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Presentation Outline

Part One 

ïPlan Overview

ïProgram Benefits

ïCompliance Approach                

ïProject Descriptions                      

Part Two 

ïSchedule

ïProgram Costs

ïCash Flow and Rate 

Impacts
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Program Overview (1 of 2)
All your burning questions answered on two slides

ÅCSO controls achieve approximately 95% wet weather 
capture.  This level of control complies with EPAôs CSO 
Policy; remaining overflows do not ñcause or contributeò to 
water quality standards violations

ÅSSO controls eliminate all documented and suspected 
SSOs up to at least a 2 year design storm, removing an 
average of 290 MG of  overflow volume per year (average 
of 2005 ï2007). This level of SSO control accepted 
elsewhere in EPA Region 4

Å 64 projects across the county include conveyance, storage, 
treatment, I/I reduction and green infrastructure
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Program Overview (2 of 2) 
All your burning questions answered on two slides

ÅProposed schedule meets all Consent Decree 

requirements

ÅEstimated capital costs are $843 million, consistent 

with preliminary planning numbers

ÅIOAP is being leveraged to support other community 

water quality programs

ÅEstimates of Consent Decree rate impacts previously 

presented are consistent with projected Consent 

Decree cash flows

Implementing the IOAP is a substantial and critical building block 

for overall water quality improvement
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How Did We Get Here?
Summary of the Decision Process

ÅWet Weather Team defined, prioritized, and established 
performance measures for important community values

ÅProject-specific values used to select alternative 
approaches, determine optimal level of control, and 
prioritize scheduling
ïAsset protection (reduce flooding and basement back-ups)

ïEco-friendly solutions (energy consumption, use of natural 
systems,  enhancement of recreational opportunities, 
neighborhood compatibility, etc.)

ïEnvironmental protection (reduction of pollutant loads, habitat 
protection, aesthetics)

ïPublic health (reduce contact with potential pathogens)

ïRegulatory performance (CSO discharge volume and frequency, 
SSO frequency)
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Benefit/Cost Analysis
Transparent and Auditable Process
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CSO discharge volumes will be determined from the hydraulic models 

of the CSS, during the "typical year" rainfall

Untreated CSO Average 

Annual Overflow Volume 

(AAOV)

Untreated CSO Average 

Annual Overflow Volume 

(AAOV)

Environmental impacts of CSO discharges are 

directly related to the volume of untreated overflow 

discharged. Reduction in overflow volume is 

therefore the most direct way of measuring positive 

impacts of CSO control.  Since travel times are 

relatively short during wet weather in both the BGC 

watersheds and in the Ohio River through Jefferson 

County, there is no significant die-off of pathogens or 

in-stream treatment of conventional pollutants. 

Environmental impacts of pollutants are therefore 

cumulative, and not tied to any individual discharge 

location (except the the upper most discharge in the 

watershed).  Total overflow volumes will be used to 

represent environmental impacts, with a smaller 

range of flows for Beargrass Creek, given its smaller 

size, and the smaller size of the CSOs that discharge 

to it. 

First cut resulted in suite of preferred abatement alternatives

that address every CSO and every capacity-related SSO
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Level of Control
Analyzed for Each Project

SSO Solution Preferred Project ID Solution Benefit/Cost

Location Technology or Design Project Ratio (Present

Description Details Cost Sheet Name Level Description  Worth Costs)

1 year (D)

In-line storage with 633 LF of (72") pipe to store 

wet weather peak flow, and upgrade 2,069 LF 

open cut (10" to 15") sewer 

39.68

2 year (C)

In-line storage with 955 LF of (84" to 120") pipe to 

store wet weather peak flow, and upgrade 1,747 

LF open cut (8" to 15") sewer pipes upstream to 

eliminate bottlenecks.

31.36

5 year (B)

In-line storage with 955 LF of (108" to 144") pipe 

to store wet weather peak flow, and upgrade 

1,747 LF open cut (8" to 15") sewer 

27.11

1 year (D)
Upsize influent lines with 54 LF of 48" pipe to 

create upstream in-line storage
48.33

2 year (C)

Upsize influent lines with 407 LF of 36" pipe to 

create upstream in-line storage  to store wet 

weather peak flows

27.00

5 year (B)

Upsize influent lines with 247 LF to 96" and 160 

LF to 72" of pipe to create upstream in-line 

storage

19.22

1 year (D)
Upsize 686 LF of 21" open cut and 215 LF of 21" 

tunneling sewer in the area
6.61

2 year (C)

Upsize lines from upstream SSO on downstream 

to an area with more capacity. Upsize 3,701 LF of 

(12" to 21") open cut and 215 LF of 21" tunneling 

sewer in the area

23.86

5 year (B)
Upsize 8,029 LF of (12" to 21") open cut and 215 

LF of 21" tunneling sewer in the area
17.43

2 year (C)
Increase the pump capacity by 25% to 0.39 MGD 

peak flow.
29.42

5 year (B)
Increase the pump capacity by 70% to 0.53 MGD 

peak flow.
46.50

10 year (A)

Increase the capacity of the pump station with an 

additional 100% of hydraulic capacity to 0.64 

MGD peak flow.

33.85

Located in Creek Hollow Subdivision off 

Johnson School Rd (just north of I-265), next 

to Little Cedar Creek

Pipe Upgrades

Located in Idlewood Subdivision and 

Rileywood Estates near Sprigwood Ln (close 

to Bardstown Rd), north of I-265, next to 

Cedar Creek and a tributary to Cedar Creek

On MSD owned Fairmount Rd PS (MSD1022-

PS) property, north of Fairmount Rd and east 

of Bardstown Rd, next to Big Run Stream, in 

Glenmary Subdivision

S_CC_CC_70158_M_09A_C

S_FF_CC_81316_M_09A_C

In-line Storage

In-line Storage

S_CC_CC_67997_M_01_C

Located south of I-265 and just west of Old 

Bardstown Rd, immediately downstream of 

Bardstown Road PS in Cambridge Commons 

Garden Homes

Pump Station 

Upgrades
S_CC_CC_MSD1025_S_03_B
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Level of Control
Analyzed for Each Project

ProjectID Receiving Water ProjectType

TPW 

Benefit/Cost 

Ratio                 

0 OF/Year

TPW 

Benefit/Cost 

Ratio              2 

OF/Year

TPW 

Benefit/Cost 

Ratio               

4 OF/Year

TPW 

Benefit/Cost 

Ratio               

8 OF/Year

L_MI_MF_127_M_09B_B_A Middle Fork BGC Offline Storage 35.2 31.99 37.13 38.75

L_MI_MF_140_S_08_A_A Middle Fork BGC Sewer Separation 30.95 30.95 30.95 30.95

L_MU_MF_154_M_09B_B_A Muddy Fork BGC Offline Storage 26.66 29.12 30.39 31.93

L_OR_MF_015_M_13_B_B Ohio River ILS /w Treatment 2.23 2.83 5.54 9.3

L_OR_MF_019_S_13_B_A Ohio River ILS /w Offline Storage 8.48 8.85 10.44 10.5

L_OR_MF_020_S_09B_B_A Ohio River Offline Storage 35 31.39 29.6 70.83

L_OR_MF_058_S_08_A_A Ohio River Sewer Separation 87.24 87.24 87.24 87.24

L_OR_MF_105_M_13_B_A Ohio River ILS /w Offline Storage 30.62 28.41 28.85 22.72

L_OR_MF_155_M_09B_B_B Ohio River Offline Storage 31.08 26.46 34.56 31.82

L_OR_MF_172_S_09B_B_A Ohio River Offline Storage 80.63 51.34 52.69 56.18

L_OR_MF_190_S_09B_B_A Ohio River Offline Storage 36.98 34.17 31.48 41.49

L_OR_MF_211_M_13_B_A Ohio River ILS /w Offline Storage 28.98 28.39 28.57 37.24

L_SO_MF_083_M_09B_B_A South Fork BGC Offline Storage 45.76 42.66 49.72 50.71

L_SO_MF_092_M_09B_B_D South Fork BGC Offline Storage 38.05 47.44 44.87 48.1

L_SO_MF_093_S_08_A_A South Fork BGC Sewer Separation 70.49 70.49 70.49 70.49

L_SO_MF_097_M_09B_B_D South Fork BGC Offline Storage 68.39 72.86 87.45 90.95

L_SO_MF_130_S_09B_B_A South Fork BGC Offline Storage 48.1 35.53 43.14 65.94

Benefit/Cost applied to level of control sizing for both

CSO and SSO preferred abatement alternatives
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IOAP Program Benefits
Project-Specific Values Determined Project Selection

Asset protection

ï40 projects reduced sewer 

surcharging and associated 

basement back-ups

ï3 projects reduced the 

potential for surface 

flooding in the combined 

sewer area
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IOAP Program Benefits
Project-Specific Values Determined Project Selection

Environmental Enhancement

ï95%+ of wet weather 

combined sewage captured 

and treated (2.1 billion gallons 

per year more than captured 

today)

ï290 million gallons per year 

(average over 2005 ï2007) of 

SSOs captured and treated
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IOAP Program Benefits
Project-Specific Values Determined Project Selection

Public Health

ïPeak fecal coliform 

counts reduced more 

than 50% in Ohio and 

18% in BGC (typical 

year)

ï100+ SSO events per 

year (average) 

eliminated, reducing 

risk of public contact 

with raw sewage
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IOAP Program Benefits
Project-Specific Values Determined Project Selection

Eco-Friendly Solutions

ï10% + of initial CSO control 

budget allocated to green 

infrastructure (front end 

loaded to allow evaluation 

and reallocation of budget 

based on performance)

ïñEnhanced site restorationò 

directed to reduce historical 

overflow impacts on aquatic 

and riparian environments

ïSource control assumed up 

front in both LTCP and SSDP
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IOAP Program Benefits
Project-Specific Values Determined Project Selection

Regulatory Performance
ï95% wet weather capture 

complies with EPA 
ñpresumptive approachò for 
CSO control

ï95% wet weather capture 
supported by ñknee of the 
curveò evaluation

ïRemaining CSOs alone (no 
background sources) do not 
cause significant WQ 
standards violations, 
complying with EPA 
ñdemonstrative approachò


