 So if you could, please.

15 MR. ROE:  Blake Roe, with the

16 County Monitor Team.

17 So at the very opening hearing,

18 we gave you a list of what we consider

19 the top-priority risks associated with a

20 predominantly SI approach to the

21 situation.

22 That accumulation of risks was

23 based on the data we had to date, since

24 we started monitoring, and most

25 specifically, from April forward when
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 1 MSD started presenting their

 2 alternatives.

 3 So the information and the data

 4 that's been shared with the County over

 5 the last two weeks of the hearings is --

 6 was really -- there's nothing new in

 7 there, necessarily, compared to the data

 8 we already had available.  We continue

 9 to review those documents and still

10 supported by the data and information

11 that existed at the beginning of the

12 hearing.  

13 So at this time, I know County

14 Administration is in the midst of

15 preparing their own analysis of, Here is

16 the risks that the Monitor has

17 identified, the EPA has identified.

18 Here are MSD's responses to those risks

19 and potential mitigation in some cases,

20 and here is where as a County

21 Administration, we're falling out and

22 making a recommendation related to these

23 specifics risks.  So I know that's in

24 the works right now.

25 In terms of additional
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 1 information, I think, you know, MSD has

 2 given you, pretty much, what they have.

 3 And we've taken a look at as much of

 4 that as we can get our hands on, which

 5 is, we think, we've got ahold of the

 6 important things.  There's a short list

 7 of open items that has been submitted as

 8 of last week -- or this week, rather, to

 9 MSD and the administration and MSD is in

10 the process of pulling that information

11 together.

12 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Are there

13 any gaps in terms of reliable data that

14 it's necessary for us to have to make a

15 reasonable informed decision?

16 MR. ROE:  See, that's a good way

17 to ask the question, because if you go

18 back to the original risk list, there's

19 really -- let's talk about two primary

20 gaps in what I would call local

21 empirical data.  And when I talk about

22 that, I specifically mean measured data

23 collected by flow monitors, and the

24 like.  And there's really two issues.

25 The primary one being the
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 1 effectiveness of the solution at

 2 removing CSO overflows.  So we have no

 3 large scale separation projects that

 4 have occurred in the County that have

 5 been measured to actually get real, live

 6 data on what has been accomplished.  So

 7 there's a big assumption there that's

 8 built into all the modeling that will be

 9 at this level effective.

10 MSD has gone in and done

11 sensitivity analysis on their

12 assumption.  So when you think about the

13 fact that we're taking 2.9 billion

14 gallons of stormwater out of the system

15 to reduce overflows by 2 billion

16 gallons, there's a ratio you see there.  

17 And the reports we've seen on the

18 sensitivity analysis would say, well, if

19 we take out 25 percent less than what we

20 think related to stormwater actually

21 removed from the system, our

22 effectiveness at reducing these

23 overflows, as we previously stated, only

24 decreases by about 11 percent.  

25 So please don't hold me to all
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 1 these numbers specifically.  I am an

 2 accountant, I like to be precise, but as

 3 the Commissioner noted, reams of detail

 4 there.  So I think I'm pretty close on

 5 that.

 6 So I can get that.  And then, you

 7 know, if you look at trying to keep it

 8 as a high level as possible, it's a very

 9 technical issue, and you need the model,

10 you need some molding to actually give

11 you the answer.  So I, you know, I can

12 see where that potentially could make

13 sense for 25 percent.  But, boy, when

14 you extrapolate that out and say, okay,

15 if we only hit 50 percent of the water

16 we think we can take out of the system,

17 does that mean we're only missing the

18 target by 22 percent?

19 My primary concern from a

20 decision-making process from a business

21 perspective and a risk perspective is,

22 okay, talk to me even about that

23 11 percent by which you may miss.  How

24 much does it cost to make up that

25 differential?  And has that potential
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 1 contingency -- this is separate from a

 2 project contingency -- has that

 3 potential contingency been taken into

 4 account in the overall pricing that's

 5 been set forward at 317 for the

 6 2 billion gallon solution?

 7 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Well, not

 8 only pricing, but let's say that it --

 9 to follow the hypothetical, in terms

10 Regulator approval or comfort that we

11 need, I mean, as I think we all

12 understand this, we've been given until

13 the end of the year to select an

14 alternative to the deep tunnel, if

15 that's what we want to do.  But we have

16 until the end of the year to make that

17 selection.  

18 So let's say we make that

19 selection, the Regulators have said, in

20 essence, that it's reasonable for you to

21 be relying on this data, but have they

22 gone so far as to say it's not only

23 reasonable, but if it comes in wrong,

24 you can still go forward and you're okay

25 with it, or not?
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 1 MR. ROE:  Here is what I've heard

 2 them say -- and I know there's other

 3 legal conversations I'm not privy to --

 4 they absolutely say you can go forward

 5 with it, but they have not said you

 6 would be held harmless in terms of if

 7 the project doesn't meet those

 8 expectations.  

 9 So the EPA is using a different

10 filter than I would use in terms of

11 making a business decision and spending

12 ratepayer dollars.  Their answer may

13 be -- a lot of what I've heard when the

14 County's risks were brought forward in

15 the call last week was what future flow

16 monitoring and more data will help

17 solidify things?  Postconstruction

18 monitoring will help solidify

19 performance.  But those things don't

20 bring you cost certainty right now.

21 Those things potentially lead to

22 additional costs, unless you're held

23 harmless.

24 MR. SIGMAN:  Blake, if I could --

25 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  You
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 1 mention two things.

 2 MR. SIGMAN:  Could I expand on

 3 that, please.

 4 At the meeting Monday night at

 5 the public hearing, Director Parrott

 6 passed out the meeting minutes from the

 7 Regulator call where those specific

 8 questions on being held accountable for

 9 not meeting targets and volumes, and

10 those types of things, were answered.  

11 I would encourage the Board to

12 look at those minutes.  There's a solid

13 paragraph in there that's basically

14 saying from a technical perspective, the

15 Regulators are saying, Yeah, that makes

16 sense, you can pick it up on the

17 backside; we'll hold you harmless.  

18 But then from the legal review,

19 they want to take it back and review it.

20 So, I think -- 

21 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Did it say

22 we'll be held harmless?

23 MR. SIGMAN:  I said from a

24 technical perspective, the people on the

25 call would say, Yes, that makes sense;
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 1 if you don't meet it by 10 percent,

 2 15 percent, you'd pick it up in the

 3 final remedy.

 4 The lawyers on the call for the

 5 Government saying, Well, that may be

 6 well and good, but we need to make

 7 sure -- we want to review how that

 8 relates to the actual consent decree.  

 9 We're still working that issue.

10 And I think that's a nuance that needs

11 to be made clear, that, intuitively,

12 yes, it make sense, yes, put it in the

13 final remedy, but that doesn't equate to

14 legal approval, and that's a process

15 that's still underway.

16 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  And is

17 that a -- I guess is that an issue

18 that -- I mean, to me, I want that

19 nailed down before I have to decide

20 something by the end of the year, is are

21 we going to meet that timetable?

22 MR. SIGMAN:  I wasn't actually on

23 the call.  I'll ask our counsel.

24 Just from a scheduling

25 standpoint, a process standpoint, if you
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 1 believe, based on your experience in

 2 many years of dealing with the

 3 Regulator, if that kind of decision

 4 could be made by the end of the year, or

 5 could we be in a position where we

 6 actually submit two recommendations to

 7 the Regulators while that legal question

 8 is still being mulled over at the

 9 Federal level?  

10 MR. NORMAN:  Mark Norman, outside

11 counsel for the County.

12 Outside counsel for the City Lou

13 McMahon and I had a call yesterday with

14 the Regulators.  I won't go into details

15 of it now.  We'll have an executive

16 session soon to cover that.  

17 I think it's suffice to say there

18 was no resolution of that issue.  It is

19 a difficult issue.  I don't think if --

20 if we need immediate resolution, that it

21 will necessarily be a positive

22 resolution.  

23 So like a lot of the legal issues

24 we deal with, they require a fair amount

25 of discussion.  The discussion will

1278



   310

 1 continue.  It wasn't resolved yesterday,

 2 and that was fine.

 3 But if this becomes a

 4 deal-breaker kind of issue, then that's

 5 something that you all, as elected

 6 officials, will have to decide, and

 7 we'll have to deal with the people that

 8 we deal with, both legally and

 9 technically, you know, here and in

10 Washington and Chicago.

11 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Only due

12 to the time, let's move off of that.

13 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  I will

14 just add, too, that's a monumental

15 issue.  

16 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Sure.

17 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  That's

18 the biggest issue that we've talked

19 about in all of these discussions.  And

20 the potential for the most risk and the

21 largest cost, so we've clearly got to

22 zero in on that.  I think we are.

23 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Yeah; I

24 was going to say, for today, let's move

25 on from there.  The issue has been
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 1 raised, but we're going to, I think,

 2 need a lot from you on this topic that

 3 will allow us to make an informed

 4 decision, given the magnitude.  

 5 MR. NORMAN:  Understood.  I just

 6 want to make sure you understand by

 7 Mr. Sigman's reference:  The

 8 Administration brought it up clearly on

 9 the large technical call that we had

10 that had lawyers listening in on it, and

11 we brought it up clearly with the

12 lawyers for the Department of Justice

13 and USEPA.  

14 So there's been a very clear ask.

15 There's a very clear nonagreement at the

16 moment.  

17 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Okay.  All

18 right.  Thank you.

19 MR. NORMAN:  So we're doing our

20 part to try to be clear in our

21 communications.  Whether we can bring

22 back the result that you desire, remains

23 to be seen.

24 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Thank you.

25 And then, Blake, you mentioned
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 1 there were two things.

 2 MR. ROE:  Yes, sir.

 3 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  So what

 4 was the second one?  

 5 MR. ROE:  The second one is we

 6 would agree with MSD in terms of

 7 continued flow monitoring needs to take

 8 place to help fill a data gap on the

 9 actual meters that are used for the

10 hydraulic modeling.  So while there was

11 a plethora, or wealth, of information

12 gathered over the past few years, a vast

13 amount of that was deemed by MSD

14 staffing consultants to be unusable for

15 the purposes of calibration or

16 validation.  

17 So more data is required to

18 continue to refine that model, as models

19 do continue to get better and better the

20 more valid data you stick into them.

21 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Again, I'm

22 sure that fits into all of this, but

23 without -- if we don't have the data or

24 if we don't have enough to fill the gap

25 to a reasonable degree by the time we
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 1 have to make a decision, again, we

 2 haven't been given any comfort,

 3 necessarily, from the Regulators on that

 4 point; is that right?

 5 MR. ROE:  The Regulators have

 6 given no comfort, no.

 7 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  Okay.

 8 Thank you.

 9 MR. ROE:  Thank you.

10 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  That's all

11 I have.  Thank you, sir.

12 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

13 very much, Commissioner Portune.

14 At this point I'm going just

15 to just recommend -- 

16 Commissioner Monzel?

17 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Actually, I

18 did have a couple more questions for

19 Director Parrott, if that's okay.  Just

20 two quick questions.

21 And I think the Monitor just kind

22 of brought it up in regards to we

23 haven't seen a project of this size

24 before, but there is a project that I

25 see when you go up 75 to North 75 and

1282



   314

 1 Evendale where GE has transformed part

 2 of their parking lots, you know, into

 3 a -- that look like a type of rain

 4 garden/rain swell.  

 5 Have you gotten any data from

 6 that project and what has been -- you

 7 know, from a water diversion of that

 8 magnitude?  Because, I mean, that's a

 9 pretty -- that's one that's visible that

10 has been seen directly from I-75.  I'm

11 just kind of curious if you've had any

12 indication if that's -- of what water

13 that's been diverted from just that type

14 of project.  Because that's probably the

15 closest thing that's going to, kind of,

16 be similar to what's down in South

17 Fairmount.  Unless I'm off in that

18 assessment.

19 MR. PARROTT:  I know what project

20 you're talking about.  I don't have any

21 data with me.

22 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  I didn't

23 know that, I'm just saying that --

24 MR. PARROTT:  But I can look into

25 it for you.
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 1 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Could you?

 2 Because that would be something that, at

 3 least, is close.  Maybe not apples to

 4 apples, but at least it's a big project

 5 that is somewhat in that same vain.

 6 MR. PARROTT:  Sure.

 7 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  And then

 8 the second one is in regards to the

 9 process of this.  

10 So as you go and you're in the

11 30 percent build on average right now,

12 or design phase, as we find things out,

13 and let's say it's two years from now

14 and we come back and say, We missed

15 this, or there's -- do we have time to

16 change things?  Is there opportunities

17 to come in and reassess and revisit

18 things so that we can say, Well, let's

19 tone it back this way or let's go in

20 this direction because costs are

21 overrunning, or, you know, we're not

22 getting the data that we thought.

23 Is that built into this?  Does

24 that flexibility of this, you know,

25 SI alternative have that?
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 1 MR. PARROTT:  Commissioner, I

 2 would say that for both the grey option

 3 that we were studying and for the SI

 4 option, we've been moving down a dual

 5 track.  And, you know, that's something

 6 that I think you've been aware of, and

 7 so I would say on both sides, we have

 8 been kind of at a point to where we've

 9 been wanting to make sure we didn't go

10 too far so that we could have

11 flexibility to makes adjustments and be

12 adaptive.

13 And so as of this month I think,

14 you know, we're kind of at a point with

15 the grey solution, we're kind of at this

16 point with the SI solution.  As we move

17 forward, given your direction, we have

18 time for flexibility, design changes,

19 et cetera, to make sure that we can meet

20 the objectives.  

21 And so I think there's

22 flexibility and time to make

23 adjustments, but we have been on a dual

24 track, I just want you aware of that,

25 not only with the SI, but with the grey
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 1 as well.

 2 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Yeah, I

 3 think -- 

 4 Mr. President, just to finish up.  

 5 -- you know, the SI alternative

 6 the one that's being put forward here,

 7 is the one that I would be most

 8 concerned about having that flexibility

 9 down the road.

10 MR. PARROTT:  Sure.  Sure.

11 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Because at

12 the end of the day, there's two things

13 that we want to accomplish:  One is

14 remove the amount of water that's being,

15 you know, directed to us in the consent

16 decree.  But in that same time, keeping

17 it within the cost that we can afford,

18 the ratepayers of Hamilton County.  

19 So, I mean, those two things need

20 to be achieved, and we need to have

21 flexibility to be able to make changes

22 down the road.

23 MR. PARROTT:  And I think that's

24 the beauty of the SI option, is that it

25 does give you more flexibility, at least
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 1 from my perspective.  I believe it gives

 2 you more flexibility than a more

 3 conventional option.  And so from that

 4 perspective, I think we can deal with

 5 that.

 6 The one thing that I want to add

 7 in terms of what the Regulators have

 8 said about the model and the flow

 9 monitoring, they have said that

10 everything that -- our approach and

11 everything that they've seen, that the

12 modeling is a rational tool for us to

13 make a technical decision regarding this

14 matter.

15 So I just want to reiterate that,

16 that's where the Regulators are with

17 this issue.

18 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Thank you.

19 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank

20 you, Commissioner Monzel.

21 I thought by way of process at

22 this point that it makes sense for us to

23 get the additional presentation or --

24 not presentation, proposal that is being

25 worked on related to the 1.78 billion
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 1 gallons at a price around $244 million.  

 2 As that's still being worked, I

 3 think that we will need to allow time at

 4 a staff meeting for a presentation of

 5 that, and also to entertain additional

 6 questions, I think, on behalf of

 7 Commissioners, from the information that

 8 we've received.

 9 Does that schedule work,

10 Commissioner Monzel?

11 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  Yes, it

12 does work.

13 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  

14 Commissioner Portune?

15 COMMISSIONER PORTUNE:  I think

16 it's the right approach from a process

17 standpoint.  And this is not a

18 reflection on what you suggested, we

19 just are where we are.  But it

20 clearly -- we're up against the gun.  I

21 think we all acknowledge that's what it

22 is.  But it's the right approach, the

23 right procedurally in terms of what we

24 have to do.

25 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Okay,
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 1 very well.  Then we will schedule this,

 2 not at this point, for a staff meeting.

 3 We need to wait until that work is done

 4 on the background, so prepare for that.

 5 Administrator Sigman?

 6 MR. SIGMAN:  Mr. President, I

 7 would add if we get a meaningful

 8 traction or news as it relates to the

 9 Regulators on the hold harmless, for a

10 lack of a better term, as well as

11 commentary on the 1.7 versus the

12 2 billion gallons, that we would bring

13 that to the Board immediately, because

14 that could have bearing in the final

15 decision.

16 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Okay,

17 thank you very much for that.

18 Tony, I think Commissioner Monzel

19 has one more question.

20 COMMISSIONER MONZEL:  No; just

21 the presentations that you've given over

22 the past, you know, few public hearings,

23 if we could get those electronically and

24 hard copy, that would be great.  Thanks.

25 MR. PARROTT:  Sure, sure.

1289



   321

 1 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank

 2 you, Tony.  

 3 I think Jim Harper has one

 4 question in 27 parts.

 5 UNIDENTIFIED MALE:  Jim Harper

 6 has no speaking part.

 7 COMMISSIONER HARTMANN:  Thank you

 8 all for being here and engaging so

 9 thoroughly in this public process.

10 From MSD, thank you very much for

11 entertaining all the questions, that

12 we've gotten a feel like we've gotten a

13 lot of information.  I think that we

14 still have more work to do, as

15 Commissioner Portune alluded to.  But I

16 think that the more public that we can

17 make these discussions, the better.  And

18 so thank you all for your cooperation.

19 Thank you members of the public.

20 Thank you, County Monitoring Team, and

21 also County Administration.

22 This is one of the biggest issues

23 that faces Hamilton County, and I think

24 that we're treating it as such and doing

25 all we can do protect the ratepayers in
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 1 what is a serious challenge in this

 2 community.

 3 So at this point I will close the

 4 public hearing, and we will schedule the

 5 Partial Remedy for a staff meeting in

 6 the near future.

 7 (This concludes the Hearing to

 8 consider the Lick Run Alternative.)

 9
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