Appendix H:

Draft On-Lot Sewage Management Program Inspection
Form



WESTTOWN TOWNSHIP
INITIAL ON-LOT SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEM INSPECTION REPORT

Inspector’s Name (print)

Signature Date

Weather Conditions last 24 hours: [_]Dry [_]Rain [_1Snow [_Freezing

The results of this inspection are intended solely for the purposes of Westtown
Township’s On-Lot Sewage Management Program and are not suitable for any
other purpose, including real estate transactions. The results of this inspection
do not warranty or guarantee the proper functioning of the on-lot system for any
period of time.

A. SITE LOCATION INFORMATION

1. Owner Name

2. Address

3. Parcel Identification

4. Sewage Management District: [ ] 1 (]2 [13 14

B. GENERAL SITE AND SYSTEM INFORMATION

1. Chester County Health Department Permit? [ ] Yes (attach copy) [ ] No

If Yes, Repair or New? [_] Repair [ ] New
2. PADEP Permit? [] Yes (attach copy) []No
3. Existing Maintenance Agreement? [] Yes (attach copy) []No
4. Approximate Age of Structure (years): [ 1< 10 []10-19 [120-29

[130-39 [1>40

5. Occupied? [ ] Yes [INo
6. Use: [] Residential [_] Non-residential
7. If Residential, No. of Bedrooms: []1-3 [ 14 [ 5 []>5

8. Approximate Size of Parcel: [ ]<1 acre [ ]1-2acres [ ]2—4 acres [ |>4 acres

9. Water Supply: [] Private Well [ ] Public
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B. GENERAL SITE AND SYSTEM INFORMATION (CONT.)

10. Separate Graywater Discharge to surface? []Yes [ 1No
11. Garbage Disposal? []Yes [ No
12. Date of last Pumping Hauler

CCHD No.

13. Comments:

C. TREATMENT TANK(S)

1. Type: [ 1Septic Tank [ ]Cesspool [ JAerobic Tank [ ]JHolding Tank

[_]Other

2. Material: [ _|Concrete [ ]Steel [ 1Block [ ]Stone
[_]Other

3. Capacity: [ 1<900 gallons [ 1900-1,249 gallons
[11,250-1,500 gallons [ 1>1,500 gallons

4. Number of Treatment Tanks: [ ]1 [ ]2 [[]>2

5. Treatment Tank pumped during inspection? [ ] Yes [ ] No

6. Depth to primary tank access: [ JAtgrade [I1’orless [ > 1’

7. Baffles intact? Inlet: [ ]Yes [_INo
Outlet: [ ] Yes [ ]No
[_] Not Applicable

8. Depth of scum and sludge greater than 1/3 liquid depth of tank? [ ] Yes [ ] No
9. Surface water (drainage swale, roof drain, sump pump, etc.) directed over tank(s)?

[ ]Yes [ ] No
10. Comments:
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. AXULLIARY TREATMENT UNITS

. Filtration unit? [ ]Yes [ ]No

. Ifyes: [ ] Peat [ ] Buried Sand [ | Free Access [| Other

. Disinfection? [ ]Yes [ ]No

. Comments

. DISTRIBUTION AND/OR DOSING

. Type: [ IDistribution Box [ ]Dosing Tank [ ]Siphon [ ] Not Applicable
[_] Other

. Distribution box outlets level? [ 1Yes [1No [ NotApplicable
. Depth to dosing tank access: [_JAtgrade [ 11’ orless [ |>1° [] Not Applicable
. Pump Functioning? [1Yes [INo []NotApplicable
. Alarm Functioning? [JYes [1No [ NotApplicable
. Electrical Connections satisfactory? [ ]Yes [ No [] Not Applicable

. Surface water (drainage swale, roof drain, sump pump, etc.) directed over dosing
tank or d-box? [ ] Yes [ ] No

. Comments:
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F. DISPOSAL AREA

1. Type: [ ] Inground Seepage Bed
[] Inground Seepage Trenches
[ ] Elevated Sand Mound
[] Individual Residential Spray Irrigation System (IRSIS)
[ ] Small Flow Treatment Facility (SFTF)
[ ] Alternate System — type:
[] Experimental System — type:

[] Cesspool
[ ] Seepage Pit
[] Holding Tank

2. Approx. square footage of Disposal Area:
[]<476
[ ]1476-599
[ 1600-799
[1800-999
[]1,000-1,199
[]1,200-1,500
[]>1,500
[ ] Not applicable (No soil absorption area)

3. Results of Soil Absorption System Probing:
[ ] Some dry aggregate
[] Effluent to top of aggregate
[] Effluent to ground surface
[ ] Not applicable (No aggregate based absorption area)

4. Surface water (drainage swale, roof drain, sump pump, etc.) directed over absorption
area? [ ] Yes ] No

5. Observations / General Condition of Absorption System / Disposal Area:
[]Satisfactory [ IGreen Lush Grass [ ]Water Ponding or Surfacing
[1Sluggish Drains [ ]Odors [ ]Wetness or Spongy Areas
[ ]System Overflow [ ]Wastewater Backing into Building
[ ]Open Pipe Discharge

6. Comments:
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G. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Repair:

2. Maintenance:
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H. SITE DRAWING
(May attach CCHD Permit Plot Plan or As-Built Plan in lieu of drawing)
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Appendix I:

Westtown Township Planning Commission Correspondence



August 6, 2012

Mr. James S. Lees Jr., Chairman
Westtown Township Planning Commission
1039 Wilmington Pike

West Chester, PA 19382

Re: Westtown Township Act 537 Plan Special Study
Dear Mr. Lees:

Enclosed please find one copy of the draft Act 537 Official Sewage Facilities Plan Special Study for Westtown
Township, for review and comment by the Westtown Township Planning Commission.

This document addresses the sewage needs of existing residences served by on-lot sewage systems. Specific
analysis is presented for the eastern portion of the Township. Map I-1 identifies this Study Area, which is
generally equivalent to the area proposed for public sewer connection in the Westtown Township Act 537
planning approved by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) in 2006.

A summary of the Act 537 Plan can be found in Chapter I, and salient features are as follows:

e An analysis of Chester County Health Department records, soils, age of sewage systems, and lot sizes
resulted in a Township determination that no sewer extensions are warranted at this time. Chapter II
provides detailed discussion of these sewage needs analyses.

o The selected alternatives identified in the Draft Plan are continued use of on-lot sewage systems with
Township implementation of an on-lot sewage management program. These alternatives are also
proposed for all parcels served by on-lot sewage systems in the Township which are not within the
Study Area, in recognition of outstanding Township-wide Act 537 planning obligations. Alternatives
are identified and discussed in Chapter IV, with selected alternatives specified in Chapter VII.

o The proposed on-lot sewage management program would include Township oversight of regular
sewage system pumping and inspections of all on-lot sewage systems by a qualified contractor hired
by each property owner. Please refer to pages IV-10 through IV-12 for detailed discussion of the
proposed program.

e Additional Act 537 planning will be completed in 5-10 years to revisit on-lot sewage system
conditions. It is anticipated that information gathered by the on-lot sewage management program,
particularly sewage system inspection findings, will serve to inform any such future planning. An
implementation schedule can be found in Chapters I and VII which memorializes the Township’s
commitment to this future planning.

On behalf of the Westtown Township Board of Supervisors, we respectfully request that the Planning
Commission review the enclosed Draft Plan and provide written comments within 30 days. Although DEP
regulations provide for a maximum 60 day review period, Westtown Township is subject to a Consent Order
and Agreement with DEP (see Appendix B of the Draft Plan) which requires completion of the Final Plan
(incorporating comments received), adoption by the Board of Supervisors, and submission to DEP no later
than September 30, 2012. The requested 30 day review period is needed to meet these timing constraints.

URS Corporation

Iron Hill Corporate Center

4051 Ogletown Road, Suite 300

Newark, DE 19713

Tel: 302.781.5900 V:\Projects\155 I\PA_Westtown\2081109\Corresp\Westtown PC
Fax: 302.781.5901 Cover Lir.Doc
www.urscorp.com



I am available to attend a Planning Commission meeting upon request to assist with review and answer any
questions.

Thank you for your assistance and please feel free to contact me should you have any questions.
Sincerely,
URS Corporation

iy (p—

Stan Corbett
Senior Planner

cc: Bob Layman, Westtown Township Manager

20811091.00010

V:\Projects\1551\PA_Westtown\20811091\Corresp\Westtown PC
Cover Ltr Doc



WESTTOWN TOWNSHIP

1039 Wilmington Pike Post Office Box 79

West Chester, PA 19889 Westtown, PA 19395

610-692-1980 FAX 610-692-9651

email: supervisors@westtown,org Wow.westlownpa.org
August 15, 2012

Board of Supervisors

Westtown Township

Westtown, Pennsyivania

Re:  August 2012 Draft Act 537
Dear Supervisors:

The Pianning Commission members were supplied coples of the Draft Act 537 for review. The
Commission as a whole reviewed the Draft at its meeting on August 8, 2012,

The Pianning Commission recommends that the Board of Supervisors proceed with the Act 537 draft
under consideration, including evaluating all resident comments, and the future adoption of the proposed
On-site Management Ordinance.

The Commission will include the Act 537 on the Agenda for the August 22™ meeting, and will forward any
additional comments to the Board.

Sincerely yours,

WN T PLANNING COMMISSION

Elaine L. Adler, Secretary



Appendix J:

Chester County Planning Commission Correspondence



August 7, 2012

Mr. Ronald Bailey, AICP

Chester County Planning Commission
601 Westtown Road, Suite 270

West Chester, PA 19380

Re:

Westtown Township Act 537 Plan Special Study

Dear Mr. Bailey:

Enclosed please find one copy of the draft Act 537 Official Sewage Facilities Plan Special Study for
Westtown Township, for review and comment by the Chester County Planning Commission.

This document addresses the sewage needs of existing residences served by on-lot sewage systems.
Specific analysis is presented for the eastern portion of the Township. Map I-1 identifies this Study Area,
which is generally equivalent to the area proposed for public sewer connection in the Westtown Township
Act 537 planning approved by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) in 2006.

A summary of the Act 537 Plan can be found in Chapter I, and salient features are as follows:

URS Corporation

An analysis of Chester County Health Department records, soils, age of sewage systems, and lot
sizes resulted in a Township determination that no sewer extensions are warranted at this time.
Chapter II provides detailed discussion of these sewage needs analyses.

The selected alternatives identified in the Draft Plan are continued use of on-lot sewage systems
with Township implementation of an on-lot sewage management program. These alternatives are
also proposed for all parcels served by on-lot sewage systems in the Township which are not
within the Study Area, in recognition of outstanding Township-wide Act 537 planning obligations.
Alternatives are identified and discussed in Chapter IV, with selected alternatives specified in
Chapter VIL

The proposed on-lot sewage management program would include Township oversight of regular
sewage system pumping and inspections of all on-lot sewage systems by a qualified contractor
hired by each property owner. Please refer to pages IV-10 through IV-12 for detailed discussion
of the proposed program.

Additional Act 537 planning will be completed in 5-10 years to revisit on-lot sewage system
conditions. It is anticipated that information gathered by the on-lot sewage management program,
particularly sewage system inspection findings, will serve to inform any such future planning. An
implementation schedule can be found in Chapters I and VII which memorializes the Township’s
commitment to this future planning.

lron Hill Corporate Center

4051 Ogletown Road, Suite 300 ) )

Newark, DE 19713 V:\Projects\1551\PA_Westtown\20811091\Eng_Data\Agency Reviews\CCPC Cover Ltr.Doc
Tel: 302.781.5900

Fax: 302.781.5901



On behalf of the Westtown Township Board of Supervisors, we respectfully request that the Chester
County Planning Commission review the enclosed Draft Plan and provide written comments within 30
days. Although DEP regulations provide for a maximum 60 day review period, Westtown Township is
subject to a Consent Order and Agreement with DEP (see Appendix B of the Draft Plan) which requires
completion of the final Plan (incorporating comments received), adoption by the Board of Supervisors,
and submission to DEP no later than September 30, 2012. The requested 30 day review period is needed
to meet these timing constraints.

Thank you for your assistance and please feel free to contact me should you have any questions.
Sincerely,

URS Corporation

St Uteto—

Stan Corbett
Senior Planner

cc: Bob Layman, Westtown Township Manager

20811091.00010

URS Corporation

Iron Hill Corporate Center

4051 Ogletown Road, Suite 300

Newark, DE 19713 V:\Projects\1551\PA_Westtown\20811091\Eng_Data\Agency Reviews\CCPC Cover Ltr.Doc
Tel: 302.781.5900

Fax: 302.781.5901



Appendix K:

Chester County Health Department Correspondence



August 7,2012

Mr. Ralph DeFazio F E %._ E @ @ P ‘g

Chester County Health Department
601 Westtown Road, Suite 288
West Chester, PA 19380

Re:

Westtown Township Act 537 Plan Special Study

Dear Mr. DeFazio:

Enclosed please find one copy of the draft Act 537 Official Sewage Facilities Plan Special Study for
Westtown Township, for review and comment by the Chester County Health Department.

This document addresses the sewage needs of existing residences served by on-lot sewage systems.
Specific analysis is presented for the eastern portion of the Township. Map I-1 identifies this Study Area,
which is generally equivalent to the area proposed for public sewer connection in the Westtown Township
Act 537 planning approved by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) in 2006.

A summary of the Act 537 Plan can be found in Chapter I, and salient features are as follows:

An analysis of Chester County Health Department records, soils, age of sewage systems, and lot
sizes resulted in a Township determination that no sewer extensions are warranted at this time.
Chapter II provides detailed discussion of these sewage needs analyses.

The selected alternatives identified in the Draft Plan are continued use of on-lot sewage systems
with Township implementation of an on-lot sewage management program. These alternatives are
also proposed for all parcels served by on-lot sewage systems in the Township which are not
within the Study Area, in recognition of outstanding Township-wide Act 537 planning obligations.
Alternatives are identified and discussed in Chapter IV, with selected alternatives specified in
Chapter VII.

The proposed on-lot sewage management program would include Township oversight of regular
sewage system pumping and inspections of all on-lot sewage systems by a qualified contractor
hired by each property owner. Please refer to pages IV-10 through IV-12 for detailed discussion
of the proposed program.

Additional Act 537 planning will be completed in 5-10 years to revisit on-lot sewage system
conditions. It is anticipated that information gathered by the on-lot sewage management program,
particularly sewage system inspection findings, will serve to inform any such future planning. An
implementation schedule can be found in Chapters I and VII which memorializes the Township’s
commitment to this future planning.

URS Corporation

Iron Hill Corporate Center

4051 Ogletown Road, Suite 300
Newark, DE 19713

Tel: 302.781.5900
Fax: 302.781.5901 V:\Projects\1 55 1\PA_Westtown\20811091\Corresp\CCHD Cover Ltr.Doc

www.urscorp.com



On behalf of the Westtown Township Board of Supervisors, we respectfully request that the Chester
County Health Department review the enclosed Draft Plan and provide written comments within 30 days.
Although DEP regulations provide for a maximum 60 day review period, Westtown Township is subject
to a Consent Order and Agreement with DEP (see Appendix B of the Draft Plan) which requires
completion of the final Plan (incorporating comments received), adoption by the Board of Supervisors,
and submission to DEP no later than September 30, 2012. The requested 30 day review period is needed
to meet these timing constraints.

Thank you for your assistance and please feel free to contact me should you have any questions.
Sincerely,
URS Corporation

==l 7

Stan Corbett
Senior Planner

cc: Bob Layman, Westtown Township Manager

20811091.00010

V:\Projects\1551\PA_Westtown\20811091\Corresp\CCHD Cover Ltr.Doc



THE COUNTY OF CHESTER

COMMISSIONERS CHESTER COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT
Terence Farrell Chester County Government Services Center
Kathi Cozzone Water and Sewage Division
Ryan A. Costello 601 Westtown Road, Suite 288
West Chester, PA 19380-0990
MARGARET C. RIVELLO, MBA. 610-344-6526 FAX: 610-344-5934
County Health Director www.chesco.org/health
August 21, 2012 g 27 207
Board of Supervisors
Westtown Township
1039 Wilmington Pike

West Chester, PA 19382

RE: Act 537 Official Sewage Facilities Plan
Special Study: Sewage Needs of Existing Residences

Dear Supervisors:

The Chester County Health Department (CCHD) has received a copy of the draft Act 537 Plan
referenced above. This draft was prepared by URS Corporation, dated August 2012, and received
by CCHD on August 9, 2012. This draft plan has been reviewed in accordance with Title 25.
Environmental Protection, Chapter 71. Administration of Sewage Facilities Planning Program, §
71. 31 (c). We offer the following comments:

e A combination of soils information, lot size and lot age has been used to support the basic
premise that there are no immediate needs that must be addressed at this time.

e Records from the CCHD indicate that it does appear possible to make absorption area
replacements on most lots with sufficient size and suitable soils.

e CCHD is in agreement with the facts presented and the conclusions drawn.

e The plan makes reference to the Chester County Septage Management Data System.
CCHD has chosen to suspend the operation and maintenance of this data collection
system as of August 20, 2012. We informed Westtown Township of this decision by
letter dated August 16, 2012. It was stated in that letter that CCHD reserves the right to
reinstitute the program at some point in the future. For this reason Westtown Township
should make changes to the implementation schedule and Septage Management content
included in this plan and-any relevant ordinances.

“Protecting You and Your Environment”



Westtown Township
Act 537 Plan
August 21, 2012

It is the recommendation of the CCHD that this draft Act 537 Plan be adopted by the Board of
Supervisors and forwarded to PA DEP for their review. Once a final plan is approved by PA
DEP, a final version should be provided to CCHD for our files. This copy can be submitted on

disk.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the content of this draft Act 537 Plan.
Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions at: 610-344-6239.

Respectfully,

Capoedig

Ralph E. DeFazio
Environmental Health Supervisor
Chester County Health Department

cc:  Robert Layman, Westtown Township Manager
Stan Corbett, URS Corporations””
Elizabeth Mahoney, PA DEP
CCPC
file



URS

September 11,2012

Mr. Ralph DeFazio

Chester County Health Department

Chester County Government Services Center
Water and Sewage Division

601 Westtown Road, Suite 288

West Chester, PA 19380-0990

Re:  Westtown Township Official Sewage Facilities Plan Special Study

Dear Mr. DeFazio:

We are in receipt of your letter dated August 21, 2012 which provided comments on the draft Westtown
Township Act 537 Official Sewage Facilities Plan Special Study.

Your comments are re-iterated below, with responses in bold italic text on behalf of Westtown Township:

e A combination of soils information, lot size, and lot age has been used to support the basic premise
that there are no immediate needs that must be addressed at this time.

No response needed.

e Records from the CCHD indicate that it does appear possible to make absorption area replacements
on most lots with sufficient size and suitable soils.

No response needed.

e CCHD is in agreement with the facts presented and the conclusions drawn.

No response needed.

e The plan makes reference to the Chester County Septage Management Data System. CCHD has
chosen to suspend the operation and maintenance of this data collection system as of August 20,
2012. We informed Westtown Township of this decision by letter dated August 16, 2012. It was
stated in that letter that CCHD reserves the right to reinstitute the program at some point in the
future. For this reason Westtown Township should make changes to the implementation schedule
and Septage Management content included in this plan and any relevant ordinances.

Applicable Plan content and draft ordinance references have been revised to eliminate reference to
or reliance upon the Chester County Septage Management Data System.

URS Corporation

Iron Hill Corporate Center

4051 Ogletown Road, Suite 300

Newark, DE 19713

Tel: 302.781.5900

Fax: 302.781.5901 V:\Projects\1551\PA_Westtown\20811091\Corresp\CCHD Response Ltr.Docx
www.urscorp.com



URS reeren

Thank you for your timely comments, and we trust the responses above will satisfactorily address Chester County
Health Department concerns.

Sincerely,

URS Corporation

Stan Corbett

Senior Planner

cc: Mr. Bob Layman, Westtown Township Manager

Mr. Jeff Miller, Evans Mills Environmental

20811091.00010
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Appendix L:

Public Notice, Comments, and Responses



1

09/10/2012 11:32 FAX 610 430 1180 DAILY LOCAL NEWS @oo1

Proof of Publication of Notice in the Daily Local News
Under Newspaper Advertising Act No. 687, Approved May 16, 1929

State of Pennsylvania {
8§

County of Chester {No. Term, 2012

Patricla iSlgda, _Legal Representative of the Dally Local News Company, a corpo'ration, of the C;:unty and
‘State aforesaid, being duly affirmed, deposes and says that the Dally Local News, a newspaper ‘of general

crculation, published at 260 N. Bradford, Ave., West Chester, PA, County and State aforesaid, was established
November 19, 1872, and Incorporated December 11, 1911, since which date the Dally Local News has been
regularly issued in said county, and that the printed notice or publication attached hereto Is exactly the same as
printed zland published in the regular editions and issues of the sald Daily Local News on the following dates viz:

| il | ' August 10 A.D. 2012
Affiant further deposes that he/she Is the proper person duly authorlzed by the Daily Local News Company, a
" corporatlon, publishers of said Daily Local News, a newspaper of general clrculation, to verify the foregoing
statement under oath, and that affiant' is not Interested in the subject matter of the .aforesald notice or

advertlsbment. and that all allegations in the foregolng statements as to time, place and racter of publication
are true 3 ;
ik |
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Publisher's Receipt for Advertising Costs
The Dally Lotal News Company, a corporation, publishers of the 5Daily Local News, a newspaper of general
circulation, hereby acknowledges receipt of the aforesaid notice and publication costs and certifies that the same has
been duly paid. *
DAILY LOCAL NEWS, a Corporation, Publishers of the DAILY.LOCAL NEWS, a newspaper of General Circulation.




Mr. and Mrs. Sean Kilroy
1533 Marlboro Rd.

West Chester, Pa 19382
August 26, 2012

To The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection:

We are writing this letter as concerned citizens to document our family’s support for an
On-site Management Plan as an acceptable form of waste management in Westtown
Township. We believe that the On-site Management Plan is a suitable form of waste
management as opposed to the proposed public sewer systems such as grinder or gravity
systems. We do not need, do not want, and cannot afford public sewers.

My wife and I purchased our first home in May 2011. In connection with our purchase of
the home we subjected the property to numerous inspections. The previous septic system
was an original cesspool and failed the inspection. Before our purchase could be
finalized, a new septic system had to be installed on the property. The proper soil tests
were performed on the site to determine the acceptable types of septic systems that could
be installed. Ultimately, the soil passed all perc tests and a concrete dual chamber tank
was installed with a finger-system drain field. This new system has worked flawlessly
ever since it was installed and so we have no need for any type of public sewer.

My wife and I have very little cash savings since the vast majority of our savings was
used to cover downpayment and closing costs on our home. In addition, we are currently
expecting our first child. With an infant on the way, we will have many additional
expenses for the next two to three years such as daycare, diapers and baby food. Charges
for the installation and on-going maintenance of public sewers and public treatment
plants are not additional expense that we want to incur at this time in our lives. Also, a
large portion of our current income (more than 5%) is used to pay back large educational
loans which are a fixed expense and cannot be eliminated or restructured.

Due to our current financial situation, if we were forced to use public sewers we would
have to borrow to cover the costs. Because we purchase our home only slightly over one
year ago, and could only afford to put 7% down towards our mortgage, we have very
little equity to borrow against. It’s possible that we actually have negative equity since 1
suspect that our property value has declined since our purchase, in which case we would
have no access to funds to cover the enormous cost of public sewers.

Because of our new and properly functioning septic system, our large fixed expenses for
education, our expected increase in expenses for child care, and our lack of access to
home equity, we do not need, do not want and cannot afford public sewers.

Thank you for your attention.
Sincerely,

Sean & Heather Kilroy
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i SEP 05 2012
BY:

September 4, 2012

Our septic system is four years old. It was inspected by Eldredge Septic in April 2010
upon the purchase of our house and has been inspected and cleaned every year since.
Our most recent evaluation.and maintenance was on June 18th, 2012. The report
states that our system is “operating properly.”

Since the purchase of our house, my wife has suffered a 10% pay cut, her company has
stopped contributing to her retirement fund, | was iaid off and am currently working at
less than half my previous salary. We have a child that has speciai educational needs,
that requires us to, not only save for coliege but, enroll in a private school now.

The cost of a public sewer system would force us to make a choice between where we
live or pursue our son's needs. It would be economically impossibie for us to do both.
We are a one car family, (not by choice), with varying work schedules and hours. We
often must pay for after schoof care which can cost as much as or more than my hourly
wage. We live modestly, we try to save, although some months are more challenging
than others. The expense of a public system Imposed upon our househoid would be a
financlal strain we would not be able to endure and force us to sell our property at a
loss. We do not have the tens of thousands of dollars in out-of-pocket costs that would
be required of us nor, having bought our home rather recently, afford the depreciation of
our house'’s value.

This financial burden effects a wide range of demographics in our neighborhood. We
are a young family with one chiid, and we stretched our budget to buy a home in this
part of Westtown because we knew for a long time that this is where we wanted to settle
and raise our family.

Andrew & Christine Hart
1547 Marlboro Road
West Chester, PA



Bob Layman (0‘7 N S”I;ZO

From: JO SNYDER [joboyer3@verizon.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 10.056 AM
To: . rlayman@westtown.org

Subject: Sewer Proposal

Robert Layman.

Westtown Township

Dear MR Layman, | am writing this letter as a recent resident of Westtown Town ship who is
concerned about the proposed sewer project. | lived at 1550 Overhill Rd for 36 years before selling
my house two weeks ago. Before | sold | attended township meetings and was appalled at some of
the statements made and some of the conditions stated in the proposal.

One of the statements made was that an acre lot was needded to have a satisfactory on-site
system. This is totally false. When | decided to sell my home , my on site septic system whichy had
served me without fail for 36 years was found to be inadequate for a 3 bedroom home. Therefore |
had to replace the system as a condition of sale. This was done with the complete approval of the
township and the Board of Health. My lot is three quarter of an acre.

Also the proposed sewer system id in my opinion horrible. The true cost is entirely understated
when you in clude the annual sewer bill and the upkeep on the pumps and the cost of a generator to
keep the pumps working during a power failure.

Also inflicting the older residents of Grandview Acres with this deficient system is truly unfair. An
onlot maintenance plan is the fairest, most economical, and. probably the most efficient way to handie
the needs of the township. Especially since the supervisors cited monetary problems unrelated to
this program. Why is it needed?

Sincerely,
JoAnne Snyder
115 Roumfort Rd Unit 25
- Philadelphia,PA 19119
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From: Biil McElhiil [bili_mcelhili@hotmail.com]
Sent: _ Tuesday, September 04, 2012 10:42 AM
To: rlayman@westtown.org

Subject: Act 537 - On Site Management Plan

Hello Mr Layman,
This emall Is to be included as Public Comment to the DEP,

As a homeowner in Westtown township, I am writing In support of the On-Site Management Plan for compliance with Act
537. Any other alternative would exceed my abllity to afford continuing home ownership within the townshlip. Further,
as we continue to encounter difficult economic times, many township residents are unemployed or underemployed, we
also have many retired people on fixed incomes. Gravity based sewers are too costly and unduly burdensome. Grinder
Pumps are not truly a viable option either, being both costly and less effective/efficient than the on site systems now in

place.

On Site Management of waste Is the only viable option, not only for individual residents, but also for the township as a
whole. Our township faces several major capital expenditures in the near future, and we are already carrying a heavy
debt load. This places the affordabillity of "sewering" the township and upgrading the current waste water plant, outside
the realm of posslbility during a period of economic contraction.

It Is unacceptable to bankrupt our citlzénry and our township,

I fully support the affordable and environmentally sound option of On Site Waste Water Management for compllance with
Act 537.

Bill McElhill
1543 Carmac Rd.
West Chester, PA 19382
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SEP 04 2012
. BY:
Larg H. Will, P.E. Broadcast Engineering
1055 Powderhorn Drive PH (610) 399-1826
Glen Mills, PA 19342-9504 E-Mail |hwill@verizon.net

TO: Board of Supervisors
Westtown Township

P.O. Box 79

Westtown, PA 19395-0079

SUBJECT: Comments Regarding August 2012 Revised Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan

I have had an opportunity to carefully review the amended plan provided by URS of
Newark, DE regarding the near term proposed actions regarding the entire Township in this
matter. I have previously submitted written comments on this matter on 9 December 2000 and
received a written response from the township manager at that time.

I am pleased with the direction the Board is taking at this time, in that, and based on the
URS Study analysis and recommendations, my system in the Edgewood Chase section was
constructed according to currently approved PA codes, has not had a history of outright failures,
but only occasional required clearing of blockages in the main lateral, and has had a camera
inspection as recently as approximately 16 months ago. The property is also an acre and would

have sufficient area for a complete replacement system if ever needed and assuming still

adequate perk tests.

From previous studies, I had concluded the previous Board(s) had made decisions based
on far too few samples of failure and am now satisfied that the present Board and the Report by
URS acknowledged that fact and decided on continued management of on-lot systems. I also
understand the tremendous costs of an all gravity system within the widely varying terrain
elevations of the township. In fact any municipal sewer extensions cost per parcel owner will
only continue to increase, but delaying any such massive capital programs is justified in this case
if water supply sources are not being impacted by continued use of on-lot sewage systems.



7 -2R- 1%

AEGEIVE /#9 Bobolink L
A sep I Weot-Cheater /9552
‘e /90(705% 20, 3013

/Zo bert ,a an
ecot-town '%Z‘SA p

LDear MNr. Aaymmm'

/""/vib /eHer s rfﬂarzﬁ,‘nj Fhe /550 o7 O
/ou.b/;'c_ Aewage Qystem. We woovld be beter
otf With Fhe on-3rte Ayotem we Presentlyg
have , becavse -

), /€ works el We had /e o0 7P frac-ﬁu»»ecf
)0 1Ae K rarn A‘c/c@, A fe,w ycars ago , the
)OK/fof'pm works Fline. Theérc are om m2 ,,u‘,‘%c
cond I J,'u;n7 here .

2. ((Biven mg U?dé"‘bfanaﬂfm} of the Cost +o
Ipio/: P o a )oub/'C Wy‘:f-fm, we Cannet atford
PR

we arc reflred, o cx £'x ek mcome . e Hbo ot
have +he Cash fo hook Up fo asqstem, and we
o0l d not be able fo borrow fhe money-.

The fownship wovld have omly one 0/01‘/'m,
and /et wovid be fo POt o dren agarnst-ovr
home. ,‘"Ac_ }ownsl»;f wovld ot recei've ang-
meries, anw‘,‘me Jdeon, as wc have ro /o/ane to
AT/

I Conclodion. we v /00"1" ah 07’)10;‘ mana7e_~
wen r- Q/)/)ma.@/) , ce nd o not neex [/)Or wow/2
\bc cable o & ffomﬁ) ,0019//'6— Pew ers.

e erely



7-3-125.1%

ECEIVE}
August 29, 2012 SEP 04 2012
Mr. Robert Layman, Township Manager BY: —
Westtown Township
P.0.Box 79

Westtown, PA 19395

Dear Mr. Layman,

I have resided at 1520 Woodland Rd. in Westtown Township since 1998. Since then
we have had our septic system pumped once a year for our family of four. After my
husband passed away in 2009 and my two children moved into their own
apartments, | have been struggling to maintain my home on a single salary. My
septic system works very well even though it is an older system. My son is in college
and it is very hard to keep up the financial requirements of having a large home by
myself. There is no way that I could afford to add the cost of a grinder or gravity
pump to my current debt. | am actually looking to put my home on the market in the
next year - not because of the septic system - that works just fine - but because the
upkeep for the landscaping and pool have become too much for me. I love my home
here and I really don’t want to leave — but I would truly appreciate it if the Township
would stand behind its residents and maintain the On Lot Management approach.
Thank you for your consideration!

Sincerely,

Dt dr—

Jennifer Schoener

1520 Woodland Rd.
West Chester, PA 19382
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gEp 04 200 Mer. Kenneth J. DiUlio

N 1557 Marlboro Road
BY: West Chester, PA 19382

RECE“’E

Robert Layman, Township Manager
Westtown Township
P.O. Box 79

Westtown, PA 19395
Fax: 610-692-9651

September 2, 2012
RE: ACT 537 ON- SITE Plan

Mr. Layman,

Please consider this request for ACT 537 to stay with the ON LOT
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM. We simply can NOT afford to hook up to the
sewage treatment plant. We have 2 children that we are saving for higher
education. I am on a declining pay scale as my line of work is directly tied
to the U.S. Housing Market. My wife has been out of work on long term
disability for 2 years from complications from a surgery.

We have a perfectly running on lot septic system that was installed
just 12 years ago with a brand new holding tank. We have it regularly
pumped every 2-3 years. We have “public water” which was installed at the
same time. I believe you will find that over 90 % of homes are on city
water; which of course, significantly decreases the distance to just 10’ that
an on-lot septic system can be placed to the water source.

I am confident when you review accurate (updated) data and hear the
concerns of the citizens of Westtown you will conclude that the ON- LOT
Management system is the best solution to ACT 537. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Kenneth J. DiUlio
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Bob Laxman

From: carmac15567@verizon.net

Sent: Monday, August 27, 2012 5:16 PM
To: riayman@westtown.org

Subject: Suport On Lot Management System

If we were to be forced to hook up fo a public sewer, we could not afford it because my husband is semi-retired and | am planning to
retire in the very near future. We are saving for our retirement when we will go on a fixed income and being forced to pay for an grinder
pump would put us in financial jeopardy. By the time the grinder pumps would be installed; we will be retired. Furthermore, our present
septic system operates well and we do have it emptied on a regular basis.

We support the On Lot Management approach because it is affordable and Is what we do on a regular basis since we moved here
almost 24 years ago.

Thank you
John and Donna McCabe

1557 Carmac Road
West Chester, PA 19382

ECEIvE;
AUS 39 201 y

By,
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August 27, 2012 EQE s

Robert Layman, Township Manager BRI
Waesttown Township ~—
P.0.Box 79 ~nay
Waesttown, PA 19396

RE: 1514 Overhili Road, West Chester

Dear Mr. Layman,

| am writing to you In response to the township decision to bring a new grinder sewer to the neighborhood at
Grandview Acres.

| am a homeowner who has lived at 1514 Overhlii Road, West Chester for the last 17 years. My home is one of the
younger properties In the area since it was built in 1987. The current system I8 maintained on a routine of pumping
and inspection every three year since my family consists of only 3 aduits, (myself, my husband and my 20 year old
daughter). We have never had an issue with the current system and intend to continue this on-site program at a cost
of $300 every third year. Our lot size is quite abundant and will easily allow for any repair that could be necessary in

the future.

We cannot afford to have a new system since our current financial obligations will not allow for such a project. 1am
saving for the education of my daughter who is pre-med with honors and well on her way to medical school in the
near future. | was laid off over the past few years which put a burden our financial abilities and therefore depleating
savings. We do not need and cannot afford a new system,

Please consider the on-site program for the residents of Grandview Acres as | am sure that a large percentage of the
residents in this are cannot afford the proposed grinder system.

Thank you,

Theresa R. Boyle
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Bob Layman =1

From: Rafo Petrosian [rafopetrosian@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, August 27, 2012 4:57 PM

To: rlayman@westtown.org

Subject: Waesttown Sewers

Hello,

My name is Rafael Petrosian and I live at 1519 Marlboro rd. I am currently retired, my wife was just layed off
from her job and we are currently helping our daughter finish out her last year of college. My present septic
system works and I have had no problems to date. We are losing money daily and have dipped into our
retirement to make ends meet. I am strongly opposed to this measure; I cannot afford this added expense.
Please contact me if you have any questions or concerns.

Thank you,

Rafael Petrosian
484-885-5818
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Bob Layman

From: Amy Diroff [dlroffss@grgail.oom] B 5 ]

Sent: Thursday, August 30, 2012 7:13 P! 4

To: rlayman@westtown.org , ‘ AUG 3 ! 200

Subject: _ sewers, of course . .,1
gY:————

In May of this year, we purchased a house in Westtown Twp. The reason for the move was due to my
husband's job transfer from New Jersey to Pennsylvania. Upon purchasing the house, we paid for a septic
inspection, and paid to have minor repairs made to make sure the system was in great working order.

Changing the system to now force us to hook up to public sewers would indeed be a hardship for us. We have a
son going off to college very soon, and my husbands job transfer caused me to leave my job, therefore

going down to a one income household. I am hoping that the current system of On Lot Management will be
maintained, as any conversion would cause a financial hardship at this time. I'm urging the town to reconsider,

especially during this time of economic turmoil.

Thank You

Amy Diroff

1085 Powderhorn Drive
Glen Mills, PA 19342



b1 3- 16
rECEIVE

. AUG31 202 D
ﬁB‘Y‘ Wﬂ-;/ 2012

AAH%L,ﬂﬂm(N/cburxléhf% 4¢uxwlzmaow/théﬂﬁﬂu‘“;é}'
unel Lo @MZ/"/";‘: Foundlees RN
‘(,Jmm-. ) |
otonie K, JHA
/5“55MMMW.’€°L

) ot 1A, 7
193%2



L7 - AR-

\Mlﬂ_Robt nm Ve ':‘5“-CEIVE Robert Wermuth, CLU, ChFC
: i AUG 31 2012 610.719.8600

i Pax: 610.719.0266

BY: rwermuth@legacy-online.com

Our People & Our Process Muke « Difference

August 29, 2012

Mr. Robert Layman
Township Manager
Westtown Township
P.O. Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395

Dear Mr. Layman,

I am writing to you regarding the Westtown Sewer Project. I recently attended a meeting and have been kept
up-to-date by several of my neighbors regarding the potential for the township to improve our accessibility to
sewers for many homes which have on-site septic.

I am not sure how the township rules or laws are written. However, if my family was forced to hook up to a new
sewer system, it would cause a financial challenge.

I am a partner in a financial advisory firm in West Chester. I employ several people who I have kept employed
during the downturn in the market. We have rebuilt our business over the last four years and hopefully we will

return to growth in the near future. :
At the same time, I have one daughter in Catholic school and one who started college, and my tuition load is at
its peak.

I would be unable to hook up to this sewer at this time, and I am not sure as to what my options would be
should the sewer project proceed. Would it be possible to hook up to the sewers at some point in the future, say

in 2020?

Would it be a concern to the township if in fact they made decisions to add public sewer lines but homeowners
did not have the monies in order to pay for the hook up?

I appreciate all of the efforts made by you and the other township supervisors on the resident's behalf and
looking forward to hearing from you.

Thank you for your help with this matter.

Si ly, .
b o Wnumuske e

Robert P. Wermuth, CLU, ChFC
Senior Partner

RPW:ccm

228 W. Gay Street » West Chester, Pennsylvania 19380
www.legacy-online.com
Securities and Investment Advisor Services Offered Through Securian Financial Services, Inc.
Member FINRA/SIPC, A Registered Investment Advisor ¢ Legacy Planning Partners is Independently Owned and Operated



L"]-3-12S: 3/

Tuesday August 28", 2012

Attention: Mr. Robert Layman, Township Managegvz
Letter to be included in the Westtown Township 537 proposal to the DEP

Hello,

My Name is Craig Casner, and | live at 1528 Woodland Road. i am writing this letter in the hopes that the
D.E.P. will serlously consider implementing an on-lot management system for Westtown Township.

My current on-lot system works well. The system was extensively evaluated when | purchased the house in
2006, and we have maintained the system by having it pumped out regularly. According to sources that have
presented at township meetings, the continued use of the on-lot systems in this township is the BEST
environmental option for the township. There seems to be no environmental, ethical, financial, or logical
reason to switch from on-lot systems that are currently working for this township.

Furthermore, the cost of installing sewers or grinder-pump systems would be devastating to me and many,
many of my neighbors. According to two different sources, my house is currently worth 21 to 22 percent less
than its highest value during my ownership. | owe more on my mortgage than my house is worth and would
be unable to get a home equity loan. Anyone who has purchased a home in the township in the last 8 to 10
years Is very likely to be in a similar circumstance. Many homes may end up with liens on the property.
Adding liens to a significant number of houses in the township could be detrimental to future real estate sales,
future property values, and future taxes and revenues available to the township.

Both my wife and | have not received raises in a long time, and we are not likely to receive an increase in pay
in the coming years. Our salaries barely cover our bills, which include a large mortgage and expensive
childcare costs. We are saving littie, if anything, for our children’s future educational needs, and we are saving
little for retirement. We have a budget and a plan to overcome some of these difficulties in the future, but
the cost of installing sewers or grinder pumps, especially when there seems to be no compelling reason for

them, would be catastrophic for our family.

| spoke to Representative Thomas Killion on the phone, and he seems w uiiderstand the concerns my
neighbors and | have about 537 and its consequences. | am asking respectfully that the D.E.P. also consider
these concerns when evaluating the proposed 537 On-Lot Management Plan presented by Westtown

Township.

Thank you for your consideration,

ner
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ECEIVE;/
Martin and Patricia Barry
1411 Carroll Brown Way AUG 27 2012
West Chester, PA 19382 BY:
August 24, 2012
Robert Layman
Township Manager
Westtown Township
P.O.Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395

Dear Mr. Layman,

We have lived in our home since May, 1992. We support the Westtown Township
Act 537 Official Sewage Facilities Plan. We have always maintained our septic system
and have the system pumped at regular intervals. Our system is environmentally safe
and fully functional. It would be a financial hardship for us to be fotced to convert to

public sewer.

Thank You,

Patricia A Barry
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Bob Layman

BY:

From: " Rebecca Denneny [rdenneny@gmail.com}
Sent: Saturday, August 25, 2012 7:22 AM

To: riayman@westtown.org

Subject: westtown sewers

Dear Mr. Layman,

I live at 1407 Wren lane in Westtown township and I would like to share with you my thoughts
regarding the on lot sewer plans. I am in support of the current plan to move ahead with on
lot sewers in our neighborhood for several reasons. First, I have a working system that was
replaced by the previous owner of my property 4 years ago. Second, I have already had a lot
of expense surrounding the on lot system that I will attempt to explain. It started on the
day that I made settlement (which was one of the most stressful days that I can remember.)
My husband and I moved from West Goshen from a large newer home to Wren lane because of the
property. We had lived in several other homes in various counties in PA. and Georgla before
settling here. I love to garden and this was a prime spot with mature trees, privacy, and
countless perennials. When the day of settlement came, we were completely in shock over the
condition of the property at the time of walk through. What had once been an absolutely
tranquil and beautiful space, had been transformed into an eye sore. There were several large
bare spots on the back lawn where the perc tests had been done. There were so many man whole
covers and electrical panels that to this day I have never seen such an elaborate and yes
ugly system. I talked to my husband and wanted desperately to just get out of the entire
deal. We had already sold our other house and had children and pets to consider. Whats more,
I had sent out countless invitations for a graduation party. We went ahead with the purchase
as agreed upon( we paid the sellers asking price because the landscaping was so pretty), and
tried to make the best of things. On a very rainy day before 60 guests were to arrive, the
entire area around the septic system sank. In horror, we put a tarp around it so that no one
would get hurt. During a very snowy winter, water had flooded the system and eventually made
it into our basement after a power outage. We had to replace the washer and dryer in the
basement.That next spring, we spent over 2500 dollars and had a french drain dug around the
area to allow water to escape and go into a holding tank away from the system. In addition,
we spent hundreds of dollars and countless hours landscaping around it and making an island
bed. Things seemed to be settling down and we were finally feeling at home in our house . We
noticed that the large honey locust tree next to our house and patio was shedding leaves and
dropping debris almost constantly. We had a tree specialist examine the tree and he said that
it was dying as a result of all of the trauma around its roots from the septic system
installation. The cost of removing the tree, grinding the stump, and landscaping around the
area was over 3000 dollars. We have been paying for college tuition now for over 8 years and
it is not something we could easily afford, but the result of our hard work and money was
clearly visible and the back yard was again a peaceful retreat. Just as we finished paying
for all of this and were taking pride in our home, we were informed of a proposal from the
township that would require us to have public sewers. My initial thought was, maybe that is
for the best since we have had so many problems and we wouldn't ever have to think about it
again. However, when we learned that it was not only going to cost a great deal of money, it
would be a grinder system that would have to be maintained and there would be once again,
another assault on our landscapingl It just seemed too unfair to ask our family to deal with
this all over again. So please, consider how individual home owners will be affected both
financially and emotionally and continue to support the effort to keep on lot systems.

Thank you,

Rebecca Denneny

1407 Wren lane



08-27-"12 07:36 FROM- ADELSTEIN & KALINER  215-230-4251 T-240 P0001/0001 F-084
LT1-3-12S. 16

Michael H. Kaliner

1516 Woodland Road ECEIVE
West Chester, PA 19382
August 25, 2012 AUG 27 2012
Robert Layman BY:
Westtown Township Manager
P.0. Box 79
Waesttown, PA 19395
Re: Sewer Plan

Dear Mr. Layman:

As a resident of Westtown Township, | am writing in support of the on-site management plan and
opposed to public sewers. Please be advised that our on-sita system was installed when we moved In
and we have had regularly cleanings and encountered no problems. The cost of any sewer plan would
be a financlal burden on us. We have ralsed four children, each of whom went to college with one still
In college. The student loan obligations are substantial and we are unable to afford the cost of any of

the sewer plans which had been discussed.

Sinceraly, % B

Michael H. Kallner



From: Susan Sam [wcsam@aol.com] |
Sent: Friday, August 24, 2012 2:18 PM BY:
To: rlayman@westtown.org

Subject: Waesttown Sewers

Dear Mr. Layman,

| am Susan Sam, a 75 year old widow, and have lived at 1601 West Lynn Drive, Westtown Township since Navember. 30,
1961. My late husband, Philllp Sam, died on November 22, 2008 after fighting prostate cancer for

17 1/2 years.

If | were to be forced to hook up to a public sewer, | could not afford it because | am on Social Security and TRYING to
keep my property and house up. It Is getting harder & harder in thls economy. Everything seems to be going up every time
| go to the store and household expenses also. | am trying to stay in my house as long as | can. My present savings is
being depleted just to pay for day to day expenses. My late husband's small penslon stopped as soon as he dled.

My present septic system s working greatl | do not need or want a public sewer system that | cannot afford. This Is why |
am supporting the On Lot Management Plan.

Sincerely,
Susan Sam
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1010 RoBlmBrive———
West Chester, PA 19382
August 24, 2012

Robert Layman, Township Manager

Westtown Township

P.O. Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395

Dear Mr. Layman:

| am writing to you as a concemned fownship resident who is in support of an on lot
sewage maintenance system. Our home was buiit in 2005 with a state of the art septic
system that has been serviced every year. We have had no trouble with the system and
it works well. It would be a terrible waste to discontinue using this system, having it

replaced with a low pressure grinder pump system.

As the parent of one son who started college yesterday and another who will be
entering college in the next few years, the estimated cost of replacing our septic system

would present a tremendous financial challenge.

We support the continuation of an on lot sewage maintenance program for Westtown

‘Township.
Sincerely,

Kathleen Valverde
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ECEIVE
A AUG 24 2012
Friday, August 10, 2012 év
Robert Layman
Township Manager
Westtown Township
P.O. Box 79

Westtown, PA 19395
Fax: 610-692-9651

Mr. Layman,

I am writing you this letter in support of

tems: That those systems when needed will be repaired or replaced by the
property owners as needed to correct any incidence of malfunction; and all on-lot sewage
systems will be subject to an on-lot sewage management program which requires system
pumping at regular intervals and system inspections to identify system type functional
status, and maintenance needs. I do this now and I have my system pumped and
checked once a year.

I DO NOT SUPPORT a gravity sewer system or a grinder pump sewer system for
these simple reasons: 1: We don't need it, 2; We don't want it and 3: Neither I, nor the
township can afford it.

If the Township forces me to pay for a gravity or grinder pump sewer system
ALL of the money I have saved for my children’s college education, my emergency
savings, and money earmarked for home improvements will be depleted. Thisis a
situation I cannot bear to afford. I implore you that you support the new plan to continue
with on lot management. The township needs to support what is in the BEST interest of
the tax payers and the township itself. It is my opinion that the continuing of the on lot
management is in the best interests of all involved.

I hope that you, the Board of Supervisors, The Planning Commission and the DEP
all feel the same way.

Res y submitted,

Gerald R. DiNunzio, Jr
1517 Woodland Rd
Westtown Pa
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Michael J. & Kimberly S. DeLeo

1410 Johnny’s Way
West Chester, PA 19382
610-455-1844 ECE 1V,
MliDeleo@aol.com 4 E
KSDeleo@aol.com a w? 4 p
yl
August 23, 2012 \\\\

Robert Layman
Township Manager
Westtown Township
P.O. Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395

RE: Public Comment - Act 537 Plan — Westtown Township

Dear Mr. Layman,

This letter is written to explain why we are in favor of the “On-Lot Sewage Management Plan” and the
financial hardship that any other plan would have on our family.

First, we could not afford being forced to hook up to public sewer mainly because we have three
children ages 19, 17 and 14 years old, who are attending, or will be attending, college in the short term.
Our oldest son currently attends the University of Vermont and our second child will be attending
college next year, fall 2013. With the cost of college expenses, there is no way we'd be able to afford to
hook up to a public sewage system.

Second, our present on-lot sewage system works perfectly well. We have had it maintained routinely
over the last 38 years with records to support such maintenance.

P T e
06/29/2011 Pump out septic tank

07/17/2009 Pump out septic tank and cesspool
04/01/2008 Pump out septic tank

04/02/2007 Pump out septic tank

04/27/2000 Pump out septic tank

07/16/1998 Pump out septic tank

11/04/1996 Pump out septic tank

09/29/1994 Pump out septic tank

11/13/1991 Pump out septic tank

11/03/1989 Pump out septic tank

04/18/1988 Pump out septic tank

01/11/1988 Pump out septic tank

09/16/1983 Pump out septic tank

10/11/1982 Pump out septic tank

10/06/1981 Pump out septic tank
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Joseph F. Joyce
1605 West Lynn Drive .
West Chester, PA 19382 ECEIVE,

AUG 24 2012 %

&)

|

BY:

August 23, 2012

Mr. Robert Layman, Manager
Westtown Township

P. O.Box 79

Westtown, PA 19395

Re: Act537
Dear Mr. Layman:

I am in favor of Westtown Township adopting the on-site-management policy vs.

Thank you for considering my preference.
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Jeff Hazzard

1509 Woodland Road ) ECEIVE

West Chester, Pa. 19382 AUG 24 2012

August 20, 2012
g ! BY:....

Subject: Act 537 On Lot Management Plan
To whom it may concern,

| write this letter to voice my Approval for the On Lot Management Plan as opposed to installing a low
pressure sewer system. | recently moved to this area and invested all of my available funds to purchase
my home, Additionally, | also have two sons attending college. To try and add in the additional costs
involved in a sewer system hook up would be impossible for me to afford and would most likely result in
me Incurring fines, penaities and possible ioss of my home because of the lack of abiiity to pay these
exuberant costs.

Having just purchased my home, | made sure to have the septic system inspected and emptied prior to
purchase. The inspection came back more than satisfactory, but | took the additional step of installing a
new baffle, just to insure it is operating at peak performance.

Should you have any questions or require any additional information, please contact me at the address
above.

Sincerely,

Jeff Hazzard
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AUG 24 2012

v d

Robert Layman N

Township Manager
Westtown Township

P.O. Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395

RE: WESTTOWN TOWNSHIP ACT 537 OFFICIAL SEWAGE FACILITIES PLAN

Dear Mr. Layman,

The wisest way to go is on-site management. Any other way would be a financial
burden on the township as well as to the homeowners.

Westtown is already burdened with debt and cannot afford any other debt. For
example half of their budget alone is spent on their police.

Both my wife and I are on Social Security and we live on a fixed income. My on-
site septic is in perfect condition as your records show.

I DO NOT WANT NOR NEED AND CANNOT AFFORD ANY FORM OF
SEWERS.

cerely yours,

Dorothy A. Robinson
1554 Carmac Road

West Chester, PA 19382
610-430-0919
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BY: oo 1062 Edgewood Chase
Glen Mills, PA 19342
August 22, 2012

Robert Layman
Township Manager
Westtown Township
P.O.Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395

Fax: 610-692-9651
RE Westtown Sewer Issue and On-Site Management Plan

Dear Mr. Layman,

As a Westtown resident for the last 20 years, I write today regarding the ongoing issue of
possible public sewer and the proposed continuation of septic systems with on site
management and oversight. Our family has used our current system without an issue,
raising two children in our home. We have maintained the system and followed the
recommendations for care. In fact, we had the system pumped and checked this summer
as a matter of routine. Again the system continues to be fige.

I am in support of the onsite management proposal. The system works well and with
future onsite management of all the arca’s septic systems will assure the proper function
as well as the health of the community.

The alternative of public sewer with gravity or grinder pumps appears to be an expensive
and disruptive option to the township and residents, The various estimated amounts are
excessive and cannot be afforded by many. Currently our family has two children
attending institutions of higher leaming at significant expenses. In addition, my wife is
currently in school getting an advanced degree so advance her career and job
possibilities. We are doing this while continuing to plan for my own retirement in the
next decade. The proposed fees represent a significant burden to me personally and as I
expect to the majority of Westtown resident. An expenses that is not warranted. -

Thank you for your attention and I hope the township continues to promote the onsite
management program is the strongest way possible.

Sincerely,

A

* Joseph Becker



Lauran Hosier Sabol
Joseph Sabol
1526 Woodland Road ECEIVE
West Chester, PA 19382
Lauran.sabol@gmail.co AUG 23 2012
BY:
August 20, 2012
Sent: Via electronic mail: rla €3 .0
Robert Layman
Township Manager
Westtown Township
P.O. Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395

RE:  Act 537 On-Site Management Plan

Dear Mr. Layman:

Please accept this letter as our request and support for continued on-site
management plan at the above address. I have resided at this address for 29 years, have
had the system cleaned annually and replaced once. We have never experienced any
problems with the system and are quite satisfied with its current operating status. We do
not wish to support public sewers, are not in a financial position to move forward with
such and we do not need it. We hope you will take these facts into consideration and
support the on-site management plan currently being requested from the residents. Thank
you for your consideration to this request.

Regards,
/s/ Lauran & Joseph Sabol
Lauran & Joseph Sabol
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Sent: Wednasdey, August 52,2012 11:16 PM

Co: wostlowrsewers@gmal.com ECEIVE;
Subject: Westtown Twp. 537 Sewer Plan ' AUG 23 200 D
Robert Layman BY:

Township Manager
Westtown Township
Westtown, PA 19395

Mr. Layman:

We are sending you this letter in regards to the 537Sewer Plan, that is to be submitted to
the DEP in September 2012. -

Our property is on the list of homes

that is going to be subject to the final plan.

Please take the following information into consideration when submitting the information to
the DEP.

My husband is a retired Telephone installer, & I'm a housewife. We are 75 and 77 years
old and on SS, plus a small monthly pension. We also have some savings.

Due to age related infirmities, we now have excessive medical expenses, pius we have to
pay help to clean and maintain our home & property.

Our Septic system is pumped every 3 yrs. as determined by Hickman Septic service, that
checks & maintains it.

It was just pumped early this Spring as per their schedule.

We have approximately 1-1/4 acres, and most of it is downhill woods, where our Leaching
field is located. '

We are on Aqua water, as are our neighbors, so no Wells are affected.

The cost for installing and maintaining public sewers will definitely affect our life. It will take
a large portion of the money we saved for our old age, that was suppose to help pay for
our medical and daily living expenses.

We do-not want public sewers, that we don't need.

We wish to continue with our on-site septic system.

Thank you for your attention to our request.

Marylyn and Cornelius McCullough
1508 Woodland Road

Westtown Pa.

West Chester, 19382-7836
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Mr. Robert Layman, Township Manager
Westtown Township (ﬂ,l I ZR‘L'} (p
P.O. Box 79

Westtown, Pa. 19395

Dear Robert:
My name is Peter Morris and | live at 1102 Cardinal Drive, Westtown.
| am writing to you in support of Act 537 On Site Management Plan.

Several years ago, | incurred significant expense (approximately $15,000) to install a
new on-site septic system. Currently, my septic system works just fine. It would be an
economic hardship if | were to be forced to now pay for the installation of a public sewer
system of any kind. | have recently completed paying to send my three children to
college and will be retiring in the near future. | would be forced to pay for any public'
sewer system out of retirement funds, which | cannot afford to do.

Thank you for taking my concemns into consideration on this important township issue.

Sincerely,

e B s

Peter M. Morris
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1614 West Lynn Drive “ ‘
West Chester, PA 19382

August 17, 2012 (V/l :5” I&g 57

Robert Layman
Township Manager
Westtown Township
P.O. Box 79
Waesttown, PA 19395

To Whom it May Concern,

My husband and | are In favor of the 537 on site management pian. We have lived in our house on
West Lynn Drive for 80 years, have faithfully kept our septic system cleaned and have had no problems
with it.

| am currently in college finishing up my degree and at thils time we own one car that is 14 years old.
My husband has not had a raise In several years and if the on-site management plan does not go
through we will be forced to sell our home.

Thank-you,

Robert and Lols Stanert
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AUG 23 2012

August 21, 2012

Robert Layman, Township Manager
Westtown Township

PO Box 79

Westtown, PA 19395

Re: Draft Westtown Township Act 537 Official Sewage Facilities Plan Special
Study

To Westtown Township Supervisors:

We support the Act 537 On-Site Sewage Management Plan. Our present on-site septic
system is working well. As retired and semi-retired residents on social security, paying
for public sewers would mean using funds we have saved for retirement expenses and

Eugene Scott
Joan Scott

1533 Overhill Road
West Chester, PA 19382



Savarese
701 S. Chester Road 610972 2396

August 13, 2012

Robert Layman
Township Manager
Westtown Township
P.O.Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395
Fax: 610-692-9651

Re: 537 Proposals

Dear Mr. Layman,

West Chester, Pa. 19382

wECEIVE
AUG 23 2012

m o e g n.

b1-3-13% 9

I was on Disability for 5 years from injuries caused by my trade. I am now in need of two
knee replacements and one hip replacement. During the time that I was on Social
Security Disability I accumulated allot of debt while trying to hold the household
together on a fixed income of less then $20,000.00 a year. I was lucky enough to secure a
job out of my field by a local company and I now working on getting back on track.

While on disability I used most of the IRA's that I have saved to keep afloat and to settle
some of my credit card debt, so the original proposal of the grinder system would been a

an enormous hardship for my wife and I.

If I had an extra $30,000.00 or so I would be getting my knees and hip repaired instead of

going to work everyday in pain.
Thank You,
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1075 Edgewood Chase Drive U623 202

Glen Mills,PA 19342 B
(Westtown Township, Chester County) (p/l - 5, l L*L{ 3

August 21, 2012

Mr. Robert Layman
Westtown Township Manager
PO Box 79

Westtown,PA 19395

Re:Propowed Sewer Extension
Dear Mr. Layman,

My wife and I would like to "weigh in" with our personal opinion
with regard to the proposals being discussed.

We live in Edgewood Chase and have been there continuously since
the development was built. We have had two children and two adults
in the house for most of those years. Our on lot sewage system has
performed satisfactorily as we do have it regularly pumped and checked
for proper functioning.

From what we can ascertain an alternative plan would be extremely
expensive to the homeowner. This becomes burdensome for retired people
in particular (like us) who are living on a fixed income.

All things considered, we encourage the Township to endorse an
on lot management/program as a solution.

Sincerdly,

they L. Rife



Bob Layman L7 - 2AH-2 0

From: Doug Corrigan [dougjcorrigan@gmail.com)
Sent: Wednesday, August 22, 2012 11:56 AM
To: . rlayman@westtown.org

Cc: westtownsewers@gmail.com

Subject: Act §37 Plan-Revision

Mr. Layman,

as a concerned Westtown resident my family and I deeply appreciate your efforts in providing a cost-effective
solution, an On-Site Management Plan, as an alternative to the original submission. Do to current economies
and our household "fixed" income being reduced fifty percent we have but no choice and have to date provided
a sustainable On-Site Management Plan annually, fully support Westtown Township's revised submission to the
PA Department of Environmental Protection Agency.

Yours Respectively,

Doug J Corrigan
412 Leslie Lane
West Chester, PA 19382

DougJCo jl.com




eT7-2M-0o .

Bob Layman '

‘From: denisemc6864@aol.com E C El VE;
Sent: Tuesday, August 21, 2012 2:52 PM .

To: rlayman@westtown.org

Subject: Proposed public sewer system AUG 22 2012

By

Dear Mr.Layman, . .
T am writing on behalf of my husband and myself regarding the township and the proposed public sewer system

that Is under consideration, We are absolutely AGAINST it. Several years ago we needed to replace our septic
system at a tremendous cost and were forced to take a 2nd mortgage which we will continue to pay well into the

future.

These are difficult economic times for all of us and as such I hope that the board of supervisors will reconsider
this incredible and ridiculously expensive proposal for the public sewer system.

Thank you for your consideration,
Best,

Chris and Denise McCarthy
903 Chickadee Lane

West Chester, Pa, 19382
'610-399-3898
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August 21, 2012

Mr. Robert Layman
Township Manager
Waesttown Township
P.O. Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395

Re: Westtown Township Sewers
Dear Mr. Layman,

We are writing this letter to provide a historical account of our septic system and our opinion of
being required to hook up to public sewers at this time.

We purchased our home in 1990, and shortly thereafter we realized our septic system was
failing. We had numerous conversations with township supervisors to determine when public
sewers would become available or to see if it would be possible to connect to the public sewer
system which runs directly behind our home to the Pennwood Elementary School. We were
told that we could not connect to the existing system and that there were no immediate plans
to bring public sewers to our neighborhood.

So in 1997, we began to solicit proposals to replace our failing septic system and to secure the
necessary permits for the work. The project was completed in the spring/summer of 1998. The
total cost of this project was approximately $24,000.

Since then, we have maintained this system on a regular basis and it is currently in excellent
working condition.

Regarding our current family situation, our oldest child is a sophomore in college. Our two
other children are a senior and sophomore in private high school. We currently incur
approximately $60,000 per year in educational costs, and that figure will increase dramatically
when our middle child enters college a year from now.

We are unable to take on any additional financial commitments at this time, and being required
to assume the cost of connecting to public sewers would be a tremendous and impossible
burden for us. :



Furthermore, should the DEP require us to implement a public sewer system, we strongly
believe a township-wide solution should be evaluated, approved and implemented in which all

residents equally participate. Thank you very much for your consideration to our situation.

Please contact us if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

7 prid Qaita Seazzcetr)

John and Juanita Mattiola
905 Chickadee Lane
West Chester, PA 19382
610-399-9107
610-613-3030
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August 20, 2012 AUB 22 2012

Robert Layman
Township Manager
Westtown Township
P.O. Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395
Fax: 610-692-9651

3

Dear Robert,

This letter is in response to the Public Sewer Act 537 On-Site Sewer Management that is
presently in negotiations. it has come to my attention that all concerns must be in written form
in order to have consideration above and beyond our attendance at numerous town meetings
and internet surveys.

Approximately 2 years ago we were forced to replace our falling septic system for the safety of
our family, pets, neighbors and the environment at our own expense. The process involved the
removal of many trees, significant excavation, creative problem solving for a very difficult
resolution for a new system, and the remediation of the old system. When all was said and done
the cost was $33,000 for our familyi

This project has left our family financially in trouble. With our children’s rising tuitions,
increased monthly bills caused by a volatile economy, caring for aging parents, rising taxes
school/property, coupled with recovering from unemployment, we are at serious risk for
making ends meet monthly. Buy replacing our system we did the right thing, although we could
have left it alone to create havoc for other residents. We visited the township on many
occaslions with little assistance and were told it was up to us to do what was needed.

If Act 537 is put into effect our family will be not only be at a $33,000 deficit, but there is no
way that we will be able to cover the costs for what is proposed, our savings are depleted! We
did what was right and took responsibility for our property; however, being forced into this plan
will leave us financially ruined. Our new system is functioning at 100 percent, our family,
neighbors, and the environment are safe from toxins because we choice to act.

We appreciate the townships prompt review of all the homeowners like ourselves with serious
conflicts and financial hardships. Act 537 will destroy our family and the home we have enjoyed
for almost 20 years.

Sincerely yours,

Shellﬁ;ﬂA/

905 Robin Drive West Chester, PA 19382 creativeshell@verizon.net 610.299.3963



Marie Braccia
1514 Woodland Road

West Chester, PA 19382 Eee ] ',

Mr Bob Layman, Westtown Township Manager el
1039 Wilmington Pike

West Chester, PA 19382
August 20, 2012

Dear Mr Layman,
Please allow this letter to serve as my public comment to the current proposed ACT 537 Sewer plan for Westtown Township.

| am a senior citizen resident of Westtown Township. |am retired. Due to my age and health, | reside with my daughter in
her home. My daughter provides physical and financlal care for me for which | am thankful as | wouldn’t be able to live on my

own due to Social Security as my only source of income.

Under no circumstances is my daughter able to bear the costs for any type of sewer project that the townshlp may propose to
the DEP other than the On-Lot Management Plan. If any other plan is chosen for implementation, my daughter will be unable
to continue living in her home and consequently both of us will need to find other living arrangements. My health isn’t good at
87 years of age and | don’t think | would fare well having to move from this home.

| am adamantly opposed to any sewer plan other than the On- Lot Management Plan. The current septic system is in good
working order at my daughter’s home and has been regularly pumped and inspected with no deficiencies found In the last 18
months since she purchased the home.

Please share this letter with the DEP officials that will evaiuate the proposed 537 Plan for Westtown Township. Feel free to
contact me for any additional information you (or the DEP) may require.

Thank you in advance for your time and attention to this issue.
Marle Braccia

215-969-3179
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Steven Rodia

1514 Woodland Road ECE"/E
West Chester, PA 19382 11 A
v __”’”? ! 209

-
~—

—~—_
Mr Bob Layman, Westtown Township Manager

1039 Wilmington Pike

West Chester, PA 19382
August 20, 2012

Dear Mr Layman,
Please allow this letter to serve as my public comment to the current proposed ACT 537 Sewer plan for Westtown Township.
I am a resident and homeowner In Westtown Township.

Under no circumstances, would | be willing or able to bear the costs for any type of sewer project that the township may
propose to the DEP other than the On-Lot Management Plan.

I was laid off from work In late 2010 and with few job prospects for a male age 50, | took a leap of faith and started my own
business. | have yet to see any income from that venture as It Is still in its Infancy and | am nurturing it to grow, which takes
time and capital. The capital was and stiil is provided by my personal funds. With the state of the economy, no “real salary”,
and the escalating cost of purchasing goods, it would cause me severe financlal hardship; one that | am unable and unwilling to
assume.

I am adamantly opposed to any sewer plan other than the On- Lot Management Plan. My current septic system Is In good
working order and has been regularly pumped and inspected with no deficiencies found in the last 18 months since |
purchased my home. | will not trade my primary sewage disposal system that Is in good working condition for a secondary
system that is cost prohibitive and clearly Inefficlent when compared to what I currently have.

Please share this letter with the DEP officials that will evaluate the proposed 537 Plan for Westtown Township. Feel free to
contact me for any additional Information you (or the DEP) may require.

Thank you in advance for your time and attention to this Issue.
Steven Rodia
stevenrodia@yahoo.com

610-952-8888
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Donna Testa

1514 Woodland Road
West Chester, PA 19382 ECElv;

AUG2 1 2012
av:

Mr Bob Layman, Westtown Township Manager -

1039 Wilmington Pike

West Chester, PA 19382
August 20, 2012

Dear Mr Layman,
Please allow this letter to serve as my public comment to the current proposed ACT 537 Sewer plan for Westtown Township.

I am a resident and homeowner in Westtown Township. | am providing physical and financial care for my elderly Mother who
lives with me.

Under no circumstances, would 1 be willing or able to bear the costs for any type of sewer project that the township may
propose to the DEP other than the On-Lot Management Plan. With the state of the economy, a salary that hasn’t kept pace
with escalating cost of purchasing goods, financial care i provide for my elderly Mother, and with a recent reduction in my
household income, it would cause me severe financlal hardship; one that | am unable and unwilling to assume as | am
approaching retirement age myself.

| am adamantly opposed to any sewer plan other than the On- Lot Management Plan. My current septic system is in good
working order and has been regularly pumped and inspected with no deficiencies found in the last 18 months since |
purchased my home. | will not trade my primary sewage disposal system that Is in good working condition for a secondary
system that is cost prohibitive and clearly inefficient when compared to what | currently have.

Please share this letter with the DEP officials that will evaluate the proposed 537 Plan for Westtown Township. Feel free to
contact me for any additional information you (or the DEP) may require.

Thank you in advamﬂme and attention to this issue.

Donna M. Testa

donnamtesta@verizon.ne

215-514-3399
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From: Jerry lakoff [jerrylakoff@yaho;:.oom] .
Sent: Monday, August 20, 2012 8:18 PM
To: , supervisors@westtown.org E CEIl VE;
Subject: 537 Plan for East Westtown

AUG 2 1 2012

Dear Mr Layman and Members of the Board, i

Our contention is that the 537 Sewer Plan process has been an unwarranted and unacceptable assault on us and
our fellow neighbors, The pretext for the sewer plan submitted to the DEP five years ago was based on faulty
data using questionable methodology. Without so much as a shovelful of dirt being extracted from our yards,
the conclusions displayed a failure of due diligence on the part of the engineering contractor overseeing the

project.

The in-ground plan has proven not to be a systemic problem. Nearly all problems that have arisen were
remediated. We view the entire affair as having been driven by a hidden agenda in order to cover up someone's
indiscretion or malfeasance. If one goal was to get the ire of the community up, it succeeded.

If this sort of "due process" Is what we have come to in this country, then all bets are off. Rod Serling was right
in showing that fear could arise out of thin air. And it could change good people's quality of life and sense of
commuinity, leaving them helpless to the "powers that be."

Sincerely yours,

Catherine and Jerrold Lakoff
1505 Woodland Road
West Chester, PA
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August 20, 2012

Mr. Robert Layman : ECE IVE
Township Manager : Alg
Westtown Township BY: 21 2
P.O.Box 79 TT—
Westtown, PA 19395

Dear Mr. Layman

Lorraine and I would like to thank the Westtown Township Supervisors; Ms. De
Wolf, Mr. Barber, Mr. Haws, the Westtown Township Planning Commission and
yourself for your unanimous support with crafting and recommending the On-Lot-
Management Sewage Plan for submission to the Pennsylvania DEP to meet the
requirements and comply with DEP Act #537. We are hopeful that all of your
efforts will be approved and implemented by the Pennsylvania DEP.

We totally support the On-Lot Managément Plan rather than the Gravity and
Grinder Pump plans previously submitted for the following reasons:

1. Our current On-Lot system is working and meets with current Chester County
guidelines for maintaining On-Lot systems. '

2. We are retired and living on a fixed income. We would experience a
catastrophic economic hardship meeting initial installation costs, deactivation
charges for our current On-Lot system, initial system connecting charges, monthly
usage charges and our maintenance and replacement costs for the pump (for the
Grinder Pump system) and other ancillary costs associated with either the gravity
or grinder systems be incorporated.

3. Our property size is 1 5/8 acres with access to public water. We have been
informed that our property can support a modern On-Lot system installation should
future events require one.

4. Having previous exposure and knowledge to both public and On-Lot systems,
our preference is for On-Lot as the better environmental solution to sewerage
management. Public sewage systems are susceptible to untreated system
discharges. These discharges have a dramatic effect on aquatic and animal life in
the area of discharge. And since the discharge is usually large it affects a greater
and larger population in the affected area. With an On-Lot failure within an On-Lot
managed program area, any discharge would be an isolated event and would be
very minor with less impact on environmental issues.



We thank you for your support. Please feel free to contact us with any questions,
comments or if we can be of additional assistance.

Sincerely,

Coclard D) 5
ililﬁmm{e A. Kle? .

1534 Johnny's Way,
West Chester, PA 19382
Phone 610-696-3056 e-mail lvrr414@aol.com

cluser/doug/westtown/onlotletter82012
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cathy madison - 5-123. YA

From: *cathy madison” <catmad@verizon.net>

To: "Cathy Madison*” <catmad@verizon.net>

Sent: Monday, August 20, 2012 6:40 PM

Subject: sewer reply : ,

Sirs, We are not able to afford sewers put in our home. We are on a fixed income. We
have on site sewage and find that it does the job. Please consider on site sewage

for the township. Thank you

N ! e -
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Phone: 610-696-8444

AUB 2 1 201

8/20/2012
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Dear Sir:

My name is Walter Bennett. My wife and | live at 1602 Westlynn Drive in Westtown.We
are both seniors [80 &79] respectively. A good many of my neighbors are likewise. We are all in
full support of the 539 Plan for on site septic management. | had a new septic system installed
in 1996 and we have had it cleaned out several years ago and it has been operating very well.

| have been retired over19 years and am now on a fixed monthly income and heiping to
support an older sister who Is in an assisted-living facility.

The estimated cost of an installed sewer system would present a very difficult financial
burden on us. Please adopt the 537 Plan.

Thank you for your consideration

Wbk Bumett

ECEIVE
AUG21 2012

BY: .




Robert Layman
Township Manager
Westtown Township
P.O. Box 79

Westtown, PA 19382

Mr. Layman

L7-2R-Y

908 Chickadee Lane
West Chester, PA 19382
August 20, 2012 /e o
&, »
&y 4@? &5

I am writing to support the proposed Act 537 on-site management maintenance plan that requires
regular system pumping and inspection. I have lived at 908 Chickadee Lane in Westtown since
1974 and had only one minor problem (in the mid 1990’s) with my on-site system that required
replacing a 10 foot section of connection pipe. I was dismayed to discover that the previous
planning survey described my property as having a ‘failed system.’

I have been retired for 8 years and never imagined that I would have to pay for a public sewer
system. In my opinion a public sewer system would be unnecessary, a wast of money, a financial
hardship and environmentally harmful (destroying many trees).

I would be happy to answer any questions you have.

Sincerely

I arzanin \

610-399-6930
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Glenn J Keller 20-August-2012
904 Chickadee Lane

West Chester, PA 19382

Dear Sir,

T am in favor of an on-site managed sewage management plan for Westtown Township,
with appropriate rules and enforcement for regular pumping, inspection, maintenance,
and replacement of systems as needed. I installed a new septic system after buying the
house in 2002 for about $13,000 and have been pumping at regular intervals ever since.

I believe that both the gravity system at $51,000/household and the grinder pump
system at $31,000 per household are far more expensive than on-site management. Both
of them place an unnecessary financial burden on the residents of the township.

Specific points on the Aug-2012-Act-537 plan:

1) I thought the detailed discussion of plans for the non-compliant properties was
excellent, with good detailing of the type of systems (e.g. sand berms) needed to meet
specifications on each of the problem properties.

2) The beginning of the report has a long section on the previous proposal and
history of gravity or grinder pump sewage systems. I suggest most this section could
be moved to the end with only a paragraph or 2 discussing the previous systems. This
short earlier section could refer to the more detailed history section at the end of
the report. The problem with the current structure is that any reader is likely
already tired of the prehaps not so relevant detail of the previous plan before he/she
gets to the presentation of the current plan.

3) pg Iv-11. Yearly certification of on-site systems sounds too frequent, even
though "or other time"” is in the statement. I suggest putting in 2 or 3 years as the
provisional time. More experienced people in these matters may be able to make this
more specific and eliminate the "or other time" statement, shortening final discussion

on this matter.

4) pg IV-11. The inspections can perhaps be synchronized with the pumping, so that
they can occur at the same time (say every 2 years). This allows for less organizing
needed on the part of the homeowner while still maintaining proper inspection and

pumping.

Sincerely,
JZ.M\/

Glenn J Keller
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901 S. Chester Rd.
West Chester, PA 19382
August 18, 2012

Mr. Robert Layman

Town Manage

Westtown Township

POBox 79

Westtown, PA 19395

Re: Sewers

Dear Mr. Layman:

This letter is written in sheer desperation. Al and | need to express our feelings
re this sewer situation.

First off, our septic system works just fine. We have it cleaned at least once a year
and we have had absolutely no problems. If it ain't broke-don't fix itl

Adding the expense of this sewer would put a strain on us you could not imagine.
To begin with we are both 81 years of age, retired, living on social security and a
pension. We could not begin to imagine what this added expense would do to us.

We have lived in Westtown for 37 years and had hoped to live out our days in semi
comfort in our home. If we are slapped with this "Good Grief" expense we would
have to move. As it is, the way the economy is, we fear for our future without the
township adding this extra burden.

Please take into consideration the living status of many of the Westtown residents
who have made this area our final home.

Hopefully yours, _
B A™ + W W

Albert & Antoinette Medoro
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15 August 2012

Westtown Township

PO Box 79,

Westtown, PA., 19395

Attention: Robert Layman, Township Manager

Subject: Westtown Township Draft ACT 537 OFFICIAL SEWAGE FACILITIES PLAN

SPECIAL STUDY: SEWAGE NEEDS OF EXISTING RESIDENCES, WESTTOWN
TOWNSHIP, CHESTER COUNTY, PA, DATED AUGUST 12,2012

Dear Sir,
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Subject Plan.

While I found the Draft Plan to be somewhat confusing, I fully support its recommendation to implement an
On Site Management Plan in lieu of any derivative Sewer Plan.

Tt is clear in the draft Plan that the Township’s recent review of the Chester County Health Department data
refutes the 2000 Sewage Study prepared by the West Chester Regional Planning Commission, wherein they
incorrectly documented a “high incidence of on lot failures when compared to other Townships in the area”.

SUGGESTED ALTERATIONS TO THE PLAN:

(1) It is respectfully requested that the Plan be re-drafted to clearly state its’ recommendation inan
Executive Summary format within the first few pages of the Plan. It is of utmost importance that all readers
and approvers of the Plan have a clear understanding of what is going to be presented in the follow-on
pages of the Plan. I believe it is more important to clearly state the current recommendation and the data
driven basis upon which the on-lot alternative is now being presented, than to try and recount the

Township’s efforts over the recent past to address this issue.

(2) Should a “Background and History” Section be required in accordance with the DEP guidelines, I
suggest including it as an Appendix, so that the recommendations of the current Plan are crystal clear.

Thank you again for your efforts to develop the “right plan” for our Township and for affording me the
opportunity to express my view.

Sincere%—-
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To: - Robert Layman, Township Manager / QO@
4

Westtown Township X
P.O. Box 79, Westtown, PA 19395 8y 4@ '

Fax: 610.692-9651 ) % §
From: David Lombardi |

1539 Mariboro Road, West Chester, PA 19382
Date: August 16, 2012

SUBJECT: Comments Regarding Draft Westtown Township Act 537 Official
Sewage Facilities Plan Special Study

| am in favor of Westtown Township adopting an on-lot sewage management
system plan for the following reasons:

« My septic system is working fine and | maintain it by having it pumped
every year

« | can not afford $20,000+ and on-going fees for a public sewer system

« | have one child in college and another headed to college in three years

Please do not put the financial burden of an unneeded public sewer system on
me and my neighbors. Families are losing their homes under the current
economic/job conditions — any additional financial burden will only cause more
hardship.

i




(Q’I,ZL*V(

1536 Johnny's Way
West Chester, PA 19382
E August 17, 2012
cE Ivg
Robert Layman Al 1 ? &g
Township Manager ky.
Westtown Township -
P.O.Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395

Dear Mr. Layman,

I have written to you before with my thoughts about hooking up to the public sewer. At this time, it is simply
not a necessity for our home.

Our current septic system has been operating well. When we purchased our home in March 2000 from the
Buchanan family, they had just completed the installation of a brand new system. We have been very careful to
maintain this system by having it pumped out and inspected about every 2 years. In 2006 we needed to replace
the pump. We have maintained all of our paperwork and can show that to anyone who asks to see it.

This year I am an unemployed high school science teacher. I have been looking for a teaching job since
January. With us living as a family of three on one income, we have to be very careful as to how we spend our
money. We needed to have our roof replaced this summer. That was our budget for home repairs at this time.

My husband and I have attended many meetings about this. Iam very concerned if the DEP does not approve
an on-lot management system. I really do not know how we would afford an unnecessary sewer system. It
seems that a more cost effective solution would be to fix the several failed systems with one of the many on-site
treatment options available, even if this was done partially with township funds.
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THOMAS MORIBONDO sQ
£,
1002 Robin Drive < VG
West Chester, PA 19382 A, Al 1 >
(610) 399-3900 g p

August 17,2012

Mr. Robert Layman
Township Manager
Westtown Township
P.0.Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395

Re: Proposed Act 537 On-Site Management Plan.

Dear Mr, Layman:

[ am a resident of Westtown Township. My family and I have lived at 1002 Robin Drive
Westtown, PA since 1993.

In all the time we have lived in Westtown, we have never had any problem with our on-site
septic. We routinely have the tank pumped and have never had any issues whatsoever.

We fully support the proposed Act 537 On-Site Management Plan. We have a daughter just
starting her freshman year in college andtheexpenseofhavingtoﬂnancethepnblic sewer
proposal with the cost of a four year private college education would be a true hardship.

We adamantly oppose the public sewer option.

THOMAS MORIBONDO
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8/16/2012

Chris Hunter
1612 West Lynn Dr
West Chester Pa 19382

Support Act 537

I support proposed act 537 for on site management plan. When I bought my house in Westtown
I paid extra for my house because it had brand new septic system installed. I have maintained it
over the years and it works perfect. I do not believe that public sewer system will increase my
property value due to the fact that I already have paid for new septic system in the last ten years
the added cost for public sewer is just too much money invested into the property. I also have to
kids in college this year and my parents are at the age whereI am know starting to help them
with cost of living. Money is very tight these days , just can’t see having more taxes and added
expense of public sewer helpful in any way. Please help support on site management plan .

Thank You

Chris Hunter
Home Owner
1612 West Lynn Dr

@ y
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ECEIVE
Robert Layman, Township Manager AUG 17 2012
Westtown Township
Re: Public Comment to Draft Act 537 Notice BY:
PO Box 79
Westtown, PA. 19395
Mr. Layman, et al, August 15, 2012

My wife Nancy and I own a one-acre lot on Woodland Road. The original seepage pit
dating back to 1966 was updated to a drainage field system when we bought the
house in 2001. It has operated flawlessly since; we pump it regularly every 1 ¥ to 2
years.

The problem we have with the Township’s grinder pump solution proposal is two-
fold:

(1) Although the cost of constructing a grinder pump sewer system is
significantly less than the originally proposed gravity system,
technological vulnerabilities present in the grinder pump system exist:

* Power Outages—weak battery capacity for what'’s essentially an
out-sized garbage disposal would leave entire swaths of the
Township without sewer unless each individual homeowner is
willing to buy an electricity generator.

e Breakdowns—grinder pumps are relatively complex machines
that have earned a reputation for being temperamental. The
homeowners from neighboring townships I've spoken to that
have grinder pumps cite difficulties with the grinder mechanism
breaking down.

(2) The proposed method of having the homeowner pay half the cost upfront
and then have to pay the rest in monthly installments incorporated into
the user fee would be financially burdensome to the affected residents:

¢ No Pay-As-You-Go Option—asking for five figures upfront from
affected residents instead of offering the option of financing the
total cost for the project(incorporated entire into the monthly
resident fee) would be burdensome enough under normal
circumstances. But given the prolonged economic slowdown
which has reduced the net worth of most households, the
Township’s plan would be a double whammy to residents already
struggling financially.

If the Township and the PA DEP are willing to work with residents to find a way to
make septic on-lot management workable for the eastern half of Westtown, then
that is what we support, given the present options.

Edward Cavey/Nancy Harkins

Wd d
Sy S
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Bob Layman il

From: TIM MEGAW [megadoubleu@mac.com)

Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2012 9:29 AM

To: supervisors@westtown.org

Ce: tkillon@pahousegop.com; eerickson@pasen.gov; Westtown Sewers
Subject: Westtown Sewer project

Dear Supervisors

I was the Planning Meeting last week and heard a lot from people and their concerns of the
costs to them personally for this sewer project. I wanted to offer this thought, because I
haven't heard it expressed before.

I will probably have to lose my house if this plan goes forward. We as a family were so
decimated by the crash of 2089 that once what looked as a modest retirement fund almost

. disappeared, (thanks to my broker having a penchant for investing in banking), and what was
left has almost run out.

This project is more financially crippling than just the cost of the sewers. For instance,
with no sewer plan in the air, my house is worth, say, $500,000. If the plan i1s implemented
I will have to find the additional $30,000 to pay for it. But I won't be able to, so I will
sell and move. To an incoming buyer, my house is no longer worth $508,800 because the
currently well-maintained septic system has no asset value. It's redundant. Hence, any
incoming buyer will think to themselves (and you can bet the realtor will be stirring this
up) "it would be a $560,000 house, but I'm going to have to pay $30,800 for those darned
sewers - hence, I'll only pay $470,008 for the house."

As the seller, and a forced seller at that, not only can I not afford to pay $30,000 for
sewers, I can't afford to lose an additional $30,800 on the value of my house - just by
having this project hanging over it - if I can sell it at all because buyers are sure to be
reticent not knowing exactly what is going to happen.

Any talk of this system increasing a house's value is nonsense. ‘What is true is that it will
very likely create a further, very depressed housing market in the Westtown Township.
Something none of us can afford.

I didn't vote the supervisors in to carry out these plans, but I will certainly vote them out
before I pack up and sell.

With kind regards

Tim Megaw :
911 Shady Grove Way

Westtown PA 19382 ECEIVE;
AUG 16 2012

T e e e

By:
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[ Deomenico
1530 Woodland Road /e
West Chester, PA 19382-7836 Q

August 14, 2012 ARG
\\

Robert Layman AN

Township Manager AN

Westtown Township

P.O. Box 79

Westtown, PA 19395
RE: Act 537 On-Site Sewer Management Plan

Dear Mr. Layman,

My family wishes to thank you for your honesty, integrity, and positive participation during our
residents’ collaboration to create a sewage plan that we can afford, especially in these depressed
economic times. My wife and | are, both, retired and on a fixed income. We would never be able to
afford the $3,200.00 for the secondary system, grinder plan or the $53,000.00 gravity feed plan. As |
have stated at the numerous township meetings we have attended, “Our on-site managed system
works just fine. We don't need it. We don’t want it. We certainly cannot afford it.”

Our quest to devise, compose, and submit an “On-site Sewage Management Plan”, which includes
the most current data, and is fair and equitable for all the residents/citizens of Westtown Township
has been realized with the August 2012 Draft of the Act 537 Plan. This goal was accomplished with
your help and the approval by the Westtown Township Supervisors and Planning Commission.

Please enter this letter into the Public Record in favor of the Act 537 On-Site Sewage Management
Plan, to be included in the documentation to the Department of Environmental Protection, for its

approval.

Additionally, we wish to thank Senator Ted Erickson, Representative Tom Killian, and the 392
residents of Westtown's Phase | of the 537 Plan for their continued support, attendance at the public
meetings and encouragement. Without the support of all these concerned citizens, we would be

financially compromised.
With Gratitude, ) J é ! -
WM o

Michael & Kathleen Di Domenico

1530 Woodland Road
West Chester, PA 19382-7836
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% AUG T5 2012
az.;.?v. U 1544 Carmac Road West Chester, PA 19382
Town Manager Sunday 12" August 2012
Westtown Township
P.0. Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395

Dear Mr. Layman:

People have been keeping me abreast of the meetings and minutes of Westtown concerning
the Act 537 On-Site Management Plan concerning on-site individual home sewer systems. |
was urged to write to you to add my voice to support the plan for periodic township on-site
inspections of individual properties for proper sewage accommodation and handling.

My home at 1544 Carmac Road was the last one to be built on that road completed the
summer of 2006. The proper inspections deemed it to be a state of the art sewage system that
would be appropriate for a family living there. It has three cement holding tanks and a pump
with an alarm (that could wake the dead) indicating if there should be any problems
transferring liquid to the leaching field in the backyard of my one-half acre property.

Since it is such a new system, it would seem to be the height of folly to tie into a township
system that, for all intents and purposes, seems to be a less than satisfactory option. It would
be exorbitant initially to tie into, and then to maintain the monthly fee and expe'nsive replace
parts on periodic basis. 1 am retired and living on a fixed income. Presently, | am here in Maine
trying desperately to sell the family property to come up with the appropriate sum of money to
put into a personal account just in case we are coerced into accepting this system. Needless to
say this whole situation has me extremely upset, especially having to be so far away tending to
this business while all these meetings and sesslons have been occurring. if there are any
options at all, | would plead for a regular and periodic inspection on-site of my current septic
system and would follow prescribed guidelines for proper maintenance. It is not easy being
retired and hit with these, for me at least, huge ticket items that would necessitate probable
and sooner rather than later sale of my Carmac home to go into some sort of retirement home
which is absolute anathema to me.

I hope this situation Is resolved soon so that we all know what has been decided and can
make plans for the future. Thank yau, in advance for your al;tention_. . '

saan = Custl
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1051 Powderhorn Drive
Glen Mills, PA 19342
August 14, 2012

Robert Layman
Township Manager
Westtown Township
P.O. Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395

As a senior resident of Westtown Township we would have grave financial difficulty meeting the cost of
installing sewers. We are on a fixed income and have had no problems with our onsite septic system.
We have maintained it with an every other year clean out and have installed 2 drain fields to prevent
problems. We would welcome and onsite inspection. Please consider the effect of mandatory
installation of sewers on the senior population of this township.

’% %S _M_ﬂ_.s ! E

Norton and Barbara Seaman
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AUG 14 2012

Arnold & Mary Ruegg BY:
1402 Thrush Lane

Waest Chester, PA 10382

610-455-0310

Robert Layman
Township Manager
Waesttown Township
P.O. Box 79
Westtown, PA 19382

August 14, 2012
Dear Mr. Layman:

We are writing to let you know our concemns about being forced to hook up
to a public sewer in Westtown and to go on record saying that we are in
favor of the ON LOT Management approach.

When we bought our house in 2005 we had a new septic system instalied.
Our system is only 7 years oid. We have 2 flelds, the old and new one. We
have switched back and forth from old to new periodically as we were toid
that the old field could still tolerate that. Thers have been 3 adults living in
this house for these 7 years. We had Eldridge come out on Friday, August
10, 2012 and clean out both systems. Eldridge stated that our system is
working at 100% efficiency. if we have a newer septic system, runining
without issue, why would we want to replace that with public sewers? We
simply do not need to do that.

In addition, and most Importantly, it would be a financial hardship for us to
pay for the hook up to a public sewer system. | am currently unemployed
(due to a layoff) and my husband is seff-employed In a seasonal business.
We are In our sixties and simply unable to afford to pay for this type of
system. We anticipate being on a fixed income within a few years and
then it would be even harder.

We appreciate all the efforts being made to support an ON LOT
Management system. We believe it would be the best option for us — really

the only option.

Amold and Mary Ruegg _

.
YA L 2K TN 2
T AT
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CHARLES AND LAURA ENGLISH

405 LESLIE LANE
WEST CHESTER, PA 19382 IS
(610) 430-0185 C

Elv

August 14, 2012 8. %14 p

Westtown Township \

Attn: Robert Layman, Twp. Manages

P.O.Box 79

Westtown, PA 19395
SENT BY FACSIMILE (610) 692-9651

Re: 40S Leslie Lane, West Chester, PA

Dear Mr. Layman:

My husband, Chuck and I live at 405 Leslie Lane in Westtown Township. We
would like to have our comments heard in regards to the ACT 537 issue.

We bought our home in 2003 and had to have our septic systelninspectedpriorto
settlement. We found out the baffle box needed to be repaired, which was completed.
We have had the system pumped every two years. We had the pump Teplaced three years
ago, and have had no problems with the system since.

Chuck was laid off last September from Local 5, with no immediate job prospects
on the horizon. I work as a paralegal four days a week and make $16.00 per hour. We
have a daughter who attends West Chester University. She had to move back home, as

we could not afford to pay her tuition any longer.

Our household income is lower than it has been in over ten years. Therefore, we

certainly cannot afford the expense of hooking up to public sewers at this time. It would
cause a serious financial hardship for our household.

Thank you for your consideration and attention to this matter of our mutual
concern. If you have any q jions, please do not hesitate to contact us.

-~

es and Laura Engli '
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AUG 14 2012

Mr.Robert Layman gY: 8/13/12
Township Manager

Westtown Township

P.0.Box 79

Westtown,PA 19395

Re: Act 537 Westtown Township Official Sewer Facilities Plan

Dear Sir

My wife and | are both In our eighties and can’t afford the projected cost of $ 21,000.00 to $ 31,000.00
for the grinder pump sewer system. We live on a very limited income from Soclal Security and some
minor savings. There are many other families in our township that live in simiiar financial circumstances
for whom the above expense would be a serious hardship if not outright ruinous.

The present on-lot system has worked well in the past for most residents. If township enforcement of
regulatory rules is needed, so be it. The cost of this program would certainly be more affordable to
everyone concerned. i hope we are not tilting at windmilis and that the pertinent authorities keep the
“little guy” in mind.

Sincerely

O wE

Rene Kempf
1449 Johnny's Way
West Chester,PA 19382
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This letter is in regard to the sewer plan. My husband and I are on a fixed income and
can’t afford the cost of this plan. Two years ago we put in a new septic tank and it is
woddngjustﬁne.lamcmremlyondisabilityduetobacksmgeryuyingto get back on
my feet. My husband is on social security and working part time after loosing his job. I
don’t think the township can afford this plan either. It seems as though most of the houses
that will be part of this are either elderly on fixed incomes or young families with
mortgages on houses that are no longer worth what they paid for them. On site
management would be the best way to go for the citizens and the township.

Marge and Tom Jones
1543 Overhill Rd.
West Chester, Pa. 19382
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Janice Kendrick Archhold
1012 Robin Drive
West Chester, PA 18382

ECEpnge

AUS 13 2012
Robert Layman ay:
Township Manager T —
Westtown Township
POB 79

Westtown, PA 19395
Re: Act 537 On-Site Maintenance
Dear Sir,

My husband, Wm. C. Archbold, Jr. & I bought our present residence in September 2005
for $540,000. Built in 1968, the property required significant systems work, electrical
service throughout, new plumbing and piping throughout, insulation, chimney work on 4
fireplaces, lightening protection, gas lines, internet lines (CAT8) throughout, new roofing
for the entire property, and complete finishing out of the ground floor. These corrections
in addition to upgrades to the septic system required an additional $276,000.

We changed our insurance company this year to USAA for combat veterans to save
money. The insurance appraiser valued our replacement at $56,000 more than
settlement; an unsuccessful mortgage application valued the property at less than
$450,000.

We chose Westtown for our retirement as we believed the township to be fiscally
responsible with its past record of property taxes and appreciation for rural properties w/o
streetlights, sidewalks and other town necessities. We intended to gradually become
sustainable, planning on going off all grids within 10 years, as our earned income has
stopped, and unearned income is not expected to occur for at least 3 more years.

If the township goes off the deep end and incurs added expenses to its budget through
upgrades to its revenue-negative problematic existing sewage treatment plant to process
more properties, and by causing residents to foot the high cost of public sewers and their
ongoing usage fees, we will have to leave the township, losing more money than we

already have lost on paper.
We have responsibly maintained our on-site septic system annually and intend to do so in

rell: R1A-2NA-1R218



August 10, 2012

Bob Layman

Westtown Township Manager
P.0. Box 79

Westtown, PA 19395-0079

RE: Proposed Public Sewer Extension Plan

Dear Mr. Layman,

After living in my hiome in Westtown Township since 1976, I feel that I am
being forced to give up my home and move because of the proposed sewer .
extension. Iam a widow inmy 70’s and there is no way that I will be able to
afford the expenses of this sewer project. Social Security payments do not
allow for the substantial amount of money that will be needed for this
extension and I would not take out a large loan at my age.

I actually feel that I am being discriminated against since right now property
values are down and I am being placed in the position that I will be forced to
sellmy home. The reason we moved out here so many years ago is because
there were no street (ights, no sidewalks, no public sewers, no public water.
Westtown was chosen because it was how we wantedto live. Unfortunately
that is no longer the case for me.

Since 1976 the septic system has been maintained and I have never had a
problem with it in all these 36 years. I sit fierve shaking my head saying “why
are they forcing me to fix something that is not broken?” I have paid West
Chester Area School taxes all these years but never sent a child through the
public school system. 1 feel I've more than paid my share to live in an area
that once-upon-a-time was a great place to live. 3How much sewage can one
person living alone in a home produce? Certainly not enough to justify the
high costs that would be incurred.

Please know that I am opposed to the sewer extension for my home since I Aave
never had a problem and do not need sewers and should this be forced on me, I

will have to sel my home at a time when property values are down and homes

are difficult to sell. I believe this is total financial irresponsibility by the

township at this time.

Sincerely,

Constance J. Webb

1408 Carter Place

‘West Chester, PA 19382
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August 11, 2012

ﬂe‘ee
Bob Layman & U 22
Westtown Township Manager "\ P
P.0. Box 79 Sl

Westtown, PA 19395-0079
RE: On-lot Sewage Management Plan

Dear Mr. Layman,

As a 36-year resident in the same fiome in Westtown Township, the only
way for me to remain in my home is for the adoption of the On-lot
Management Plan. Since 1976 my septic system Aas been properly
maintained and I Aave never had a problem with it in all these years.
My septic system Aas been pumped on a regular basis and I welcome a
system inspection within the first three years of this plan’s
implementation.

I am a widow in my 70’s and this sotution will allow me to remain in my
home as tfiere was no way I was able to afford the initial proposals of a
gravity pump system or a grinder pump system. Those plans would be
a financial disaster for me and force me into selling my home at a time
when property values are down and houses are not selling well because
the financial situations of citizens and governments alike are in unstable
_positions.

I believe tfie On-lot Management Plan is a sound, equitable and
financially responsible position for the Township and its’ residents. I
support this plan as it would allow me to live out my remaining years in
a home and township I love. Inever want to fee[I am being forced out
of my fome because of gravity or grinder pump sewer systems.

Sincerely,

Constance J. Webb

1408 Carter Place

“West Chester, PA 19382
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\ECEIVE

From: CHu1293155@aol.com - BY:
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 5:54 PM

To: rlayman@westtown.org

Subject: Westtown Sewers

Dear Mr. Layman,

| have lived in this township practically my whole iife. We have two kids in coliege at this time and can not afford to pay
the astronomical price they are coming up with for public sewers, especially as we pump our septic every year and have
no problem with it. | am aiso iooking at a kidney transpiant within the coming year, and this will tax us even more, as |
have no idea how long | will be out of work. | am aiready on unempioyment and this presents a hardship on our finances
now. We have no savings, so wouldn't be able to pull any money out of those to pay for any financial responsibilities we
already have, much less come up with more for a system we don't need. | am for the On Site Management plan as this is
the ieast expensive for my family and for the township, which Is enough financial trouble itself.

Sincerely,

The Hughes
1546 Overhiil Road
West Chester, PA 19382
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AUG 29 2012

Bob Layman e
From: michael mcfariand [michaeimac32@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, August 28, 2012 9:59 PM

To: riayman@westtown.org

Subject: "On Lot Management Program"

Dear Mr. Layman,

My name is Michael McFarland and I live at 1525 Woodland Road. I am writing this letter to you in support
of the "On Lot Management Program." I really believe this is the best approach, maybe since my system works

fine and I currently have no problems.

If we did have to go to a grinder system, I know that I could not afford it, I have three children under 5 and
one on the way ,so a grinder pump system would probably get in the way of a few boxes of diapers. Really the
bottom line is I currently have a very good working system, and I take care of it. And I can't afford the grinder

pump system.

Sincerely,

Michael McFarland
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August 29, 2012 BY:

Robert Layman
Township Manager
Westtown Township
P.O.Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395

ACT 537

On Site Management Plan submission

Dear Mr. Layman:

“We are writing to express our support for the ACT 537 On-Site Management Plan
submission. Our family has lived at 1551 Carmac Road for seven years. Our house is at
least 55 years old. During the time that we have resided here, we have been monitoring
our on-site septic system and emptying it when necessary. Our system was inspected
when we moved in, and it met all applicable requirements. We have never been told of

any threat our septic system poses to the environment,

While we are not opposed to the installation of a new public sewer system, we would be
financially devastated if we were forced to pay the entire current projected cost to
connect. Our family is already struggling to meet our obligations with:

e two young boys (3 & 5 years old) who will soon be starting school,

e a55 year old house that is in need of maintenance and repairs that we cannot
afford to make and have already been delaying,



e a housing market that has reduced the value of our home such that we cannot

borrow any additional money due to reduced/negative equity,

o aloss of income — Kate lost full_-time employment several years ago and has been
un-/underemployed since 2007 — only recently able to resume working part-time,

and
e depletion of our savings and retirement accounts just to 'stay afloat'.

Many of our neighbors' financial situations are similar to our own, and placing liens on
our homes — an idea mentioned as a possible funding alternative to cover connection
costs, would only make it more difficult for homeowners to maneuver financially until
home prices begin to rise. We recently tried to refinance our mortgage to consolidate
debit, etc., but were unable to do so because the assessed value of our home was too low
to provide the needed equity. In addition, a new reéurring utility expense on top of steep
connection fees would be simply kicking us when we are already down. This could

potentially force many in our community out of their homes and lead to financial ruin.

In the larger context, we struggle to understand why this financial obligation/burden
would be placed on the current residents when it has been known for years that standards
were changing, and many systems within the township and surrounding areas would not
meet new requirements, By the same token, it seems heavy-handed on the part of the
DEP to begin enforcing these more stringent standards without offering more assistance;
financial or otherwise, to be compliant. The least they should be able to do is provide
models for programs that have been successful in other townships or municipalities who
have faced circumstances similar to our own. In short, we cannot be the first community
to have gone through this. We are also curious if the township is researching or has
applied for any grants at the state or federal levels that would provide monies for
improvement projects of this type (eg, is the public sewer plan "shovel-ready")?



While we agree that a public sewer system would be an improvement in the long-term,
the gain to our property values would be only marginal at this point and would not offset
the proposed costs. The threat of ﬁnanéially devastating struggling families at the worst
possible time should far outweigh the risks of maintaining on-site septic systems. This is
especially true if those systems are to be compliant with more robust standards, subject to
more frequent inspection, and maintained with an increased awareness of environmental

impact. Please allow us to maintain on-site management.

Thank you for your consideration,

Matt and Kate McCaslin
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Westtown Township

Robert Layman, Township Manager
Westtown Township

P.0. Box 79

Westtown, PA 19395

Fax: 610-692-9651

rlayman@waesttown.org

Mr. Layman, | am writing to request you submit an on lot ménagement system proposal to the DEP. My
current septic system works well and any other changes would cause serious financial heartache.

If L was forced to hook up to public sever | could not afford It. | am self-employed, and barely paying my
bills due to the poor business environment,

1 fook to you and the supervisors to work for our township residents, and vote to submit a viable on lot
management system proposal to the DEP.

Thank you for your consideration!

V4

Bryan P. Gazzillo
1531 Johnny’s Way
West Chester PA 19382

610-299-2401
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1008 Robin Drive
West Chester, PA 19382
August 24, 2012
Robert Layman

Township Manager
Westtown Township
P.O. Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395

Dear Mr. Layman:

My husband and | strongly support the Westtown Township Act 537 Official Sewage Facilities
Plan Special Study, the 537 draft plan approved by Westtown Supervisors and Planning
Commissioners, and posted on the Westtown web site. The recently obtained and detailed new
data show no current need for public sewers, in our opinion, as over 90 % of on-lot systems in
the study area function according to DEP standards.

Placing responsibility for proper functioning, timely maintenance as well as repair and/or
replacing of malfunctioning systems on the homeowner, using an effective township-enforced
on-lot sewage education and management policy and program appears to be an appropriate,
and logical solution to fulfilling our individual and collective responsibility to safeguard the

environment.

On a personal note, we have a relatively new (for the neighborhood) home and septic system.
Our house and system were built seventeen years ago, and our septic system has been
carefully maintained and pumped every three years. No evidence of malfunction has occurred.
in addition, our lot is greater than 2 acres and the chance of a non-repairable situation arising,
should malfunction occur, is very unlikely. Financially, my husband and | are both retired, living
on a fixed income, and are financing our daughter's college education. Financing $30,000-
$60,000 for a public sewer system at this time would be a serious hardship for any reason, but
to be required to do so when no need has been demonstrated would cause us to seriously
evaluate our Interest in continuing to live in Westtown township. We would most likely sell our
property, which is unfortunate, since | believe we have been good neighbors, good citizens and

good stewards of this land.

We thank you, the township supervisors and planning commissioners, Stan Corbet from URS
and Jeff Miller from Evans, and the Concerned Citizens Committee for pulling together in a
concerted effort to propose this plan, which addresses both environmental needs and

economical constraints.
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1507 Woodland Road'
West Chester, PA 19382
August 27, 2012

Robert Layman, Township Manager
Westtown Township

P.O. Box 79

Westtown, PA 19395

Dear Mr. Layman,

< -

We are sending this letter to let you know that we are strongly opposed to the original proposal of a
Grinder System for our section of Westtown Township. We are strongly in support of the On-lot Septic
System proposal. Below are the reasons why we cannot afford the astronomical cost of going with the

grinder system nor do we need to:

- My husband is retired and | will be retiring in the very near future. We are both in our 70" year.
| am still working because | CANNOT AFFORD TO RETIRE yetl We will be on a fixed income, in
the very near future, and cannot afford a $21,000 project with ongoing yearly costs.

- We had our septic system pumped by Eidridge and inspected in May, 2012 and passed with no

problems.
- We spent $12,000 8 years ago to have a new tile field and septic tank installed as recommended

by the Department of Health. _
- We may have to seil our home in the future to downsize and with this potential and
unnecessary cost hanging over our heads that will be impossiblel

Please fight for us with the DEP so that we can enjoy our future without worry about going brokel

Sincerely,

Virginia L Gatt
Anthony J Gatt



@7FQR—W

Bob Layman

From: " tlownes01@verizon.net

Sent: Sunday, August 26, 2012 1:35 PM
To: rlayman@uwesttown.org

Subject: Fw: Westtown Sewers

From: tlownesQ1@verizon.net

Sent: Sunday, August 26, 2012 11:30 AM

To: tlownesOl@verizon.net

Subject: Westtown Sewers

Robert Layman, Township Manager
Westtown Township

P.O. Box 79

Westtown, Pa. 19395

Attn. Township Supervisors.

My wife and | are residents of the Township at 1428 Bobolink Lane. We want to thank
you for all your attention and patience in working out a solution for the Sewer System issue. You have been
handed a cause celebre from your predecessors and we appreciate your effort and sincerity in findinga -
solution. However as retired and senior citizens we are opposed to the “Grinder System.” Our opposition is
both financial and practical. We cannot afford the financial burden of the installation, hook-up, grinder and
yearly fee (tax). We are in favor of the “on site system” being considered. Why should we be forced into this
“Grinder System” when our “on site system “ that exists now works perfectly?

Sincerely,
Tom and Ann Lownes
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August 25, 2012

1403 Fox Place
West Chester, PA 19382

Robert Layman, Township Manager
Westtown Townshlp

P.O. Box 79

Westtown, PA 19395

Subject: Implementing Act 537 in Westtown Township.

I want to support and encourage the “on-site management” approach to complying with Act
537. | feel this way for personal finance reasons as well as for water conservation reasons.

‘1) I'have been retired and unemployed for over a decade. | cannot afford to fund a
share of a public septic system.

2) My job was moved out of the USA before | was age 62. | started getting Social
Security over a decade ago at age 62. Now | must live on this lower than low
monthly income forever.

3) Istill have a home mortgage on my primary resldence and no second or summer
home to go to.

4) |conslder my on-site septic system as a long term part of my house. | have always
had my system pumped out every 3 years as a way to ensure long term service from
the system. The system has never given any problems.

5) Now, | want to comment on water conservation. Most of the Westtown homes
using on-site septic systems also have on-site water wells. Taking water out of the
ground and returning it to the earth nearby is a balance. Taking water out of a
hundreds of wells in a community and piping it out to the ocean would create an
unbalance in the underground water table. If you think this is insignificant, consider
that our government has many flea size controls to conserve water. For example,
when rainfall during a period of time Is low, directives are issued to prohibit
watering a lawn or washing a car. How triviall Just one more example is the water
retentlon ponds required with new constructions. If retention ponds are really

necessary, then keeping on-site septic systems should be a very high
priority.

Sincerely,

lames Teague
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Bob Layman

From: Karen [kpdemuro@gmail.com]

Sent: Sunday, August 26, 2012 10:39 PM BY:—— ————
To: rlayman@westtown.org

Subject: Act 537 On-Site Management Plan

Robert Layman
Township Manager
Westtown Township
P.0.Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395

Dear Mr. Layman

My sister and I have lived in our home for just about 25 years . Before we took over the
house our parents took care of our septic system, we never had any problems, our system was
pumped out every year. We do not want public sewers, we don't need it, nor can we afford it.
My sister is retired and I work in retail. Having to come up 20 to3@ thousand plus for a
system we don't need would most definitely put a heart ship on us. Keeping up with our day to
day expenses is already difficult.

We do hope you consider all of us in Westtown Township and support us with on-site
management, to put us into further debt would be irresponsible and wholly unjust.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Karen and Anna Marie DeMuro

1524 Woodland Road
West Chester, PA 19382
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Earl J. and Marjorie J. Dittbrenner
1050 Powderhorn Drive
Edgewood Chase
Glen Mills, PA 19342-9505
610-399-347S

August 23, 2012

Mr. Robert Layman, Township Manager
Westtown Township, Chester County

P.0.Box 79 Re 2007 Act 537 Plan
Westtown, PA 19395-0079 Residential Sewage Disposal
Dear Mr. Layman,

My wife and I will each be 82 years old this coming November. We have been residents
and tax payers in beautiful Westtown Township since 1972. We have been residents of
Chester County since 1959, and residents of the Commonwealth since birth in 1930. We
live on our Social Security, although we have been told for years that that is impossible!
Nevertheless we do. We have been hit hard this year by unanticipated medical expenses
incurred over and above our health insurance coverage. It is reasonable to assume that
our medical expenses will increase in the course of our remaining years.

Forgive me for not getting to the point, but I wanted you to know who we are.

When we are told that we may have to come up with $25,000 to replace a septic
system, which has fanctioned soundly for almost forty years we are, to say the least,
dismayed! When we are told that the new system will rely on a grinder, which we will
have to maintain at our cost should it fail, we are further distraught! In addition we are
told, that we will have to pay a monthly fee to the Township for the rights to the system,
which could amount to $900.00 per year!

WE CANNOT POSSIBLY AFFORD SUCH A SYSTEM!!

Having thought the whole thing through carefully we have come to the following
conclusions:

1. A grinder is, by its very nature, a self-destructing
device. We suspect that its repair will be required
very shortly after its installation.

2. Given our financial situation we will be compelled
to obtain a home equity loan to pay for this costly
system. We don’t know what the monthly second
mortgage payments will be, or where the money
will come from!

1



Earl J. and Marjorie J. Dittbrenner Residential Sewage Disposal August 23,2012

3. We get the feeling that the Department of
Environmental ‘Protection’ in Harrisburg
Is unaware of the adage, "If it ain’t broke,
don’t fix it”. Our septic system has functioned
soundly for almost 40 years!

4. At $25,000 per resident Edgewood Chase alone
would be paying $1,250,000 to. . ... whom?
To unidentified manufacturers and contractors?
Would the citizenry ever know?

When last we had our septic tank pumped out we had the contractor bring the system up
to current residential code, in the hope that on-site inspection by Westtown Township
would be the final solution—not the DEP’s grinder.

Thank you for all your effort in looking after the needs of the citizens of Westtown
Township. Please make our plea known to the DEP, and pray that they listen.

Sincerely,

/’M%/}%/Mé Vfynie § A ser)

. Dittbrenner \ Mérjorie J. Dittbrenner

WE CANNOT POSSIBLY AFFORD SUCH A SYSTEM!!
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Robert Layman
Township Manager
Westtown Township
P.0. Box 79
Westtown, Pa 19395

August 20, 2012
Dear Robert Layman,

We have lived in our home, 1518 Woodland Rd, West Chester, PA
19382, since August 2000. The former owners installed a brand new
Septic System on our property in November 1999. Concord Wastewater
Management (now Aqua Wastewater Management) originally advised
us in 2000 that we should have our system pumped out every 2 years.
Being proactive and diligent homeowners we have our septic system
pumped out every year. We have a perfectly functioning system and
have never had a problem. We are open to any inspection of our septic
system or offer any certification needed to verify the good condition of

our septic system.

We have public water, the former owners tied in when it was installed
on our street.

We are in FULL support of the proposed Act 537 On-Site Management
Plan!

We have a child starting college next week and two more children that will
attend college in a few years. We have enough on our plates financially and
incurring more debt is not something we can do.

T e - A S —

1518 Woodland Rd
West Chester, Pa 19382
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Mr. Layman

Westtown Township Manager
P.O.Box 79

Westtown, PA. 19395

I am writing to you today to voice my overwhelming support for the revised ACT
537 plan. The revised plan will provide for on lot management of sewage systems and
provide relief from the previously proposed and financially unsupportable public sewer
installation. I would like to point out first that with the adoption of the on lot management
system the township will be better postured to move into the future and make intelligent
decisions about waste management.

It is well established that the original Act 537 plan was founded on faulty and
incomplete data that lead to the appearance of a major need for an advanced waste
management system, In short the entire project was little more than a tragic loss of much
needed community capital and time. With the new Act 537 plan the township will
require documented and on going system assessments and correction of any system found
to be unserviceable or defective. The collection of inspection and repair records in turn
will allow the township to develop an accurate data base of the septic health of the
township. This information, when properly assessed, will allow decisions to be made
based on the true needs of the township and in the best interest of the environment. It has
not been mentioned that the undertaking of any major township wide excavation is in and
of itself a major impact on the environment and should not be undertaken for any but the
most compelling of reasons. An accurate and on going assessment of the entire
community should have been the first step in this process and should have been the
foundation of a competent original ACT 537 plan submission. Adopting the revised plan
will allow the township to do what it should have done ten years ago.

It was my pleasure to have been involved with the neighbor’s survey and I learned
quite a lot about the minds and positions of the neighbors on this issue. I would like to
bring forward something that I learned from these conversations. Those that I talked to
were almost to the family interested in protecting the environment and were quite
informed as to the state of their septic systems. Several families that I talked to were
postured to make upgrades to their current systems and were only waiting for a resolution
of this matter to proceed. In short they are already managing their systems properly and
are being impeded from doing so by this ever ongoing Act 537 process. These people are
environmentally conscious and fiscally intelligent. What they wanted most from this Act_
is to arrive at an intelligent and implementable solution and to be free of what they know
is a plan that is neither intelligent nor implementable.

In regard to my own situation I support the new Act 537 plan. The previous plan
is by no means affordable to me. The current plan, to the best of my knowledge, has
never been accurately estimated. With estimated costs ranging from thirty to fifty
thousand dollars and having been generated by a team that has shown it’s self to be less



than optimum in an inflating cost environment it is highly likely that the estimate is
inaccurate, under valued and dated. Certainly there is no reason to proceed based on any
number that has been presented. Considering the numerous deficiencies found in the first
act it seems to me unlikely that the contractor could even deliver the product on cost or
on time. If it should be undertaken as originally proposed the cost to me could then
almost reasonably approach one third of my home’s purchase price! This is
unsupportable.

With respect to my personal situation I have two children with educations that we
are paying for. My eldest is in college and my youngest is in a private school. In2013 I
will have two children in college. We do not and will not be receiving any aide for their
educations. In 2014 we will be bringing a special needs person into our home as a
permanent member of our household. The appropriate expansions and living expenses
will also be an on going burden. My wife and I are in our mid fifty’s and have been
working constantly since college. In many ways the thought of retiring one day seems
increasingly to be little more than a dream to us, imposing another fifty thousand dollar
debt on us would severely impact our ability to retire anywhere near on time. You can
not retire with significant debt. This is obvious.

The septic system in my home was replaced in the early nineties and is perfectly
functional and properly maintained.

Having said all of this there is actually only one reason to allow the new ACT 537
Plan to be instituted. The new plan should be allowed in substitute of the original
because it is the RIGHT THING TO DO. The original plan is not implementable as
written. It is not required and it is not affordable. It should never have been presented to
the DEP. It is an embarrassment and it requires replacement. Inflicting this plan on the
citizens of Westtown would be purely injurious to us. Attempting to inflict any plan on
just a portion of the township in order to somehow justify a poor original proposal is also
not excusable. Please continue to do the right thing and champion the new plan until it is
accepted by the DEP.

West Chester, PA 19382
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CARL F. LORENZ I
1512 WOODLAND RD.
WEST CHESTER, PA 19382
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steve

sanitation jeremiah

septic management services
November 2007

Dear Neighbor,

As you are probably aware, Westtown Township is reevaluating their plans
of sewering 900 homes in your township due to the rising cost of
implementing the project. Instead they are working on an on-lot
management program which will define how you are to maintain your
sepfic system. Westtown Township is currently considering whether they
will select the contractor who perform the work, or allow you to select the
contractor of your choice.

The Eldredge family has been providing quality septic service to residents
of Westtown Township since 1958. We hope that you W||I be able to
continue to select your sepfic service provider.

Please let the township know how you feel about this subject:
Phone: 610-692-1930
E-mail: supervisors@westtown.org

The Eldredge family would like to be Westtown Tpwnship's most preferred
septic service provider by our uncompromisingl commitment to quality,

integrity and value.
Sincerely, @M
é’f /(7901 br6—4gv-FeS/

Curt Eldredge

322 Turner Lane
West Chester, PA 19380
610-918-8600 Fax 610-429-1312
www.EldredgeSeptic.com
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1014 Woodtone Road
West Chester, PA 19382
August 21, 2012
610-399-0963

Westtown Township Sewer Management
P.O. Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395-0079

Dear Sir:

| strongly support the “On-site Management Plan”. My on-slte system has performed as designed since |
moved here In 1971. | regularly have It pumped and inspected, and such Inspection by the township would Insure

It continues to function.

( filled out the e-mall questionnalre on August 10, 2012. I'm writing this letter to be sure my views are

recorded. Thank you.
Slncgly, : ,
I N A { 'x ;/)71‘2 /l

Donald Homer

Sy
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Leary and Higgins Company
Septic Systems
P.O.Box 1475

West Chester, PA 19380

May 15, 2006

Dear Valued Customer:

———— - --Forthe-past 15-years,-it-has-been-my-pleasure-to. provide you-and-other customers with _..____
the professional and quality services you have come to expect and deserve. Throughout this time,
I have worked diligently to build my business, Leary and Higgins Company, into a premier
company capable of providing reliable and honest service to my customers.

The purpose of my letter is to inform you that I have made the decision to sell my
business to Aqua Wastewater Management, Inc., (Aqua), a sister company of our local water
utility, Aqua Pennsylvania, which has been in business in southeastern Pennsylvania since 1886.
Aqua will assume ownership on May 16, 2006.

My wife, Kathy, and I are excited about this transaction and would like to-inform you that
I will be joining the Aqua team as an employee, consistent with my wishes.

Aqua is a professional, well managed, and highly dedicated company, which is why I am
so comfortable with my decision to become part of their organization. They have demonstrated a
commitment to delivering quality wastewater service. As I mentioned in the open of this letter, I
have dedicated the last 15 years of my 27 years experience in wastewater management to this
businesses and would not sell it to just any company. I have made this decision with confidence
that my customers will continue to be served in the future as they have been in the past.

Sincerely,

A



Samuel W. Rice & Son, Inc.T,

June 12, 1989

William Helms
1542 Carmac Road
West Chester, Pa 19382

B —————a mtr — s

Dear Mr. Helms:

Enclosed please find two copies of the Sewage Application Rider for
your property. Kindly have both copies signed where indicated on the
front and back and have them notarized.

Please return the completed rider in the enclosed, self-addressed,
stamped envelope together with your check in the amount of $15.00, made
payable to the Treasurer of Chester County which is for the permit fee.
As soon as we receive them, we will start processing same.

Thank you for the opportunity to be of service.

Sincerely,
BFI/SAMUEL W. RICE & SON, INC.

" GRR:hh -
Encl. A_____——__’______——"——faafw——-ﬂg

P.O. BOX 414, 910 CAMARO RUN, WEST CHESTER, PA. 19381-0411 o (215) 696-3454



wecyseoe  JOB ESTIMATE

WEST CHESTER, PENNSYLVANIA 19380

PHONE DATE
Phone 696-3454 692-4049 6/21/89
JOB NAMEN.OCATION
T0 William Helms 1542 Carmac Road
1542 Carmac Road West Chester, PA 19380
Hest Chester, PA 19380
JOB DESCRIPTION:

Estimate for the installation of a new 1,000 gallon concrete septic tank,

.inlet and outlet lines with center manhole to be extended to grade. To

include all labor, materials and excavation. We guarantee that the

materials and workmanship will meet or exceed all Federal, State and Local

Regulatory Agencies' requirements. All work will be inspected by Chester

County Health Department upon completion.

NOTE: Upon acceptance of Job Estimate, a down payment of $900.00 is due

in advance. Balance due in full upon completion of work.

‘l! \//I‘Ms price does gﬁinclude any pumping (if necessary) of the existing

sewage system.
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*SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR IMPORTANT INF ORMATION

PERMIT

- for
INSTALLATION OF SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEM

Pursuant to Application for Sewage Disposal System Number: 2 /0& 4
a permit is hereby issued to:

)M Lo | £72-9049

NAME OF APPLICANT

/5 42, Ga%/éﬂ h/d%[),q. 17382,

ADDRESS OF APPLICANT TELEPHONE NUMBER

ISPOSAL SYSTEM -
/i&m
This permit er the proviaion t Pennsy. a Sewage Fac es Act® the Act
3f January 24, 1966 (P.L.1535), as amended, is subject to

the following conditions:

l. Except as otherwise provided by the Act or Regulations of the Pennsylvania Department
of Environmental Resources, no part of the installation shall be covered until inspected

by the approving body and approval to cover is granted in writing below as per
Section 7(b)(3) of the Act.

2. This Permit may be revoked for the reasons set forth in Section 7(b)(6) of the Act.

3. This Permit expires two (2) years from the date of issuance, unless construction of
the building and system has commenced in accordance with Section 7(b)(7) of the Act.

1. Notify this Department (3‘/¢é&7i upon starting construction of housg and sewage system.

>  Obtain prior approval from this Department for any changes, revisiohs, deviations, etc.

ADDITTONAL CONMDITIONS: This Permit does not remove the necessity for obtaining Municipal
uilding and/or zoning Permits. THHBPEMEIIHSND!EHHWBEE“MBEEIIEEBS‘NHEDWE)B!!HB
iEALTH DEPARTMENT.

he Act of January 24, 1966 (P.L.1535), as amended. The issuance of a Permit shall not
reclude the enforcement of other health laws, ordinances or Regulations in the case of
alfunctioning of the system.

wttahiMomdofﬂnreqﬂrmthanupeudtmmmWMm
:ft:heﬂe.uandtheatmctmes.

TO_BE POSTED AT THE BUILDING SITE
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AQUA Wastewater Management, Inc. / 0 f

BILL TO: winflAw, i+

PO Box 822562
Philadeiphia, PA 19182
Phone: 800.338.9271 PA State Homeowner Protection Act
Fax: 215.799.2208 Registration # PA022859
Dat Technician Technician 2 Arrival Time Departure Time
v, . R HES 1 ¢ .t
150 U v, -

S Amount

Signature of Approval of Work & Payment Terms (Late charge fee of $16 wilbe appled fo overdue scoounds) Do Balance i X

r—rr

!‘,".\:
t 1
! ‘ Al A &
0 N N \:.,- 1 01"- ;
1A 13)/[/ i'\‘ ’i i u { 2 (
jU" / = - L
91257 Total [] 20
: AmountPaid | } 2 ¢ -l

YT

S v oy Y T ey g = —r =

AQUA.

Wastewater Management, Inc.

i

(%0

BILL TO: / JELMS

PO Box 822552 19 o7

Phlla::lphll, PA 19182-2552 /1542 CARMAC i (2

Phone: 800.338.9271 e o

Fax: 216.799.2208 BT (N HESTEL
Date Technician Technician 2

Arrival Time

Bob

Service Description

Departure Time

U fuif‘\_w - § 3‘_00
.//,', . Z IO‘ O(,:.....)
-‘.' = m— r" :
; / 2IN 2 Foo |l Sorciner L1000
/ N 4 AP -+ le\ ’!9’
Wy \_— 'U \/ =t /
‘s"“—m..._,_.’_.___mw__.____ P . ./‘_/"

\ A R
S e e A

Signature of Approval of Work & Payment Terms (825 lse e per moth over 3 daye past e
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) Total
- fi-08 Amount Paid
Dato Balance
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William Helms
1542 Carmac Road i
West Chester, PA 19382
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Leary & nggms Company

Septlc Systems

. P.O.Box 1475

. West Chester, PA 19380
- Phone# - ~ Fax#
'610-692-0231  610-692-9032

Open o " Invoice No.

ooo .

eptic Tank -] Grease Trap -
Cesspool - ] Pump Tank OpenOutlet . = ... 4396
O Holding Tank - Dl mpoundiment smke  OE On -
: — = : = Date
?f“‘“"s&Dmposal Labor/Digging | Labor/Heavy | Otter . Total Charge - 11/10/2005
A 20 ] NS SRR V4 .. |
Disposal Site Gallonsl’umped N‘?“"b‘_""_" Hoses TruckNumber Tnne in Time Out Terms
/0°0 | N | o3 Net 15
- Date Deécriptibn Amount
11/10/05 PJ qu 0'0 -
CRIE 339 3
T
Leary & Higgins Company g RY Invoice
Septic Systems I SV Tnvoice #
. P.O. Box 1475 l —
West Chester, PA 19380 1230
Phone # Fax# ﬂ / 7() -09 3
610-692-02 -692-903; L’
31 610-692-9032 re & FE Date
Bill To Septic Tank = Grease Trap - Open Inlet a0
o O Cesspool O Pump Tenk U Open Outlet
William Helms {d Holding Tank O Impoundment OSnake [JECH
1542 Carmac Road
West Chester, PA 19382 - .
610-692-4049 Cleaning & Disposal | Labor/Digging| Labor/Heavy | Other | Total Charge
. 170. v ”1%0. 0
' Disposal Site |Gallons Pumped | Number oEosu Time In | Time Out
‘ f’ / ‘1 Terms
rov v | Net 15
Date L
Description Amount
11/20/03 ST R side RAear
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ADDRESS: g o HIGG
[ - . I I
N -:.{7_ (\ TR S TIOP N Septic Systems § le
. Dol ed chasedem T 930 PO.BOX 1475 @
PHONE:; bt ; WEST CHESTER, PA 19380
JOB LOCATION: S ER = ——{610)-692-0231_
/
SEPTIC TANK ] GREASE TRAP (J OPEN INLET SEHS/ACT?E l ] I 2 H l 8”|’| l ( l
(J CESSPOOL J PUMP TANK {J OPEN OUTLET —— / /
CIHOLDING TANK D IMPOUNDMENT  [J'sNake OE OH —
MISCELLANEOUS CHARGES NET 10 DAYS
CLEANING & DISPOSAL LABOR/DIGGING LABOR/HEAVY OTHER - TOTAL CHARGE
S i /65 v
DISPOSAL SITE | GALLONS PUMPED | NUMBER OF HOSES | TRUCK NUMBER TIME IN TIME OUT
A U I . . = n . Y .
:.-wff‘q]:ﬁ,c' [y ‘—/”L— A
_ LOQ%(TION’DESCRIPTION: CONDITION OF SYSTEM:
Iy - \;— o
y L, // é) ) U
3 P i
CEF 24735

el R ovEB &
NAME: - | “)lﬂ\/\ g % GGI/V

ADDRESS: ' s Ul LN G K ~‘—J -Septic Systems AY C
Ao gt uM:J o ki, Vo ng V12X, P.O. BOX 1475
PHONE: Ly . yurg © % WEST CHESTER, PA 19380
JOB LOCATION: { - (610) 692-0231
. T ke .
[ SEPTICTANK (] GREASE TRAF;?%' [ OPEN INLET - SE"S’A‘T’E LB l} ljﬁ_\_j
[ CES5POOL O PUMP TANK [J OPEN OUTLET
QI HOLDING TANK  -0) [MROUNDMENT ¢ CISNAKE  JE QH RN 5{2¢
= " MISCELLANEOUS CHARGES NET 10 DAYS
CLEANING & DISPOSAL| LABOR/DIGGING LABOR/HEAVY OTHER %ﬁo AL CHARGE _
$1 3000 /S0 .20
DISPOSALSITE | GALLONS PUMPED | NUMBER OF HOSES | TRUCK NUMBER TIME IN TIME OUT
,, t,ou 9 g/ / ﬂ}_—
LOCATION DESCRIPTION: CONDITION OF SYSTEM:

et /ﬂb 600b
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NAME: ° ‘-c/‘:” e /’ 2 HIGG w

ADDRESS: ,7 ")V‘,A,'/ _.:; L/" / '1/ f’/ ?;.1 }:/ ( ..-’ o5 .') S‘ qlf & Sephc SYSTe

e T e AT T e D PO.BOX 1475 &
PHONE; . ———— T 7. WEST CHESTER, PA 19380
JOB LOCATION: an (610) 692-0231
JASEPTICTANK [ GREASETRAP ) OPEN INLET SERVICE lﬁ |§| I2| 3 k I:: |
[ CESSPOOL J.PUMP TANK {0 OPEN OUTLET el e
3 A A
[QHOLDING TANK [ IMPOUNDMENT  (ISNAKE OE [QH : EERE
MISCELLANEOUS BHARGES NET 10 DAYS
G & DISPOSAL| LABOR/DIGGING LABOR/HEAVY OTHER M fH?%
% ? 4 7 o (1
OSAL SITE GAI70NS PUMPED NUMI? OF HOSES | TRUCK NUMBER TIME IN Tlm/if)ur
/ 57c (L I, [0/ -
L@CATION DESCRIPTION: . ...  CONDITION OF SYSTEM:

Z)e AR ' oF
LTD AT SHADE

I

NAME- - . Belms, William / / - 07‘% . 3o HIGG
ADDHESS' 1542 Carmac Road ' ‘l- &
’ West Chester, PA 19382 _ Septic Systems o
PHONE: . WEST CHESTER, PA 19380
JOBLOCATION:  Ches 33 C-11 / Westtown / Off #352 (610) 692-0231
EFSEPTICTANK [ GREASETRAP [ OPEN INLET SEIVIcE l ['l | H / IOHV l({ |
[J CESSPOOL [ PUMP TANK {J OPEN OUTLET ~' = —
() HOLDING TANK [} IMPOUNDMENT CISNAKE [QE OH - 002108
MISCELLANEOUS CHARGES

CLEANING & DISPOSAL | LABOR/DIGGING .A OTHER TOTAL CHARGE,

e 2% JSC5 0 (Z__“ I,

DISPOSAL SITE | GALLONS PUMPED }. NUMBER OF HOSES | TRUCK NUMBER TIME IN TIME OUT

S O00 5”"
LOCATION DESCRIPTION: ' CONDITION OF SYSTEM:
Right Side of House ( /_r:. J / )

CUSTOMER SIGNATURE: | REQUESTED BY: " | DRIVER: 1
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1056 Edgewood Chase Drive ;.
Glen Mills, PA 19342

September 5,2012 (ﬂ/{ - 5 - ‘ q L‘{ 2

Robert Layman
Township Manager
Westtown Township
P.0.Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395

Dear Mr. Layman:

This letter is in regard to the Act 537 On-Site Management Plan. We support this
plan for the following reasons.

We are the original owners of a home in the Edgewood Chase development, having
built our home here in the early 1970s. We have never had any problems with our
septic system in these past 40 years. We have our tank pumped out regularly. Itis
our experience that the on-site management plan is a positive and cost-effective one.

My wife and I are retired senior citizens on a fixed income. We can’t imagine the
financial burden of paying for the grinder sewer system.

I have first hand knowledge and experience with the grinder system, and it’s
inferior. It was temporarily installed at a swimming pool where 1 worked one
summer, and it clogged weekly and had to be dug up and cleaned out. I doubt few
residents know about this system and its weaknesses.

In closing we want to emphasize again that we support the Act 537 On-Site
Management Plan. Please enclose this letter with the township’s proposed plan to
the D.E.P.

Sincerely,

flon V19—
Richard and Helen Koshgerian



Avae s Mapk, Caopy

| 1SS3 Magiponn Roany
| \WearCuesyep, PA 19382

| Aucust 22, 2012

Mo Repenyt Lavems

| Toualsue Mager
Wettrewn Towuswe

PO Rey 79

\MEstrewn PA 19398

ﬁmmémm&l@__su

SID /ST SEAGE MALAGEMENT

Ouvin_eamiLy Moven To WagtTown TROM Qe».ca

AP 2006 TO RAISE OVl cHICONEM 16 AN EXCECERYT

L SCHOO L DISTRICT AND PEACEEVL ENVIRONEAEN T
M hEn e PuRCHASED ouR HOoME L AS A ConDITION,

OF SALE , WEWERE {(NFoRMEN THAT THE CESSkoos
| WAS oud AMD SHOULS B BEPIACES EVER THOUGH
THERE WERE LYo SHMPTANS o6& AERORTEN ROBLEME

\Vg wEer L TUAT RuUBLIC SEWESS wouls Kookt

_RE com e TO The AREA SO wE GECIDED TO

AT ABD JEE WHAT soued P dASPELIN G
P‘ftéa—clgtﬂe-to THE 2006 PWBULC VEETINGS Ash




| See\G- THE COST  THAT THE RESTNELTS Woutt Wk

ERCEDS To PRM o WOOE LR To THE SYSTEK , We
BECHOME vERN OPSET  THAT WE MovEn HERE | '

Reo LG HoMEOWLERS, WE wWERE AMEANY TRETCUED
TN FoAucIAUY ; A)ow WE wERE, BRIV LD wE

ANOUED HAWE TO TAKE ooT MNukiEwloAN S \Ne wees

PERALLED TUAT (TWE TOWMSHID WAS TEUING BESINEUTS

| o T BECEMTLY INSTALLEN SYSTEL S (TuaT weas:
| GETMNG PIM ASCED) THAT THEY weouth HACE IO
RBALDAY THOSE SHSTEMS AND Hooi ok, Bl of

THT 5 . [ CTAXE .

1 Bow, six vesns 1ATER , wE WAUE STILL ST

| ExPERiEncE A PROBLH wITH oo SISTEA, . We
| MVE AESO EvALUATED ot EINALCIAL STATUS, AND
CONCLuDED TUAT wWENDYLY oY DG ABLE T3 AFToRD

IHE_EXORBITANT CosTS TO ARAMDON DLR FuNGTIoNIer

*_&%M$ﬁh;m&m&gﬁ_&ﬁmﬁk. Want

WE HOUE MARAGED TO SAYE 1S TOR vl CHILBRENS

| ecucamian (onie oe quE mam weASONS WE tavEs
| MeRE) .

\t«S fw-é EVER T WE WEED —To -EE.PLAc.g_._'QuE; SNSIEW

WS wouets MUCH RATHER HAVE AN on) Lol SISTEM

THAT wE cand MASAGE , \10 TTHE LoWe—RuN \T WouLD

| PE cMEAPER. RMD MAY PREVEMT US FROM RELOCATING




TO:

Robert Layman, Township Manager
Westtown Township

P.0.Box79

Waesttown, PA 19395

FROM:

Paul & Adrienne Egan
1024 Robin Drive

West Chester, PA 19382

RE: Act 537 Plan, Full Support of On-Site Management Plan

We are In full support of the West Chester 537 plan submission to keep on-site waste management and
not move to public sewers. There are two main reasons.

1) We do not need it. Our current system was installed in 2009 as “state of the art” at a cost of
about $25,000 and functions well. its expected life is significant and as such there is no reason
that it needs to be replaced.

2) We would not be able afford the expense without a significant adverse impact on our family
finances. This change would significantly impact our ability to prepare for college and
retirement expenses.

Thank you.

Paul & Adrienne Egan
September 4, 2012

Qb
208



Fhilip J Silverd
1002 South Chester Rd.
West Chester, PA 19382

September 4, 2012

Robert Layman, Township Manager
Westtown Township

P.O.Box 79

Westtown, PA 19395

Dear Mr. Layman,

I’m sending you this letter in regard to Draft Act 537. According to the latest survey of
on site septic systems in the township there are only a few homes in the township that are
currently having problems with their on site septic systems. These few homes should not
be driving the installation of an exorbitant sewer upgrade. The data just doesn’t support
the installation of sewage grinders on our front lawns at this time!

Sincerely,

) L
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Robert Layman
Township Manager
Westtown Township

1039 Wilmington Pike
West Chester, PA 19382

4 September 2012

To Whom It May Concem:

Our reason for supporting Westtown Township's draft 537 On Site Septic Management Plan is simple:

e The plan is the firszin any and all of Westtown's prior submissions to DEP that is based on cutrent,
specific, professionally and accurately gathered documentation.

e This draft plan as currently submitted is the on¥y plan with the premise that accurate, current
information, cotrectly gathered and analyzed will lead to appropriate options. Versus any and all prior
submissions which were:

o predicated on a desired end result and information, according to the Supetvisors and URS,
o that was specifically selected and
o "packaged" to meet that requirement.

e The new, current data clearly shows, and is supported by Chester County Health Dept. and Planning
Commission, that there is currently no need for sewers to be added to Westtown Township, certainly

not atbitrarily en masse for the 392 households the grinder plan targeted.



But what bas been needed, for a very long time, including during a period when our Supervisors had
an obligation both to DEP and the residents of Westtown, is the very ON SITE MANAGEMENT
PLAN being proposed now.

The 392 homes included in the April 2012 Rustin Presentations which were singled out for sewering
as a result of a consent decree, were unfairly targeted. By Westtown Supetvisors. By URS, its
consulting engineering firm. By legal counsel, etc.

We are among the 392,

o Having had neither knowledge of, nor even the opportunity to engage personal legal
representation in the matter.

o Financially encumbered by a then acknowledged low-ball financial number which has now-—
-with careful, thoughtful, information based analysis —~— mushroomed to not less than
$31,300 per housebold.

We support the current draft plan as it provides the first and only effort to faitly, accurately and
genuinely take into consideration REAL DATA. GATHERED REAL TIME. BASED ON
ACTUAL ON SITE CONDITIONS.

Please do misunderstand us: We recognize that DEP has good reason to be distrustful of anything
coming from Westtown Township. For it's clear that the Township has never demonstrated the
ability to follow through on its promises.....until threatened with a lawsuit. Paid for only recently by
taxpayer funds—funds our Township can't afford to spend, but spend it did.

o BECAUSE of this, BECAUSE we as residents felt similarly, WE RESIDENTS gathered,
organized, and have in a consultative and collaborative way—spoken up and taken action —
worked through the summer, since the day of the last Rustin preseatation, to iss# on the
hiring of a qualified (with no long term economic ties or vested interest to
WesttownTwsnhip) professional to oversee a fair and objective evaluation process to lead
out township to appropriate, logical conclusions based on current data and conditions, and
appropriate options to meet the DEP consent decree.

o We have spent hundreds of man-hours wotking together as residents—something which one
could argue every Township populace including ours should do... and in our case should

have done long ago. Mea Culpa.
o Welearned our collective lesson the hard way...but fortunately before it was too late.

o So now, our sleeping giant having been awakened, we will never again simply fade into the
background, even after this submission.
o Said simply: We cannot afford to do so:

=  For so many among the 392 households who have been traumatically impacted by
what all of us know is at best a very anemic economic recovery after the worst
recession since the Great Depression (e.g. savings depleted...retitement investments



eviscerated...the cancer of rampant unemployment and underemployment...and the
need to save for the incredibly high costs for college educations—including State
schools)

®  For Westtown Township itself with its disproportionately low tax base (lots of
schools and churches.. little commercial base), yet encumbeted with millions and
millions of extraordinary debt due to candidly ridiculously itresponsible spending
decisions of previous Supetvisor Boards.

* Like we said: we the residents have learned the lesson of our apathy. So
whilst we wish but cannot undo some of those itresponsible decisions, we
bave put this Board of Supetvisors and future elected officials on notice
that we the residents will never allow that to happen again...including the
inexcusable decision of not responding appropriately to the ACT 537
Mandate until a private lawsuit led to the Consent Dectee settlement.

* We firmly believe the On Lot Management Plan is the fair, right, and appropriate
course. And DEP can be assured we will demand of our Town Supetvisors that we
continue to be included in the process of following through during and after plan
approval. And through its eventual implementation. And beyond, without
limitation.

®  We recognize that we as citizens must take responsibility and so we do. We have
DEMONSTRATED through our responsible actions that we can be a constructive
force in our township. And will continue to do so in a structured, formal manner, to

be proposed to the Supervisors at an upcoming meeting,

o In conclusion, we support the current Westtown DEP 537 plan because it is fair, honest,
forthcoming and appropriate for our Township, now and into the future, It will allow for
mandated septic system management that will accurately provide timely information in the
years to come, upon which informed decisions can be made when, as and if approptiate.

Submitted With Respect,

baous 5 M

Richard Pgrherantz Barbara B. Pomerantz
1005 Robin Drive, West Chester, PA 19382
Hand Delivered September 4, 2012
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SEP 06 2012 Anthony and Valerie Rufo

1045 Powderhorn Drive
Glen Mills, PA 19342
September 5, 2012

Robert Layman, Township Manager

Westtown Township

P.O.Box 79

Westtown, PA 19395

RE: Act 537 Plan

Dear Mr. Layman,

We would like to add our voices to be counted in against forcing Westtown
homeowners to have to hook up to sewers. We fully support the on site maintenance plan
for existing septic systems. '

We have lived here since 1994. Our system was completely replaced and certified
by the township before we could occupy this home. We have faithfully kept up the annual
maintenance of clean outs as recommended by the contractor, Karen Vickers with no
problems.

To forceustohookmtoasewersystemwouldbeﬁnancxallydevastanng We just
don’t have that kind of money to pay for it. Trust us, if we did, we wouldn’t be living
with a dumpy original kitchen from 1972!

Our family is not wealthy. We have worked hard to maintain our home in this
wonderful township for 18 years, while putting two kids through Catholic elementary and
high schools and then college With all of the tuitions, we have just about made it some
years. We are still paying back loans for that along with the cost of everything rising all
the time. Because of the recession, this household has gone three years without a raise in
income to help meet the new costs. Add to this mix a frail, elderly uncle and 4 sick,
underpaid sister who are very frequently financially dependent on us, you can get the
picture pretty clearly.

We have been married for 32 years and have always been prudent with our
finances and tried to save for the future. We don’t like to carry debt. We don’t own fancy
jewelry, lots of stocks and investments or high end cars. (A Fusion and Impala were in
our budget.)We hope to see retirement in the next ten years or so. By making us have to
gomtotodebttopayforhookmgmtothesewersystemwillmakethatlongawaited
dream moot. So much for our long term planning.

Mr. Layman, we appreciate the difficult job that you and everyone on the Board
have in running Westtown Township. (We saw your difficulties first hand last summer
with our relatives’ struggle over their pole barn in Edgewood Chase. We really felt for
you alll) We appreciate all that everyone does to make this such a wonderful place to live.
Please don’t make it so we can’t afford to live here any more. Our septic system works
just fine. We can’t afford the expense to hook into public sewers. Please allow on site
maintenance to continue and be the law. Thank you for considering our plea.

Sincerely,

Anthony and Valerie Rufo t
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Harry and Mary McFadden g SEP 07
1520 Overhill Road 2} L
West Chester, PA 19382

Mr. Robert Layman
Township Manager
P.O.Box 79
Waesttown, PA 19395

Dear Mr. Layman:

| am writing to you to express my concerns about the possible installation of public sewers in
Westtown Township. It is my understanding that public sewers would cost each of the affected
residents at least $20,000.00.

My wife and | have been paying college tuition for our children since 2003. This ongoing
expense has left us with significant debt and little savings. We cannot afford $20,000.00 or
more to pay for public sewers. | encourage the DEP and Westtown Township to accept the
proposed on lot management plan. )

Our home is on a 100’ x 375’ lot with a septic system that was installed in 1994 and is in good
working order. The septic system is maintained properly and does not need to be replaced.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

Harry McFadden
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Sarah Wolfe O L
1519 Overhill Road

West Chester, PA 19382

September 3, 2012

To Whom It May Concern:

We have lived in Westtown for 3 years now. As first time homebuyers, most
of our savings was used for the down payment and closing cost of our home. We are
currently paying two sets of student loans for undergraduate and graduate school as
well as car loans, and daily costs of property maintenance. We cannot afford to have
the original 537 plan passed that requires us to provide funds for a public sewer
system. If the original 537 plan were approved, it would cause heavy financial
burden between an additional mortgage in order to pay for the initial cost, as well
the ongoing maintenance fees.

We have a fairly new septic system that we properly maintain each year. The
On-Site Management plan is more accommodating to our household. It is the
responsibility of the homeowners to maintain their septic system, and to pay for
repairs when necessary. We purchased this home with these expectations. If we had
known that this change was a possibility, it would have deterred us from buying in
this neighborhood. We cannot begin to imagine how this plan would hurt the
unemployed families in our neighborhood or the families living on fixed incomes,
The neighborhood will suffer and many of the fixed income families will be forced to
sell their homes, of which many are original owners. Even for families that are not
on fixed incomes, the additional financial burden can cause stress and money
difficulties for years to come.

Thank you for considering the demographics of your current residents and
modifying your 537 Plan to be an On-Site Management plan. We hope to continue to
live in this neighborhood for many years. Please vote on the On-Site Management
plan, because you don’t need to fix what isn’t broken.

Sincerely,

Tracy Pautz

Sarah Wolfe
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9/4/2012

Robert Layman
Township Manager
Westtown Township
P.O Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395

Mr. Layman,

| am writing in regards to the Westtown Act 537 proposal for the
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (DEP). Like
most of the homeowners involved with this proposal, | am in favor of
an on lot managed septic system for our waste concerns.

My wife and | purchased our home at 1423 Bobolink Lane
approximately one year ago. During the sale and settlement, there
was no mention of the township considering a transition to public
sewers. We bought this home believing we would use the septic
systems for several years to come. We made sure we had a local
reputable company conduct a through inspection of the septic system
and they provided us with an evaluation indicating the system was in
proper working order, had been well maintained, and should not be a
concern during the sale. We took every precaution to verify the
condition of the system and make sure we were not going to have
any problems with it. Once again, we are, and always have been,
under the impression that we will use the on lot septic system for the
next several years.

Currently, we do not have any problems with the system and do not
have any interest in getting public sewer. Our house was not one of
the ones previous identified with any problems. Our in ground on lot
septic system has met our needs well for the past year and | know of
no reason why it will not continue to provide years of service to my
family.

To the best of my knowledge, the majority of the residents under
consideration with the Act 537 proposal do not want a public sewer
system. Personally, the financial burden will be more than my family
can handle. When we purchased this home last year, we paid fair
market value and do not have much equity built up in the house. As a
younger couple, we have multiple expenses aside from our mortgage
and are still spending money on various home repairs and areas of



concern. We also have a five-year daughter, who has various
financial needs for us to meet.

| see nothing positive about forcing a public sewer system on the
township residents and we have no intention of supporting the
proposal in any way. Aside from being a financial burden for my
family, we also see it as a waste of time, since our current septic
system was recently inspected and is working properly. We do not
need a public sewer system.

I know other families affected by this proposal feel the same way and
| implore you to consider the needs and wants of the residents of the
township. Of the handful of homes identified with septic system
issues, several of them have already been rectified. By forcing the
public sewer system on my family and the residents of the township,
you are punishing us unnecessarily. Please consider the facts here
and make the proper decision to use the on lot managed septic
system plan currently proposed for the residents of Westtown. We
are very happy with the way things are and have no interest in a
public sewer system.

Thank you for your time and interest in this matter.
Sincerely,

The Harris Family

1423 Bobolink Lane

West Chester, PA 19382

it

Kenneth Harris
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Westtown Township

¢/o Robert Layman BY:
P.O.Box 79
Westtown, PA 19395

August 26, 2012

Re; Act 527
Dear Mr. Layman,

My name Is Frank Griffin and my family resides at 1049 Edgewood Chase Drive. We have a fuily
functional and inspected septic system on our property. We understand that the Township has

considered in submitting a plan that will consider a septic maintenance system. in fact, | have been in
contact with our state Senator and Representative whom both have confirmed to me that the DEP is
definitely open to a septic maintenance system for our Township. That being said, | hope that the rest

of this letter wili be mute but it still must be part of the record.

We are against forcing residents to use the public sewer system for the following reasons:

1. There is no hard evidence that proves that any groundwater contamination has anything to do

with our septic systems. The contamination is more likely due to run off from the various farms
or is coming from another township. If we all maintain our septic systems it would be just as
effective as using a public sewer system. As residents we have already showed our
commitment to this in the past and would continue to do it in the future, whether we are
required to by faw or not.

. A public sewer Is subject to problems as much as a septic system. | have lived where we were

hooked up to the public sewer system. There were numerous times where underground pipes
burst and the run off of that is equal to the amount of homes on the line, whereas if a septic
system has a problem you are only dealing with the run-off of one home. The grinder pumps
that we will be forced to purchase run on electricity. if the power goes out, which it does a lot
in this neighborhood, we will not be able to use the bathrooms. We do not run into this
problem now. '

Finally, the cost of connecting to the sewer system Is something we cannot afford. We bought
this house 7% years ago when the housing market was still good. | held two mortgages for over
a year before we sold our former residence. At that time the real estate market tanked and we
got a lot less for the house than we had anticipated. At the present our mortgage is In excess
of the fair market value of our home. In order to make ends meet we had to use credit cards to
pay our bills. After two years | was lald off of my job. | was out of work for two months and
had to settle for a lesser paying job. | worked there for two years and again was lald off and
was out of work for six months. Again | had to settle for a lesser paying job while in the
meantime energy prices are going through the roof. | was getting less and less and everything



was costing more and more. Again credit cards were our only way to make ends meet. At the
present we are almost maxed out on all the cards and we have been denied additional credit.
We have three children that live with us and all are in college. Also our 86 year old mother
lives with us. If we are forced to use the public sewer system we would have no choice no
possible means of coming up with the cost nor incurring ariother loan payment.

I hope you consider what effect the Township Is causing their residents for suggesting that they join the
public sewer without consciously thinking how It would impact them, especially since a septic
maintenance system would be acceptable by the DEP. | sincerely hope you take credence to this letter
and the others from other concerned constituents.

Yours Truly,

Frank Griffin
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Act 537 Plan for Westtown Township
Resident’s Comment 9/09/2012

My name is Dane Criddle.
Susie and I live at 1412 Johnny’s Way, West Chester, PA.

We built our home in South Penn Woods in 1970 and at that time we had an On-lot
sewage system installed. We have conscientiously maintained our system over the
years, we have it pumped every two years and it is working perfectly. Our lot is a
flat one acre lot with enough room for another On-lot sewage system, when
needed. We raised our two sons here and both have lived away from home since
2002 and only Susie and I live here now. We have upgraded our toilets, dishwasher
and washing machine to lower water usage models. Susie retired in 2005 after 30
years with the West Chester Area School District and likes to travel; and [ am
working at our family business Chalmers & Kubeck in Aston, PA. For all of the
above reasons, our sewage discharge is considerable less that it used to be,
resulting in less demand on our sewage system.

We unconditionally support Westtown Townships Act 537 proposed On-lot
Sewage Management plan for our entire township, excluding, of course, those
homes that are currently connected to the sewer. We know that the overwhelming
majority of all On-lot sewage systems are currently fully functional, and many
residents have replaced their systems over the years because of either capacity,
functional problems or because they were selling their home and the buyer’s
Mortgage Company required it. Out of our approximately 2500 homes in the
township, only eight are known to have no apparent On-lot sewage solution. For
these few homes, the practical solution is an On-lot sewage storage tank which will
need to be pumped at a frequency determined by the tank size and their discharge
amount. The cost of this solution is so drastically less than the cost of a township
sewer system, that this solution is literally unquestionable. Of course, there may
be other solutions available in the future.

We believe that all residents with an On-lot sewage system who agree to
responsibly maintain their system, as we have done for the past forty-two years and
as have the majority of our residents, should not be forced to destroy their current
working system and hook up to a public sewer system. The total costs to each
home owner are staggering and the increase in the Westtown Township debt is
unmanageable.



In Summary, .
1. There is no justifiable reason why we should be required to shut down our

fully functioning Sewage System that we own, and we maintain. When
maintenance or replacement is required on our On-lot system, as the
homeowners, it is our financial responsibly to take care of the problem and
to pay for it.

2. Many residences can NOT afford the costs of a Gravity Sewer System or a
Grinder pump system, but they can afford to keep the On-lot system they
already own. We all know - These are difficult economic times with high
unemployment and the money to pay for sewers is just not there in many
cases, Period.

Kind regards,

Dane and Susie Criddle
1412 Johnny’s Way

West Chester, PA 19382
Dane.Criddle @ verizon.net
(h) 610-399-1305

(w) 484-482-1230



RESIDENT COMMENTS TO WESTTOWN ACT 537 PLAN, 2012
September 7, 2012
Page 1 of 4

Chapter 1 Background: »

The original studies and evaluations of sewage needs, dating back to 1992, were
seriously flawed. The supervisors were intent on taking over the privately owned
sewage treatment plant (DeFeo's) and subsequently extending sewers throughout the
entire township to pay for improvements and operation of same. As such, there was
never a serious look at testing, maintaining or servicing the existing on-site systems.

In the early 2000's, a mail-in survey was distributed to Westtown residents. The stated
purpose was to evaluate on-site systems for functionality. However, the questions were
presented in such a manner to skew the survey results to support the supervisor's
choice to connect everyone to sewers.

About 2004, the township contacted AQUA America (Philadelphia Suburban Water Co.)
regarding supplying public water to portions of the township. Several meetings were
arranged between the township, AQUA and the residents. Public water was provided at
a very reasonable installation cost to residents. When asked, the supervisors stated that
there was absolutely no connection with public water and future public sewer
construction / user fees. They further stated that if the residents accepted public water
there would not be any need for constructing public sewers in the foreseeable future.

In 2006 the township pushed again for public sewers. Again there was no on-site
testing, inspections nor Chester County Health Department data explored. The
residents contributed much anecdotal information affirming the proper function,
reliability, maintenance and mortgagor required replacements of their on-site systems.
This information was ignored since it didn't fit the supervisor's agenda.

We all know the outcome of these meetings. The township's engineering firm was (and
still is) URS. URS admitted in May of 2012 that they have never done any soils testing,
on-site system testing, inspection of on-site maintenance records, examination of soil
conditions for the possible installation of a public sewer system or even evaluated any
locations that they stated couldn't utilize or repair the existing on-site system. In short,
all of their (URS) supporting data for public sewers was not based on any empirical
testing, even though they had been advocating the need for over 15 years.

The 2005-6 Act 537 plan was never acted on due the impossible costs of $53,000 to
$63,000 per household PLUS THE RESIDENTS OUT OF POCKET COSTS OF AN
ADDITIONAL $10-14,000 PER HOUSE.

Finally, in 2012, the current Board of Supervisors listened to the residents and
undertook a factual study on the need for public sewers or the continuation of on-site
systems. URS was assisted in the evaluation by Evans Mill Environmental.



Public Comment Westtown 2012 Act 537 Page 2 of 4

Chapter Il Sewage Needs Analysis:

The data analyzed for the current Act 537 submission shows that the vast majority of
homes (greater than 95%) in the study area of +/- 900 homes showed functioning on-
site systems that have be regularly pumped and inspected with the pumping. It appears
that only 8 or so homes have serious problems with no quick resolution. However, there
is no data to indicate that these homes were ever evaluated by a sewage engineering
firm nor were any technically advanced system proposals tendered or considered.

Many systems were replaced during the past 10-15 years not as a result of failure, but
as a result of and sale and subsequent mortgagor requirement.

Most of Westtown has well known good drainage soils and topography assisting in
proper drainage of lots. Also, the township is virtually "built-out” which means there will
be very little stress on the soils.

The resuits of the current analysis does not indicate the need for public sewers.
Some of the supporting maps have minor mistakes, such as:
Woodland Road DOES have public water.

Several lots designated as less than 1 acre are actually statistically 1 acre (.97 or
larger. '

The NRCS data that had been used in the past did not ever get verified by testing.

Chapter ill Existing Sewage Facilities:

No Comments

Chapter IV Wastewater Alternatives:

Page IV-3 paragraph §
"The head flow rates provided by the pumps are usually about 50 to 100 feet..."

URS engineering staff reports that the design system head for Westtown is 165 feet.
Most small grinder pumps (single phase) have a maximum head of +/- 200 feet.

The topography of the Eastern end off the township coupled with the piping length
pressure drop requires a higher head pressure than can be readily attained.



Public Comment Westtown 2012 Act 537 Page 3 of 4

Page V-4 Bullet Points paragraph 3

The stated cost of $12.3 million dollars is probably $18 million due to actual construction
costs in 2012 dollars. URS states that its cost estimates were not performed with any
construction management input, they are engineering assumptions. Also, the out of
pocket costs to be bome by the residents is not included in this total. These costs to
purchase and install a pump and tank, provide electric, re-route the house waste line to
the new pump, de-commission the existing system settlement, cesspool or septic tanks
and connect to the township main will add $8 million to the above costs. Therefore, the
total cost for 392 homes is approximately $26 million or $66,000 per house. This is not
implementable even in the best of economic times. Nearly 50% of our homeowners are
retired, on a fixed income or upside-down in their mortgage.

Chapter V Alternatives Evaluation:

No Comments

Chapter VI Institutional Evaluation:

No Comments

Chapter VIl Selected Alternatives and Implementation Schedule:

No Comments

Mapli-3:
This map misses many homes built post 1980 up to 2009

Map I1-4:

Greater than 75% of lots listed as "public water available” are connected to public water.

Westover Farms has public water available and has >75% connected.

Map lI-5:

Greater than 75% of lots shown as public water available are connected to public water.



Public Comment Westtown 2012 Act 537 Page 4 of 4

Map 1I-6:

Lots designated long term sewage needs have not been tested to determine how many
will still be able to continue with on-site systems. Given the data contained in this
document, most should be able to remain with on-site.

Appendix F: Probable Costs for Alternative a.2
Page 2 "Summary of Total Costs"

Please note the chart footnote: "An engineering estimate of probable construction costs
is made by an engineer, not a professional cost estimator or construction
contractor. The accuracy of the engineering estimate cannot be guaranteed.

The costs breakdown offered to the residents by URS at April and May 2012 meetings
arranged by Westtown township and URS specifically state (in a PowerPoint
presentation) that the residents would be responsible for the grinder pump purchase,
installation and maintenance. Therefore that cost is NOT included in the chart.

Thank you for your time to review and consider our comments. For the record, | am a
professional construction manager and contractor since 1970. Therefore, | feel qualified
to comment on the costs and methodologies presented by URS in this document.

In closing, | concur with conclusion that Westtown does not need to abandon on-site
sewer systems to be replaced with public sewers. Further, it is not economically feasible
to spend $26 million to alleviate problems associated with less than 2% of our homes.

An ongoing system of proper maintenance, inspections / certifications will allow for
many years of service from our existing on-site systems. Also, once homeowners are
told there will be no additional public sewers at this time, they will take better care of
their present systems.

Brian and Kathryn Walsh
1529 Woodland Road
West Chester, PA 19382



—-Original Message-—-

From: Terri Littrell [mailto:idictao@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 09, 2012 10:40 PM

To: rlayman@westtown.org
Cc: Westtown Sewers
Subject: Comments on Act 537 Plan

Westtown Supervisors:

| have been living in Westtown Township since 1974. My husband passed away in 1985 and since then |
have been the sole homeowner/taxpayer.

Since 2001, | have been the sole support of my parents. My Mother passed away in 2011, however |
continue to be the sole support of my Father. He is now 90 years old and is depending on me more and
more.

My Mother suffered from dementia and was placing paper towels in the toilet which led to a backup of
my septic system into the lower level of my house.

Although the insurance company paid for the clean up and sanitation, | had to pay for the septic tank to
be pumped out, and the whole waste line to be checked for anything still in the pipes, and to have the

complete system flushed out to be sure the system was working properly. | have had no problems with

the system and recently had the septic tank pumped out as needed for maintenance. | therefore would
see no reason to abandon my on site system and be forced to install a sewer.

| have recently retired and am now living on my pension, social security and some small investments of
which | lost up to 40% of during the two market crashes. In addition | am now paying premiums for
health insurance plans that my employer paid a percentage of while | was working. | am also paying for
the upkeep of the property which in previous years my parents would do while they were still healthy.

As you know, heating, air-conditioning, and appliances do not last forever and before the beginning of
the winter of 2010-2011 | replaced my oil fired furnace with a new propane system for which | am still
making payments on the loan in addition to other loans that | continue to pay.

i will be incurring more debt as | continue to make repairs on my house.

| will also be paying educational expenses to be able to find part-time supplemental income. It would
create a severe financial hardship to have to pay for public sewers. (Not to mention what it would cost
the township in these difficult financial times.)

| applaud the township supervisors for listening to the residents and with some review and updating of
data will be submitting a new Act 537 Plan using on site management of the existing septic systems.

Sincerely,
Theresa Littrell

917 South Chester Road
West Chester PA 19382



GERALD R NAIL

1535 Marlboro Road
West Chester
Pennsylvania 19382-7847 Phone: 1.610.213.1963

’

September 09, 2012
Attn: MR. Robert Layman
Westtown Township
P.0.Box 79
Westtown Township, PA 19395
Fax: 1.610.692.9651

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
SUBJECT: WESTTOWN TWP 537 PLAN RESIDENT COMMENTS

My wife and I strongly support the continuing of on-lot sewer systems in Westtown
Township with an On-Lot Management System.

We take this position for the following reasons:

1. Our current on-lot system is working fine with an every-2-year pump.

2. Should the need arise, we would rather replace the existing system with a current state-
of-the-art on-lot system at an initial cost which is less than 1/3 the cost of any type of
public sewer system.

3. Financially, the cost of a sewer system would be quite a burden for both us and our
township—credit (including bonds etc.) is not “free” money. The annual cost of a
public sewer system is not insignificant in this economy and for those on a fixed
income.

4. We agree with the National Small Flows Clearing House of West Virginia University
that On-Lot systems are a viable, cost-effective option for many small communities.
Fairfax County Virginia has been focusing on On-Lot sewer systems since 1972
(Dennis A. Hill, Director of Environmental Health) when they decided that On-Lot
systems were far more cost effective and frequently could function as well as or better
than Public Sewer systems. They feel that their current specifications and
maintenance requirements can produce a likely indefinite life for their on-lot systems.

There should be no “Rush to Sewer.” Let’s keep the millions of gallons of water in our local
Westtown water table and with a cost effective method.

Sincerely,

/%W /z/;u/&/{a /y /{/M

Gerald R Nail & Lieselotte M Nail, Home Owners—24 years, Westtown, PA 19382



Sunday, September 09, 2012

Robert Layman
Westtown Township
1039 Wilmington Pike
West Chester, PA 19382,

John and Kathleen Messersmith
1656 Musket Lane

Glen Mills, PA 19342
Westtown Township

Letter to DEP

Supporting "On Lot Management Approach"

Mr. Layman,

This letter is to inform the DEP that our home is a four bedroom home on a one acre lot with a
Septic System that was installed in 1998, (14 yrs ago) under the supervision of Chester County. It
is in great operating order and was built with the capacity of a six bedroom house.

Our house hold income is 20% lower than it was prior to the 2008 Economic collapse and the

equity to loan value of our home is such that we would not qualify for any type of loan to finance -

a hook up to public sewers. We have two children in college and are helping them to pay tuitions.
Because of the reasons given above our savings has been reduced substantially and in no way
shape or form could we afford to pay for public sewers. '

In closing, we support the "On Lot Management Approach” our present "On Lot Septic System'
is only 14 yrs old and works great and we simply do not have the money nor could I get the

money to hook up to a public sewer system.




——-0Original Message—

From: Dana Lynch [mailto:danalynch@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, September 10, 2012 11:08 AM

To: rlayman@westtown.org

Subject: Westtown sewers
Dear Mr Layman,

| am a Westtown resident in the area that is proposed for sewers. Our current septic system is working
fine and we have it regularly cleaned. | am not in favor of sewers due to the cost. My husband and | are
on a fixed income and a new sewer is not an expense we could afford. Having said that, | am particularly
opposed to the grinder / pump system that is often mentioned. Although, as | understand it, this
alternative would initially be cheaper than a total gravity feed system, we do not want a system that is
dependent on electricity. We very frequently lose power. Additionally, we do not want another
mechanical system to maintain. Nor do | think any new buyer would want such a system. If a pump /
grinder system is installed, | believe our property value would plummet and the properties would be
even more difficult to sell. Such a system would put us at a disadvantage when selling because there are
homes in the township and surrounding areas that have gravity systems that the homeowners don't
need to worry about. So in the long run, | believe a grinder/pump system will cost all of us more due to
the loss of home value. | do hope we can continue to utilize the on-site septic system we have. Thank
you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Dana Lynch

902 Robin Drive

West Chester, PA 19382

Sent from my iPad
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August 20, 2012 AUG 30 2012
Westtown Township BY:

PO Box 79

Westtown, PA 19395

Attention: Robert Layman, Township Supervisor

Subject: Westtown Township Draft ACT 537 OFFICIAL SEWAGE FACILITIES PLAN
: SPECIAL STUDY: SEWAGE NEEDS OF EXISTING RESIDENCES,
WESTTOWN TOWNSHIP, CHESTER COUNTY, PA, DATED
AUGUST 12,2012

Attachment:  Annotated Copy of the Subject Plan

Dear Mr. Layman,

This letter delivers my comments to the Subject draft ACT 537 Plan. While Attachment (1)
provides an annotated copy of the draft, I did want to provide some overarching comments with a
particular focus on Chapter I. :

First, I want to be very clear that I am 100% in favor of the new on-lot management plan and think
this is the most viable approach for both the citizens and the Township.

I am grateful that the Board of Supervisors, along with the citizens took the time to further
investigate the current conditions which exist in the township, with the specific focus on the study
area. It is both amazing and disheartening that the supporting data, which has always been
available, was not revealed in any of the earlier assessments of the Township’s sewer need
assessments. The lack of a deep-dive into the relevant data by URS resulted in excluding the most
viable approach (on-lot management), and could have cost 397 citizens of the township a huge
outlay of cash. It still does not seem right. At some point, I would like to understand more fully
how the contract with URS was let, and the specific statement of work which they were tasked to
perform.

On a positive note, it is inspiring how, with the right people, and the right expertise, it only took a
few months of working together to uncover the health department data, which always existed, to
give the needed credibility to the new on-lot management plan. This plan is the most financial
viable and strongly supported by facts and data. Additionally, it is the plan that the citizens
support.

I have included my comments in the Attached annotated copy of the Draft ACT 537 plan. Please
interpret these comments in a positive light. They are meant to enhance the document. Overall, 1
did find the document difficult to read. I believe it is because Chapter I, (Background and
Summary) of the document does not clearly and succinctly orient the reader to the new approach.
It mixes in too much information, confusing the reader. I respectfully suggest rewriting this



chapter. I suggest that it be presented in the form of an Executive Summary which prepares and
orients the reader with a less complicated background/history and with a stronger focus on the
results of the deep-dive evaluation of existing data which has led to the Township’s presentation of
a new approach for an on-lot management system

I believe that the oral summary provided by Mr. Jeff Miller at the Planning Commission meeting
held on August 8" was the perfect synopsis. The audio recording of this session should be used to
rewrite Chapter I of the Subject Plan. Please consider asking Mr. Miller to work with URS to
rewrite Chapter I, or to have URS review the tapes and incorporate Mr. Miller’s summary.

The other overarching comment is with regard to the financial impact on both individual citizens,
as well as the Township. This is crucial information and from my understanding holds
considerable weight in the DEP’s evaluation. The status of the Township’s financial situation
needs to be presented more clearly, as does the financial burden it will place on the 397 citizens.

The other comments in the attached annotated document are fairly self explanatory. However,
should you have questions please do not hesitate to contact me directly.

Thank you for this opportunity to participate in this review.

Sincerely,

Helen Criston Kelleher
1002 Martone Road,
West Chester, PA 19382
610.547.2358
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CHAPTER 1

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY

A. Background

Westtown Township adopted a Township-wide Act 537 Base Plan in 2002 and an Act
537 Plan Addendum in 2005 which were collectively approved by the Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) in 2006, Discussion of each planning
document follows.

1. Act 537 Sewage Facilities Base Plan, 2002

The 2002 Plan focused on evaluating the sewage needs of existing residences served
by on-lot sewage systems throughout the Township. This document relied primarily
upon incidence of on-lot sewage system repair permits to determine public sewage
needs of existing residences; 354 such permits were issued in Westtown Township by
the Chester County Health Department between 1982 and September 1999, Parcels
subject to this permitting activity were generally dispersed throughout the unsewered
areas of the Township. These data were supplemented by the Regional Sewage Study
prepared by the West Chester Regional Planning Commission, dated fall 2000. This
study noted a high incidence of on-lot failure and repair in the region, and stated
“Westtown Township has had significantly more on-lot systems replaced or repaired
when compared to the other townships in the study area.”

€. et Presvnptibng '
Based upon, these gonditiony, the Township evaluated alternatives to extend public
sewerage facilities o unsewered portions of the Township. The selected
alternative was use of a grinder pump and/or gravity collection and conveyance
system to connect residences to public sewerage facilities. Westtown-Chester Creek
Wastewater Treatment Plant service was proposed for those properties in the eastern
portion of the Township, and West Goshen Wastewater Treatment Plant was

proposed for applicable properties in the western portion of the Township,

The timing and type of any specific sewer extension were deferred to follow-up Act
537 Special Studies, which would incorporate the findings of additional
investigations to refine sewage needs determinations for each neighborhood or area,
The additional investigations proposed were twofold: a Township-wide inventory of
on-lot sewage system conditions would be completed via a mail survey, and an on-lot
Sewage management program would be implemented with a certification component
which would further detail lot-by-lot sewage system status,

The Base Plan was adopted by the Township and submitted to DEP in 2002, DEP
indicated concerns with the lack of specificity, i.e. no actionable conclusions with
regard to construction of public sewer extensions to serve existing residences, The
Township prepared an Act 537 Plan Addendum in response to these concerns,

I-1
VAProjectsISS1¥PA_ Westiows\20811091\Eng_Drta\August 2012 dnf specil stuy\Chapter\Chapter_idocx



2. Act 537 Plan Addendum, 2005

The Act 537 Plan Addendum dated 2005 incorporated the results of a Township-wide _

on-lot sewage system survey conducted by West Chester University's Center for !

Social and Economic Research to better establish the public sewage needs of existing

residences served by on-lot sewage systems, This mail survey asked a series of

questions regarding size of property, age of the home, the type of on-lot system on the

property, and the occurrence of symptoms indicating on-lot system problems. The
information requested in this mail survey was based upon the sample form provided ; ,-) VL
in DEP’s Sewage Disposal Needs Identifi tion guidance, dated march 1996, A ;)" g0
follow up interview of 100 respondents geographically dispersed throughout the '-ily’_f',". Gt
Township was also conducted to verify information provided in the original survey,  , {/ -“'v"r'"

The survey results indicated -"@ymptoa)of on-lot system problems throughout the
Township, with a concentration in older communities where smaller lot sizes are
common. In consideration of the survey results, the _Township concluded that all
unsewered areas of the Township were in eventual need of public sewer. Specific_
sewer extensions were only proposed for the eastern portion of.the Township,
indicated as the Westtown-Chester Creek Study Area in the 2002 Base Plan, based
upon a generally higher incidence of survey findings suggesting on-lot system

problems in this area,

A gravity sewer extension utilizing 13 pump stations was. selected to serve
approximately 900 existing residences in the eastern portion of the Township via an
expanded Westtown-Chester Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant, with additional
planning proposed to identify sewerage service for the balance of residénces with on-
lot systems. An on-lot Séwage management program was selected to address the
sewage needs of all residences which would not be sewered in the near future.

\...  DEP approval was granted in 2006 for both the 2002 Base Plan and the 2005 Plan z

7?\ Addendum,; this approval memorialized the gravity sewer extensions in the eastern
portion of the Township, need for additional planning elsewhere, and implementation
of an on-lot sewage management program for all residences not proposed for public
sewer connection in the near future, A copy of this DEP approval letter can be found
in Appendix A.

Westtown Township initiated design efforts for the gravity sewer extensions subsequent
to the 2006 DEP approval. Additional detailed information required as part of final
engineering design efforts, coupled with construction cost escalation, resulted in a 2007
total project cost per household of I_approximgte_ly'@,ooq‘fot service to all residences in
the Westtown-Chester Creek Study Area via gravity sewer. The Township attempted to
mitigate this financial burden to residents by pursuing a modified sewer extension project
which would reduce costs by lessening the depth of gravity sewers and connecting some
homes by individual grinder pump units. The total project cost _per household for this
modified project approach would have been approximately $53,000,

I-2
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The high costs for/a gravity (or mostly gravity) sewer extension were deemed infeasible
by the Township/ residents could not afford the mandatory connection costs Many
residents also questioned the fundamental need for public sewage, anecdotally réporting a .
lower incidence of on-lot sewage system problems than suggested by the West Chester"?g

University survey data. * .o s ﬁ, :
to .

Pt
The current planning effort has accordingly been prepared as an Act 537 pecial Stu
revisit the sewage needs of existing residences served by on-lot sewage . The

Township is presently operating under a Consent Order and Agreement with DEP
(Appendix B) which requires this planning,

Consistent with prior approved Act 537 planning, this Act 537 Special Study focuses on
the eastern portion of the Township which was proposed for public sewer connection in
the 2005 Act 537 Plan Addendum. Map I-1 illustrates this Study Area.

I-3
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C B. Summary ' M
- Westtown To ip, in coordination with DEP, evaluated the following criteria to
establish an(@pdatedYletermination of public sewage needs:

" e Chester County Health Department records — the Chester County Health
Department issues permits for all gn-lot sewage systems and investigates repg

M M of sewage systent Talfunctiqns. [ Areas where this permit data indicates g hig)

' inéidence of sms which could not be repaired may whreds

Al nsideration of publicsewer c_onnection.) ] . -

hing? The #dgat | : .

Aafa * Age of sewage systems ~ areas constructed prior to initiation of DEP standards_
. ! Eﬁ: \\éj for on-lot sewage system construction may have a high incidence of obsolete

-

|

¢ Soils — areas with soils which are mapped as generally unsuitable for on-lot

sewage disposal may be indicative of increased likelihood for on-lot system

e R eise ol RS T S I, e T

* ® Lot sizes — small lots which do not have sufficient area to install a replacement

sewage system can be indicative of a long term sewage need, since adequately
repairing system malfunctions in the future may be difficult.

( Data were analyzed for the criteria above and resulting conditions were generally
categorized as existing and long-term sewage needs indicators. Existing sewage needs
indicators are those which may be indicative of a current on-lot sewage system problem,
Long term sewage needs indicators reflect conditions which could pose challenges to
repair or replacement of on-lot sewage systems in the future. The following table
summarizes these categorizations, and detailed discussion for each criterion is presented
in Chapter II.

Ok Tk UWWWW/MW
A ¢ )i ard_ Laad tRL peagir, o

Setievel £103 tix e Pt 1ot formeng d
e A ﬁ&, ,(Mm Senwekag. .
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Sewage Needs No.of | % of Study
Identifted Criteria Parcels |  Area Comments
| Repair permit application, unresolved 17 1.7% S:::;:;;Lon—lot repair difficulties
:tel; 'i'rir permit application, no feasible 8 0.8% Current on-lot repair difficulties known
Existing : May be indicative of ongoing need for
Pumping more than once per year 62 6.1% repair
Total less than sum of each criteria;
! Total Existing Sewage Needs 83 8.1% some parcels meet more than 1 criterion
. Diminished ability to instail another
Absorption area permit issued 124 12.2% replacement area
Absorption Area permit issued with 3 0.3% Unlikely to accommodate another
BTG ' replacement area
Limited significance in the absence of
Long Term | Pre-1972 Lots/Systems 476 46.7% other needs Indicators
: . Soil suitability incorporated via net-out
Small Net Lot Sizes 360 35.3% of unsuitable soils
Total less than sum of each criteria;
Total Long Term Sewage Needs 579 36.8% some parcels meet more than 1 criterion
None 357 35.0% Includes all remaining improved parcels

(1) Percent of 1,019 improved parcels in the Study Area, There are 29 vacant parcels excluded from calculation
T eed Yo dufopr P StudyQra it ys,
YSpRewl 1T 2 “J{/)L ,é\e - % A2 /5'04.["’ 7
Given the limited incidence of identified existing sewage needs, Westtown Township has !
J\' determined that sewage planning is needed primarily to address the long term needs of
ves to meet these needs are identified and discussed in

existing residences, ~Alternatiy ind discussed ir
.Sewerage service and continued use of on-iot sewage

Chapter 1V, including public
Systems,

» purposes of considering a more economically feasible public sewer option than that
proposed by the 2006 DEP approved Act 537 planning. This scenario would provide

A limited scale sewer extension utilizing a low pressure sewer system to serve only Ml(v
Ry
Yt

'JW communities close to the existing collection & conveyance system was identified for the,

sewer service to 392 residences at a total project cost of approximate y $12,292,000, a M
cost which includes the purchase price of all individual grinder pump units and necessary f
downstream conveyance system improvements. * The total project cost per new home
connection would be approximately $31,300,

{/ In consideration of the updated sewage needs data collected, Westtown Township has
%’ determined that such a public sewer extension is neither warranted nor implementable for :
the following reasons: ) _
P se A A few) daTa. cotlectad o e valuatey , ke ate B Lvishug

¢, Limited existing sewage needs have been identified which would justify a sewer

extension at this time. =
oo o hore %

J.fe.w ddexbfed . ad’ ha vi
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* The majority of existing sewage needs identified remain indeterminate with
regard to viability of suitable on-lot system repairs,

gg,,, L punp lnrf&uammru«#
* This alternativd,is not economigally feasible; total project costs per home are
significant, and’ many property owners may be unable to afford necessary costs

for a sewer extension and connection.

* The Township may be unable to implement this alternative — if property owners
cannot afford associated costs, the Township cannot be assured of sufficient
revenue to finance the project.

/ Jowtabe) ag) a wited,
M o= s i ey g
The selected altérnatives are -6ofitinted use ¢F on. ot sewage systems with Township

implementation of an on-lot Sewage management program. These alternatives are also
deemed applicable to the balance of the Township, i.e. properties served by on-lot sewage
systems in Westtown which are not specifically within the defined Study Area, until such
time as additional planning is completed to investigate current conditions in these areas in
more detail.

The on-lot sewage management program will include the following Township and property
owner responsibilities:

* Township administration of a public education program which would inform
residents of the need for and benefits of regular sewage system maintenance,
o ‘-{ potda
¢ Detailed initial sewage system inspectioris to identify sewage system type, functional
status, and maintenance needs. These inspections would be conducted by a

maintenance contractor certified ; by the Pennsylvania Septage Management
Association (PSMA) and hired by 'the property owner. A written inspection report
will be provided by the Township! to identify all required information, Inspection
methods will generally be in acco{c‘lance with PSMA standards, which are the only

generally accepted industry-wide standards in Pennsylvania.  Detailed initial s_
inspections will be required to be completed within three years of Township adoption o :@ no
T

of an on-lot sewage management ordinance.”” T

)y ® Ongoing routine inspections will be required every three years after the initial

¥9- inspection to maintain oversight of maintenance and operational measures that impact
sewage system function. These inspections would not need to be ag intensive as the
initial inspections, since baseline data such as system type and general maintenance
needs will have been established. Qualified maintenance contractors hired by the
property owner would complete routine inspections using Township supplied forms.

G(L' Property owners will be responsible for having on-lot systems pumped at least once
every three years, unless a modified schedule is desmed appropriate by the Township
due to inspection findings, operational conditions, or functional status,
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The Pennsylvania Code provides for DEP réimbursement of Act 537 approved sewage
management programs of up to 85% of program costs where sewage system permitting is
administered by a local agency, such as the Chester County Health Department. Recent State

budget constraints have significantly limited funding for this program, and -actual
reimbursement amounts may be very limited or nonexistent for the foreseeable

future. Estimated costs for implementation and ongoing administration of the sewage
management program are consequently presented below exclusive of any DEP
reimbursements.

Implementation (1* Year)

Chester County Health Department Septage Management Database Subscription $1,200

Evaluation of CCHD database content to verify all subject parcels , $1,000
Preparation and dissemination of public education materials $1,000
Completion and adoption of draft ordinance $1,000
Prepare database for inspection findings $3,000
Administration of database, pumping, and inspection requirements $70.000

Total $77,200

Annual Costs (Years 2 and 3)

Chester County Health Department Septage Management Database Subscription $1,200

Administration of database, pumping, and inspection requirements $60,000
Total $61,200

Annual Costs (Year 4 onward)

Chester County Health Depattment Septage Management Database Subscription $1,200

Administration of database, pumping, and inspection requirements $30.000
Total $31,200

\ . Actual costs may vary widely in proportion to problems identified in system inspections

\\ .+ and needed Township follow-up. The Township may consider implementation of a fee to

i X applicable property owners for administration of the sewage management program, as

’\M'-')-’ 3 deemed appropriate when actual program costs and DEP reimbursement amounts are

3. ¥ 4.1 determined,

'j‘(*" 1' .3:..( .

) )‘_‘ « "y ¢, An implementation schedule with milestones can be found on the following page.
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Implementation Schedule

Complete Draft Special Study August 2012
Public Age;ncy Reviews August — September 2012
30 Day Public Comment Period August ~ September 2012
(Comments must be in writing)

Board Adopts Final Special Study and submits to DEP September 2012
DEP Approves Act 537 Special Study February 2012
(10 day completeness + 120 day technical reviews)

Board Adopts On-Lot Management Ordinance* August 2013
Complete updated planning for all existing residences 2018 - 2023

*Copy to be submitted to DEP upon adoption, Timing contingent on DEP approval date.

I-9
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CHAPTER I

it o hetlen

SEWAGE NEEDS ANALYSIS “Thopyuch fovess” thC 24!
g : h - h
:7_ i ~accom P

an effort to consider additional

Prior Westtown Township planning had evaluated on-lot sewaﬁe systen/xu conditions in the Study

Area predicated primarily upon the results of a mail survey,

. factors, and in coordination with DEP, additional physical features and on-lot sewage system
data have been identified as sewage needs criteria for the purposes of the current planning effort,

The term “sewage needs” is used herein as an identifier for areas where conditions may warrant
y

some area-wide action by the Township,

The following sewage needs criteria have been evaluated:

Chester County Health Department records — the Chester County Health Department
issues permits for all on-lot sewage systems and investigates reports of sewage system
malfunctions, Areas where this permit data indicates a high incidence of sewage systems
which could not be repaired may warrant consideration of public sewer connection.

Age of sewage systems — areas constructed prior to initiation of DEP standards for on-lot

sewage system construction may have a high incidence of obsolete sewage system types.
€., cene, gl !

Soils - areas with soils which are mapped as generally unsuitable for on-lot sewage

disposal may be indicative of increased likelihood for on-lot system malfunction,

Lot sizes — small lots which do not have sufficient area to install a replacement sewage
system can be indicative of a long term sewage need, since adequately repairing system
malfunctions in the future may be difficult,

Discussion of these criteria as applicable to the Study Area follows,

A

Chester County Health Department Records

N10% The Chester County Health Department (CCHD) is charged with all individual on-lot

permitting in Westtown Township. When a sewage system malfunctions and needs to be
repaired, the CCHD Sewage Enforcement Officer (SEO) for Westtown oversees all site
evaluations and reviews proposed designs to repair or replace the failing system. Records
for all repair permitting since approximately 1999 are maintained by CCHD, evaluation of
which can serve as valuable tool in assessing on-lot sewage system conditions.

(X’/The available CCHD records indicate a total of 187 lots in the Study Area which have been

subject to either repair permit issuance or repair permit application (without subsequent
permit issuance). In many cases, the CCHD records also indicate the reason a repair was
needed — either system malfunction or an unsatisfactory certification. An unsatisfactory
certification may be the result of a regulatory malfunction, but is often a consequence of a
property sale without system failure. In these cases, a private firm is hired to make &
determination on the condition of the existing sewage system solely for the purpose of

II-1
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informing parties involved in the property sale. There are no statutory standards for these
private firms, and identified problems often address a range of issues that do not constitute g
regulatory malfunction. '

Of the 187 total repair permitting activities documented in the Study Area by available

CCHD records, 77 (41%) were due to a system malfunction, 75 (40%) were due to

unsatisfactory centifications, and 35 (19%) had no repair reason specified. Although this

planning effort focuses on evaluation of specific site conditions as indicated by CCHD

permitting records, it should be noted that total permitting activity may not accurately reflect

historic rates of actual system malfunction - a minority of property owners indicated this
condition when pursuing a permit. A large percentage of repair permitting activity may be

instead related to property transfers,

wm addition to sewage system repair permitting records, the CCHD maintains a septage

management databasewhich tracks on-lot sewage system pumping activity throughout
Chester County. All sewage pumpers/haulers are required to be licensed by CCHD, and
each must enter a record of all sewage pumping activities into the County database as a
requirement of this licensing. While this database is primarily intended as a sewage
management program tool, records may also be used to identify properties of concern for
Act 537 planning purposes where unusually frequent pumping activities are documented.

CCHD records for both sewage system repair permitting activities and on-lot sewage system
pumping wete analyzed to identify associated potential sewage needs. Map II-1 illustrates

resulting categorizations, which are discussed below. Detailed tables representing all
CC ata collected can be found in Appendix C.

1. Absorption Area Repair Permits Issued

This category comprises all permits issued to repair sewage system absorption areas
which did not necessitate any compromises to applicable DEP regulations. A total of
124 of these repairs are documented by the available CCHD records, comprising both
conventional and alternate absorption area technologies.

Conventional on-lot sewage system technologies are described by Title 25, Chapter
73 of the Pennsylvania Code. Chapter 73 also provides for “alternate” on-lot system
technologies, which represent technologies that have been reviewed and approved by
DEP but have not been fully detailed in Chapter 73 at this time pending completion of
an update to DEP regulations. As noted in Chapter 73, Section 73.3(c), “The
alternate sewage system permit will provide a method for utilizing proven
technologies within this Commonwealth without constant changes to this chapter”.
The DEP document entitled Alternate Systems Guidance serves to define detailed
standards for alternate systems until such time as Chapter 73 is updated and these
technologies are fully incorporated therein, -

\/ Since alternate systems represent proven technology as provided for by Chapter 73, all _

absorption area repair permits which CCHD data indicates to be in compliance with
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conventional or alternate technolo

n the absence of other sewage needs indicators,
repairs satisfactorily completed in accordance

suggests generally favorable existing conditions for on-lot disposal.
term sewage needs may be of concern, however,
ability to find a suitable site for another repair abso

ol o) [t
2. Absorption Area R irl%n@%jl;e

A

distances between the sewage sys
buildings, driveways,
necessary to abate a malfunction. When a rep
consideration of this “best technical guidance”

'_infiltrator chambers,

s allowed by DEP regulations,

gy standards have been included in the same category.
The majority of these repairs consist of standard in-ground beds or trenches, subsurface
sand filter beds or trenches,

elevated sand mounds, drip irrigation disposal, and use of

MM

the permitting documentation.

This category includes all lots where CCHD reco
guidance, or BTG, in order
existing sewage system. Onl

Table II-1 below.

sing Bes

Vi

TABLE 1I-1

BTG ABSORPTION AREA REPAIR PERMITS

since there may be a diminished
tption area on a lot if needed in the

A sty CMJ(p,aM
V ]

chnical Guidance

a prevalence of absorption area
with applicable DEP standards

Egtential longr[' &

J

a sewage system repair permit may be issued despite
noncompliance with certain siting requirements,  Specifically, minimum isolation
tem components and features such as property lines,
or water supplies may be violated to the minimum extent
air permit is issued which includes
» specific indication of same is required in

rds indicate use of best technical
to permit installation of a new absorption area to repair an
@epairs are documented in this category, as described in

prd
"D wt

s
1.4
i

13

Permit No,

Parcel No.

Address

Final
Approval

Date

Repair
Reason

Absorption
Area
Design

Distance Reductions

" Minimum Isolation

Z047580

67-2Q-15

901 Robin Dr,

10/29/2010

Malfunction

Drip
Trrigation

Absorption area to
property line

Z65430

67-3-125.13

1510 Woodland Rd

8/20/2009

Unspecified

Standard
Trench

Absorption area to
property line, water
supply line, and steep
(>25%) slopes

2047665

67-5D-1

1024 Robin Dr,

1/16/2009

Unsatisfactory
Certification

At-Grade-
Bed

| Absorption area to road
ROW. )7 hatfdo

i,

As discussed in the DEP document entitled Technical Decision Maki

Convention

362-2208-003),

echnolo

Alternate Technolo
Technical Guidance (BTG) in Onlot Sewage Svstem
minimum isolation distances may be classified as “critical” and “non-
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( : critical” when applying BTG to correct sewage system malfunctions, Critical isolation
' '(Q/ distances are defined as (1) minimum isolation distance to a water supply, (2) minimum
vertical isolation distance to a limiting zone, and (3) downsizing absorption system areas
below that already provided for in Section 73.16(c), the Alternate System Guidance, or
Experimental System Guidance, All other criteria, when considered individually, are
considered non-critical criteria, Non-critical criteria include minimum isolation

distances to such things as structures, driveways, and property lines.

%Q/ This distinction acknowledges that not all regulatory criteria will exert equal impact
on public health and environmental protection. Only one of the noted BTG permits
involve a critical criteria variance, permit no, Z65430,

e

>4_‘New .absorption area installations utilizing BTG for permitting do not suggest an
e existing sewage needs condition, since all applicable systems are relatively new and
T L rp

: gvere otherwise installed in accordance with all DEP aad CHD regu ationsM tag)
ot fact. 501&«\ Praas

4
‘ 0VIL%/

onstraints inherent in these situations’s s
xist, Installation of another absorption’&rea in the future ma}";, e %

3 i measures were required to permit the current repair
Aerlener 4 1k

L en e X_ ,

@ Non-Absorption Area Repair Permits Issued

{?-/I Repair permits issued for septic tank repair/replacement comprise the gnajority)of the@

[

total permits in this category, with limited incidence ‘of pipe replacement noted. No
inference of sewage needs is possible from this ‘permifting activity, since systein
components exclusive of the absorption area can generally be installed without regard to
site limitations as may constrain absorption area desi Parcels in this category are not
,EPEQ@E@E_SQFEEEEQTQS..XQ_SQMM indicator.” Tt should also be noted that no
holding tank permits are specified in the available CCHD data,

4, Permit Application Submitted, Repair Feasibility Unresolved

This category includes parcels for which a permit application was submitted but no
permit has been issued to date. In some cases, CCHD records indicate completed soils.
testing but no follow-up on the part of the property owner. Soils testing for these parcels

 indicate either incomplete investigation (e.g. satisfactory test pit conditions but no
percolation testing) or findings which do not expressly indicate a non-suitable site, such
as suitable test pits with a passing percolation test. In other cases, the application .
paperwork was submitted with no documentation of any subsequent activity. CCHD
records indicate a total o(l%ots within this category,

No clear indication of long term sewage needs can be drawn from parcels in this

category, however, the fact that permit applications were submitted suggest that

- problems have occurred which may remain unresolved, This category may be
Zaccordingy_g@sidered as an existing, albeit somewhat indeterminate, sewage need, 76

. I ~) )
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5. Permit Application Submitted, Repair Infeasible
In extreme cases, the CCHD SEO may conduct a site investigation which reveals that no
legally permissible sewage system repair can be implemented. Soil conditions, slope, or
insufficient area may all influence this determination,
'Tharcels in this condition were identified based upon CCHD field reports which
document failed soils testing and/or annotation indicating a conclusion of no suitable site
for absorption area repair, Table II-2 lists available data for these parcels, including
incidence of frequent system pumping per the CCHD Septage management database
where applicable.
TABLE 112
REPAIR PERMIT APPLICATIO S H NO FEASIBLE REPAIR
Application | Application Repair
No. Date Parcel No. Address Reason Conditions Noted
R18357 9/15/2003 67-2-4,2) 921 Hunt Dr Malfunction Test pits mottled 3" & 6", no suitable site,
no perc conducted
Z112511 8/8/2011 67-2-4.2M 927 Hunt Dr Malfunction Test pits mottled at 16" and 41", rock at
10, no suitable site, no perc conducted
T021343 4/13/2004 67-2G-5 308 Diane Dr Malfunction Failed elevated sand mound perc, no
additional information
T018739 10/12/2004 | 67-2H-22 1503 CharlesRd | Malfunction No suitable site per CCHD, no suitabie
alternate site per soil scientist report,
small flow treatment facility permit
application submitted to DEP but not
approved,
Z112000 1171022011 | 67-2H-27 419 Leslie La Unsatisfactory | Test pits indicate limiting zone < 20*, no
Certification suitable perc test location, system
pumped 8 times from 5/12/05 through
5/31/12 per CCHD database
764673 8/6/2008 67-2H-29 1511 GrantRd Unsatisfactory | No suitable petc site per CCHD, soil
Certification | scientist report indicate suitable drip i
irrigation area but SEO notes say :
insufficient area for drip, system pumped:" |
7 times from 12/1/05 through 1/16/12 per }.
CCHD database
T019034 2/10/2006 67-3-144,38 | 1090 Edgewood Unsatisfactory | Eight test pits evaluated, limiting zone <
Chase Dr Certification 20" for all, no suitable perc site identified
R19649 11/27/2002 | 67-3-148 1642 E. Street Rd | Malfunction Test pits mottled at 8", 16", & 18%, no
suitable perc site
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(" / 6. System Pumping More Than Once Per Year

CCHD septage management database information documents sewage system
pumping activity since 2005. These data indicate that most residents in Westtown
have had their on-lot sewage systems pumped at least once during this period, with
some instances of relatively frequent pumping activity ag may be an indicator of on-

«Z . lot sewage system problems. For the purpose of this planning_effort, only parcels
with sewage systems that have been pumped more frequently than once per year on

J average have beeii considered as a possible sewage needs indicator, Less frequent
\' pumping activities are “assumed to primarily be a function of routine system

maintenance.

,W/ Parcels in this condition were further evaluated in concert with absorption area repair
permitting records. Several properties required numerous sewage system pumpings
in the period spanning available CCHD data (2005 through June 2012), but pumping
frequencies diminished markedly subsequent to installation of a new sewage system

“absorption area. Table 1I-3 summarizes applicable parcels, and Map II-1 does not

illustrate these within the frequent pumping category. In these cases, no inference of

_ existing sewage needs is applicable due to ‘pumping frequency — the underlying

*{ condition was, corrected. A resulting total of 62 parcels are noted within this frequent
pumping category.
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TABLE II-3

FREQUENT PUMPING CORRECTED BY COMPLETED REPAIRS

Final
Permit | Approval | Parcel Repair Permitted
No. Date No. Address Reason Repair Comments
2015429 | 6/15/2006 | 67-2G-23 | 307 Diane Dr Not specified | Septic CCHD database shows > 1
Tank Only | pump/year on average, but only 1
pump since tank installation
completed 6/15/06
Z057223 | 3/25/2009 | 67-2M-1 | 412 Diane Dr Malfunction Standard Pumped 9 times from 0/6/05 -
: Bed 2/6/09 per CCHD database, no
pumping after new absorption area
installation completed 3/25/09
72106819 | 11/4/2010 | 67-2N-32 | 915 Hummingbird La | Malfunction Standard Pumped 17 times from 6/6/05 -
Bed 10/19/10 per CCHD database, no
pumping after new absorption area
_ installation completed 11/4/10
2047580 | 10/29/2010 | 67-2Q-15 | 901 Robin Dr Malfunction Drip Pumped 16 times 6/7/05 - 1/18/10
Irrigation per CCHD database, no pumping
after new absorption area
installation completed 10/29/10
2057241 | 11/10/2008 | 67-2Q-19 | 917 Shady Grove Malfunction Standard Pumped 7 times 8/25/05 - 1/30/12
Way Bed per CCHD database, only 2 :
pumpings since new absorption area |.
installation completed 11/10/08 L;
Z086963 | 7/8/2010 67-2R-30 | 1103 Cardinal Dr Malfunction Standard Pumped 16 times 5/5/05 - 5/17/10 i
Trench per CCHD database, no pumping ;
after new absorption area i
installation completed 7/8/10 3
2062522 | 12/22/2009 | 67-3-45 119 Hilltop Dr Unsatisfactory | Standard Pumped 13 times 2/9/06 - 4/3/12 per |
Certification Bed CCHD database, only 1 pumping :
after new absorption ares
installation completed 12/22/09
2105857 | 8/5/2011 67-3-85 1005 Martone Dr Malfunction Standard Pumped 13 times 10/8/05 - 7/18/11
Trench per CCHD database, no pumping
after new absorption ares '
installation completed 8/5/11 x
2027750 | 7/2/2008 67-5A-46 | 1009 Carolyn Dr Malfunction Infiltrator  { Pumped 8 times 6/14/06 - 3/12/12
System 4 per CCHD database, only 2
pumpings after new absorption area
- installation completed 7/2/08
N\
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Soils

Soils lying above the water table have a natural ability to attenuate pollutants. The
effectiveness of a soil in attenuating pollutants depends on its composition, thickness, and
degree of saturation with water. There are five separate processes operating in soils that
can help to remove contaminants. The sixth, evaporation, can increase the concentration
of contaminants. The six processes are; 5

1. Filtration processes depend on the soil acting as a physical filter to trap suspended
solids. :

2. Sorption and adsorption processes involve soil particles physically and chemically
capturing dissolved or suspended compounds.

3. Oxidation and reduction of contaminants can render them chemically inert or may
hasten their precipitation out of solution,

4. Biological assimilation processes involve the uptake of contaminants by plant
material,

5. Dilution and volatilization processes can decrease the concentration of
contaminants in soils to acceptable levels.

6. Evaporation processes can increase the concentration of contaminants.

The processes can be very effective in attenuating pollutants under the right conditions.
Proper operation of on-site sewage disposal systems depends on these processes to treat
wastewater effectively; if conditions are not suitable, potential pollution problems can
result. For this reason, DEP has established minimum soil criteria which must be met
when applying various on-lot treatment technologies. These criteria include such things
as standards for percolation testing, soil morphology evaluations, and minimum depths of
suitable soils. DEP regulations provide for on-lot system technologies with a minimum
depth of suitable soil beneath system aggregate or tubing installation (in the case of
options such as drip irrigation disposal) ranging from 10 inches to 48 inches,

Floodplains, very wet soils, shallow soils, steep slopes, and areas with fractured rock
have been determined by DEP to be more susceptible to pollution because the
contaminants can potentially reach the groundwater without sufficient opportunity or
time for the above processes to operate. These conditions, in turn, can contaminate
surface water resources. Surface water can also be easily contaminated by system
malfunctions in areas adjacent to stream cotridors if untreated wastewater is not filtered
and allowed to run off,

According to soil data and information produced by the National Cooperative Soil

Survey, operated by the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), there
are thirteen major soil series in the Study Area, with significant areas of urban land,
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Urban lands are those which have been disturbed due to development activity,
compromising a determination of soil type and characteristics. Within each major soil
series are more discrete subsets with varying characteristics due to such factors as slope,
degree of erosion, and coarse fragment (rock) content. The NRCS soil data includes
interpretations regarding limitations for various types of on-lot sewage system
technologies permissible in Pennsylvania for each of these subsets, or soil map units,

NRCS soil interpretations were evaluated for all soil map units in the Study Area with
regard to the most commonly installed on-lot system technologies in Westtown as
indicated by available CCHD repair permitting records. Conventional technologies
considered were in-ground trenches, elevated sand mound beds or trenches, and

at-grade beds, drip irrigation, and at-grade beds with peat filter, A copy of the associated
NRCS soil limitations reports can be found in Appendix D,

As noted above, NRCS soil interpretation reports were designed to represent limitations-
for on-lot sewage disposal, as opposed to suitability, These limitations are based upon
factors such as slope, seasonal high water table, and slow percolation. Numerical values
ranging from 0.01 to 1.00 are assigned for each salient factor within each soil map unit,
with larger values equivalent to greater potential limitations. Limitations are also more
broadly summarized by categorizing each soil type as slightly limited, moderately
limited, or very limited.

For the purpose of this planning effort, non-urban soils in Westtown have been classified
into three on-lot disposal suitability categories based upon the NRCS interpretation of
limitations: ~ generally suitable (slightly limited), conditionally suitable (moderately
limited), and generally unsuitable (very limited). Where a soil type had different NRCS
limitation categories for the six System technologies evaluated, the least limiting
technology was used for suitability classification, As with any broad scale assessment of
soil conditions, site investigations are ultimately be required to confirm on-lot disposal
suitability for any specific parcel, y

Soil map units described by the NRCS data as urban land are not rated by the NRCS for
specific on-lot sewage disposal system suitability, The majority of the soils in these areas
have been disturbed by development activities and no determination of on-lot sewage
disposal limitations is accordingly provided by the NRCS.

It should be noted that site-specific soils testing has been conducted on numerous parcels
throughout the Study Area putsuant to CCHD repair permitting activities as discussed
earlier in this Chapter and as illustrated on Map II-1. The repair permits that have been
issued document permissible absorption area installations throughout many of the urban
soils designated in the Study Area. Although this data does not provide sufficient detail
to modify the NRCS soils mapping, large areas of potentially suitable soil appear to exist
within the urban soils map units,
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A summary of the sojl suitability classification for on-lot disposal systems is as follows:

* Soils Generally Suitable for On-lot Disposal Systems

Approximately 28 percent of the soils in the Study Area are considered to be
generally suitable for on-lot disposal: The Glenelg and Gladstone soil series
predominate in this category.

* Soils Conditionally Suitable for On-lot Disposal Systems

Approximately 3 percent of the soils in the Study Area are considered to be
conditionally suitable for on-lot disposal. As above, the Glenelg and Gladstone
soil series predominate in this category.

o Soils Generally Unsuitable for On-lot Disposal Systems -

Approximately 9 percent of the soils in the Study Area are considered to be
generally unsuitable for on-lot disposal. This graup includes all floodplain soils,
soils with a shallow or seasonal high water table, and soils indicative of steep
(greater than 25%) slopes.

more accurately describe a conditionally suitable soil, To preserve consistency
with the specific NRCS reports for individual system types, the generally
unsuitable designation has been retained for the purposes of this planning effort,

¢ Not Rated

These soils encompass urban lands for which suitability cannot be accurately
projected due to development disturbance. Approximately 59 percent of the
Study Area is categorized as urban land.

Table II-4 presents soil series name, map unit, suitability classification, acreage, and
percent of Study Area for all soils mapped by the NRCS, and Map II-2 illustrates the
distribution of these soil suitability classes. The predominance of urban soils which are
not rated for on-lot disposal suitability limits any neighborhood specific determination of
public sewage need, although combining this data with the soils finding documented by
satisfactory CCHD absorption area repair permits (which are distributed throughout the ‘

—_—
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TABLE 114

SOIL SUITABILITY FOR ON-LOT SEWAGE DISPOSAL

Soil Serles Map Unit Suitability Acres % of Study Area
Baile Ba Generally Unsuitable 18.64 1.32%
Califon CaA Generally Unsuitable* 3.53 0.25%
Califon CaB Generally Unsuitable* 42.11 2.98%
Codorus Co Generally Unsuitable 145 0.10%
Cokesbury CpA Generally Unsuitable 21,62 1.53%
Cokesbury CpB Generally Unsuitable 0.23 0.02%
Cokesbury CqgB Generally Unsuitable 044 0.03%
Gladstone GdA Generally Suitable 0.95 0.07%
Gladstone GdB Generally Suitable 203.31 14.39%
Gladstone GdC Generally Suitable 144,23 10.21%
Gladstone GdD Conditionally Suitable 21.92 1.55%
Gladstone GeD Conditionally Suitable 5.21 0.37%
Gladstone GfD Conditionally Suitable 8.72 0.62%
Glenelg GgB Generally Suitable 39.75 2.81%
Glenelg GgC Generally Suitable 0.92 0.07%
Glenville GIB Conditionally Suitable 4.89 0.35%
Hatboro Ha Generally Unsuitable 25.64 1.81%
Manor MaD Conditionally Suitable 14.84 1.05%
Neshaminy NvB Qenerally Suitable 6.32 0.45%
Neshaminy NvC Generally Suitable 3.30 0.23%
Parker PaC Generally Suitable 0.02 0.00%
Parker PaB Generally Unsuitable 13.83 0.98%
Urban Land UrB Not Rated 1.66 0.12%
Urban Land UrcB Not Rated 12.74 0.90%
Urban Land UriB Not Rated 253.38 17.93%
Urban Land UrlD Not Rated 83.57 5.91%
Utban Land UrmB Not Rated 38.56 2.73%
Urban Land UrnB Not Rated 4.16 0.29%
Urban Land Uro Not Rated 0.10 0.01%
Urban Land UrtB Not Rated 1.32 0.09%
Urban Land UruB Not Rated 55.58 3.93%
Urban Land UugB Not Rated 268.33 18.99%
Urban Land UugD Not Rated 110.13 1.79%
Water w Generally Unsuitable 1.57 0.11%
Totals 1,412.98 100%
* Apparent conflict with NRCS data; generally unsuitable per soil interpretation reports for on-lot

disposal, but moderately well

suitability instead,

V:\Project\ISS1WPA_Westiowr\208 IWIFM.DHMW 2012 draft special study\Chapters\Chapler, J1.docx

drained per soil series d

II-12

escription, suggesting conditional




find

On Jan. 24, 1966, the Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act (Act 537, as amended) was
enacted to correct existing sewage disposal problems and prevent future problems. This
legislation became effective on January 1, 1968, although the specific regulations needed
to implement the provisions of Act 537 were prepared subsequent to this date.

C. Age of Sewage Systems

Current Pennsylvania regulations for siting and design of individual on-lot sewage
systems were initially set forth in 1972, with multiple revisions since that time, Prior to

Modern on-lot sewage systems incorporate, at a minimum, two major treatment processes
to mitigate threat of groundwater pollution and support long term function; primary
treatment in a treatment tank and secondary treatment in the soil underlying a drainfield,
or absorption area. Older on-lot Sewage systems may be deficient with regard to one or

both of these treatment processes. Cesspools, for example, were frequently installed to

greater depth than a modern Sewage system, resulting in little or no aerobic bacterial
treatment before coming in contact with groundwater, Lastly, a cesspool is often
excavated to depths at or near groundwater, greatly diminishing the physical treatment of
wastewater as occurs when moving through an adequate depth of unsaturated soil,

Other older on-lot systems may employ a treatment tank, but rely upon cesspools or
obsolete absorption area designs for disposal. Many older absorption areas consisted of
excavations with perforated pipe, often set in an aggregate bed similar to modern sewage
systems, but these were typically installed without regard to soil percolation rates, depth
to groundwater, or presence of excessive rock which could have open voids forming a
direct conduit to groundwater.

Some of these older on-lot Systems may appear to function well, in that no wastewater
backs up into a home or on to the ground surface. An elevated risk for groundwater
contamination may nonetheless exist due to potential treatment deficiencies,

In consideration of these factors, and in accordance with DEP sewage facilities planning
guidance, the age of neighborhoods in the Study Area were evaluated to identify areas
which may have sewage systems which were constructed prior to establishment of Act
537 design standards by Pennsylvania in 1972, In cases where tlmsg_glg_g;hg‘@eskhgve

mirerrem—n

not had more xpgg_;exn_r}__hs‘gwgge systems installed, a predominance of obsolete sewage

£
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( system technologies may exist.

Map 1I-3 illustrates the age of neighborhoods relative to the establishment of Act 537

defined on-lot system design standards in 1972. Since absorption area a
consideration with older homes, properties where available CCHD seéwa
data shows newer absorption area installations are excluded from
designations on this map regardless of neighborhood age. _A greater

ge is the salicnt
g€ system repair
.any pre-1972
number of older

homes with newer systems exist than indicated on Map IT-2, but hccurate identification of
y these parcels is not possible given that the available CCHD dafa does not include system

repair permits issued prior to approximately 1999,

Some neighborhoods were under construction when the design standards were instituted,

and other clusters of non-development lots were constructed over a wide range of time.

Such areas have a mix of pre and post 1972 home construction, and are designated as
such on Map II-3. In these cases, the general age of sewage systems cannot be\/
incorporated in sewage needs evaluations since no area-wide determination can be made, m__

A
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D, Lot Sizes

The size of a residential lot can be a significant factor in determining long term
conditions for on-lot sewage disposal.  If lot sizes in an area or neighborhood are
generally large enough to allow for installation of replacement on-lot systems, limited

UU and any sewage system absorption area per DEP regulations; by efiminating sewage
v J&-l\ S , system constraints for this significant portion of a lot, a lot smaller than 1 acre served by
| Ak public water may allow for similar replacement sewage system feasibility as a 1 acre lot

with a well. A minimum lot size of 0.75 acre was used to identify areas without
individuag_ydmegwmﬁgre__'fc‘)?_fsﬁljgljjib*ié‘é'dﬁi‘ﬁfadaté replacement
Sewage system arcas. |, uga,,d LEra A0 ok wadfe,

DAL
Map II-3 illustrates areas served by public water and areas served by individual wells, 1<ty ads
Although public water service is generally available in West Wynn 1, the Grandview
Acres area, and the West Lynn area, Chester County Health Department data suggests
that many individual wells are still in use. Lot sizes for these areas were consequently
{evaluated at the more conservative 1 acre threshold,
‘ Inu rr g 7
Since soils which ére generally unsuitable for on-lot sewage disposal would render any
area infeasible for a replacement Seéwage system, all lot sizes have been further evaluated
as net lot areas, exclusive of wetlands, 100 year floodplains, and any areas which NRCS

soils data indicates to be generally unsuitable,

Map 11-4 depicts lots of less than 1 acre net where on-lot water supplies are present
i available) and lots of less than 0.75 acres net
ater.  All parcels in this condition may be
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' E. Sewage Needs Summary

As discussed in the preceding sections of this Chapter, various conditions have been
identified as either existing or long-term sewage needs indicators per the criteria
evaluated. Table II-5 summarizes all such data, and is followed by additional discussion
of each salient category, Thase. connerds Seem o e
Subgechve, dnd_ baga m 0 pracony AR
TABLE II-5 ,yor s, (iice, “Onlikely" “may weed onasng
EWAGE NEEDS SUMMARY J/rc A not

ctual: Sgect Chargno)

Sewage Needs | No.of | % of Study | Word "‘5 :
Identifled Criteria Parcels |  Area? Comments
Repair permit application, unresolved | 17 1.7% g.‘:sr;‘ie‘:}ion-lot repair difficulties
::;I; ‘i‘;r permit application, no feasible 8 0.8% Current on-lot repair difficulties known
Existing
Pumping more than once per year ' 62 6.1% r’f—g;’" fndicative of ongoing need for
A Tota!Tle_ss than sum of each criteria;
Total Existing Sewage Needs LE S some parcels meet more than 1 criterion
h . Diminished ability to install another
Absorption area permit issued 124 12.2% replacement area
Absorption Area permit issued with Unlikely to accommodate another
( BTG ) 235 replacement area
Limited significance in the absence of
Long Term | Pre-1972 Lots/Systems. 476 46.7% other needs indicators
Soil suitability incorporated via net-out
Small Net Lot Sizes 360 35.3% of unsnitable soils
Total less than sum of each criteria; _
Total Long Term Sewage Needs S SR some parcels meet more than 1 criterion |
None 357 35.0% Includes all remaining improved parcels

(1)  Percent of 1,019 improved parcels in the Study Area. There are 29 vacant parcels excluded from calculation

Existing Sewage Needs

This classification represents those criteria which indicate either existing on-lot system
malfunctions which cannot be repaired, or known conditions which suggest a repair may
be warranted. A total of 83 lots exhibit one or more of the identified existing needs
criteria, collectively comprising approximately 8.1% of the 1,019 improved parcels in the
Study Area, '

The specific criteria, all based on CCHD records, which have been deemed indicative of
an existing sewage need by Westtown Township are summarized below,

1. Sewage system repair permit application submitted, repair feasibility unresolved — as
previously noted, parcels included in this category represent those which have
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submitted initial permit application paperwork but no documentation is available
which confirms that a repair cannot be completed. Since no design information has
been submitted to CCHD in order to secure a permit, problems may remain
unresolved. Additional lot-by-lot investigation would be needed to confirm current
status and identify regulatory malfunctions as may presently warrant repair,

There are a total of 17 parcels in this category, generally distributed throughout the
Study Area with a somewhat higher concentration in the Grandview Acres area,

represents parcels for which a CCHD repair permit application was submitted but no
permit could be issued due to unsuitable site conditions. There are a tota] of 8 parcels
in this category, and 4 of these are concentrated in the West Wynn I area, —
= \ EAtibe AR A 2

3. System pumping more than once per year - the frequent pumping documented for the
62 parcels in this category may be indicative of ongoing an-lot sewage system
problems. Additional lot-by-lot investigations would be needed to identify any
incidence of malfunction and repair feasibility.

,(&q} Sewage system repair permit application submitted, repair infeasible — this category

Frequent pumping incidence is noted throughout the Study Area, with greater
concentrations in the Grandview Acres/ West Lynn area, West Wynn 1, Westtown
Farms, Edgewood Chase, and Tyson Drive/Hummingbird Farm areas,

Long Term Sewage Needs

Long term Sewage needs are those which do not Suggest_current problems but may

nonetheless present challenges to_on-lot sewage system use in_ the future, Parcels

included in this classification are those not addressed as an existing needs indicator and
which exhibit any of the following conditions:

of current problems is likely, the ability for these Iots to accommodate yet another
new absorption area in the future may be reduced due to the aréd alteady consumed
by the original and replacement absorption ateas. ' :
These repairs are generally distributed throughout the Study Area, although reduced
incidence is apparent in Plum Lea Farms, Shiloh Hills, Chateau Drive ared, Avonlea,
and Butternut Drive areas,

2. CCHD absorption area repair permit issued using BTG — Only 3 parcels are noted in
this category, Despite various isolation distance compromises, these system are all
relatively new (the oldest was installed in 2009) and may be expected to be
functioning satisfactorily at this time, _Installation of another absorption area in the
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future may be impossible, however, since(extraordinary\measures were required to
permit the current repair area, , I

0 mdemvi

~

bt i T

Two of these repairs were conducted in the Pennwood South area, with the remaining
permit issued for a parcel in the Westover Farms neighborhood.

3. Pre - 1972 sewage systems — in the absence of other needs indicators, a prevalence of
older homes and sewage systems does not warrant consideration as an existing
sewage need; however, a greater need for future sewage system repairs may be
expected as older sewage systems need to be replaced.

The available data indicates likelihood for older sewage system technologies in the
following neighborhoods or areas: Tyson Drive, Hummingbird Lane, Carolyn Drive,

" Hunt Drive, West Wynn I, Westtown Farms, Pennwood, Grandview Acres, West
Lynn, Westover Farms, and Butternut Lane,

4. Lot sizes — where lots may be too small and/or have inadequate area of suitable soil to
allow for a replacement absorption area, long term planning is warranted to mitigate
any incidence of malfunction, As previously noted, soil suitability considerations are
also incorporated within this category via calculation of net lot areas exclusive of
generally unsuitable soils.

A high incidence of small net lot sizes is noted in the Tyson Drive area, West Wynn I,
Westtown Farms, Grandview Acres, Westover Farms, and the West Lynn area.

Sewage Needs Conclusions[ d Planning geedeg‘ l

As indicated on Map II-6, existing sewage needs indicators are generally dispersed
throughout the Study Area and limited in number. Long term sewage needs comprise the
majority of identified concerns, and are generally distinguished by areas with small net
lot sizes and/or older residences, T S

SO ki s AR | nbe. aas S Ut S

DEP Act 537 planning regulations generally require identification of five and ten year
sewage needs areas, i.e. those areas which may be in need of improved sewage facilities
within the applicable time period. Given the limited incidence of existing sewage needs
identified, Westtown Township has determined that no five year needs designation Is
‘appropriate Tor the Study Area, Sewage planning is needed primarily to address the long
term needs of existing residences, .and "the Township has accordingly classified the %

entirety of the Study Area as a ten year needs area,

Alternatives to address the identified sewage needs are discussed in Chapter IV.
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CHAPTER II1

EXISTING SEWAGE FACILITIES

Existing sewage facilities in the planning area, generally encompassing the eastern portion of the
Township, consist of the Westtown-Chester Creek public sewerage system, the Westtown School
Sewerage system, and on-lot disposal systems,

A,

Public Sewerage Facilities

The Westtown-Chester Creek WWTP was originally constructed by a private entity as
part of a residential development project in the 1970’s. Westtown Township acquired the
WWTP in 1997 with a permitted annual average flow of 290,000 gallons per day (gpd).

Figure II-1 illustrates a schematic of the major treatment units of the WWTP, and the
description below identifies the major components of the design:

1. Influent Screen
A self-cleaning mechanical fine screen removes debris from the wastewater. Manual
slide gates are used to control the flow to the screen channel or bypass channel,
Design information for the mechanical screen;

Bar spacing = 1/4*
Flow Capacity = 2.97 MGD

2. Influent Grit Removal

From the screen room the flow travels to aerated grit chambers, These are
rectangular concrete tanks with coarse bubble ajr diffusers in them, Grit is removed
by a vacuum truck,

Nominal capacity
Maximum air flow rate

6,000 gallons (3,000 gallons each)
160 SCFM

i u

3. Influent Lift Station

The screened and grit-free influent flows into a lift station, The station has a duplex
system of submersible pumps, The pumps deliver the wastewater to the equalization
tank. Each pump is sized to accommodate the peak influent flow. Lift station design
information:

I-1
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Pump flow rate = 1,875 gpm
TDH = 3251,
Forcemain diameter = 16 in.
Forcemain velocity = 2.8 ft/s

4. Equalization Tank (EQ tank)

The EQ tank was designed to dampen the flow rate variations. A submersible pump
conveys the wastewater to the aeration basins for secondary treatment, EQ tank

design information:
Available yolume = 352,150 gal
Detention time = 17 hours
Air flow rate. = 440 SCFM
Water depth = 16’
Freeboard = 2

5. Flow Splitter

splitter is returned to the EQ tank.
6. Aeration Basins

The wastewater receives biological treatment by the extended aeration activated
sludge process in the dual traj aeration basins. Each train consists of two equally
sized compartments, in series, Air is supplied to the basing through submerged,
flexible membrane diffusers. Aeration basin design information:

Total volume (2 trains) 511,800 gallons

Total detentiontime = 24,8 hours

Air supply = 1,955 SCFM (mixing limited)
Sidewater depth = 16

Freeboard = 24"

Return sludge capacity =  100%

7. Secondary Clarifiers

Wastewater from the aeration basins enters one of two center-fed, circular clarifiers,
Solids at the bottom of the clarifier are plowed to the center hopper where they are
withdrawn and returned to the aeration basins or wasted to the sludge basin. The
clarified effluent overflows to a weir along the perimeter of the tank and flows by
gravity to the disk filter, Clarifier design information:

1I1-2
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8.

10.

11,

Clarifier diameter = 34 ft. each
Sludge return rate = 100%
Volume = 91,680 gallons each
Hydraulic detention time = 8.9 hr (@495,000 gpd)
Side water depth = 15ft
Freeboard = 3ft

Sludge Basin

Wasted sludge is held in the sludge basin for removal by a sludge hauler, Air supply
is introduced to the sludge basin to keep it odor free and to initiate digestion of
volatile solids. The supernatant is removed from the sludge basin, :

Volume = 352,150 gallons
Water depth = 16 ft
Freeboard = 21t

Effluent Filter

Suspended solids remaining in the clarifier effluent are removed by a cloth membrane
disk filter. The filter consists of four disks, covered by the cloth membrane, and
mounted vertically in a steel tank. The disk filter has a hydraulic capacity of 1 MGD
average daily flow. A separate tank holds water for high pressure backwash.

Disinfection

has a hydraulic capacity of 800,000 gpd. The disinfected effluent flows by gravity to
the replacement outfall and discharges to the east branch of Chester Creek,

Residual Management

Grit is regularly removed from the grit chambers by a vacuum truck, Scum at the
surface of the secondary clarifiers is returned to the influent, The sludge is wasted to
the sludge basin by airlift pumps. All wastewater residuals are hauled off-site and sent
to a DEP approved disposal facility,
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The collection & conveyance system serving the Westtown-Chester Creek WWTP
includes approximately 10.5 miles of gravity sewers and two municipally owned pump
stations. Additional description of the collection & conveyance system can be found in
the 2011 Wasteload Management Repott (Chapter 94 Report) located in Appendix E.

The 2011 Wasteload Management Report indicates that the majority of the collection and
conveyance system is in satisfactory condition and has adequate design capacity for
existing and projected flows as identified therein. However, a projected hydraulic
overload was identified for the Kirkwood pump station due to a significant wet weather

~ event, Report projections indicate that the pump station cannot accommodate

instantaneous peak flows with one pump out of service, as required by DEP,

Private Sewerage Facilities,

The Westtown School owns and operates a stream discharge wastewater treatment plant
under NPDES permit No. PA0050652. This facility has a permitted capacity of 30,000
gallons per day and serves various school and associated residential uses with a discharge
to the east branch of the Chester Creek,

DEP issued Water Quality management Permit No. 1507404 in 2007 which provided for
abandonment of the Westtown School treatment facility and construction of a pump
station and force main to direct wastewater flows to the Township owned Westtown-
Chester Creek WWTP conveyance system. The Township is currently in discussion with
the school regarding these actions,

On-Lot Sewage Systems

Discussion of existing on-lot sewage systems in the Study Area can be found in Chapter
IL
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CHAPTER IV

WASTEWATER ALTERNATI VES

As discussed in Chapter II, sewage planning alternatives are needed to address the long term needs
of existing residences in the Study Area, Alternatives to address this condition are identified and
discussed below.

A. Public Sewage Collection, Conveyance, Treatment, and Disposal Alternatives

1. Regional Wastewater Treatment

The Study Area is proximate to the Westtown-Chester Creek Wastewater Treatment
Plant (WCC WWTP) and excess treatment capacity exists in this Township owned
facility to serve portions of the Study Area if and when needed. No consideration of
regional wastewater treatment is consequently warranted for this planning effort,

2. Extension of Existing Municipal Sewage Facilities to Areas in Need

As discussed in Chapter II, existin on-lot sewage system. conditions do not appesr to
6‘/ represent a significant existing need for extension of public sewage facilities, This
“alternative was nionietheiess considered in the course of this planning effort to identify
costs and feasibility of addressing the long term sewage needs of the Study Area via
public sewage service.

xtension of public sewer to the entirety of the Study Area was not considered within
this alternative; it is neither administratively nor economically feasible for the
following reasons: :

a/o A project of this scope would require a capacity increase at the Westtown-Chester
Creek WWTP. More stringent treatment criteria for this facility as may result from
ongoing Chester Creek TMDL determinations by the EPA and/or DEP could render
an upgrade at this time inadequate in the near future, rendering an informed and
cost effective upgrade infeasible at this time, M 0P P41 Vg b

({QJ An area-wide sewer extension project would pla significant burden on the
Township’s administrative and financial capabilities, resulting ‘i a pro ject which
could not be reliably implemented by the Township at this time,

* Westtown-Chester Creek WWTP expansion would be needed were the entire Study
Area 50 served. This capacity upgrade would introduce additional costs to affected
residents, further compromising economic feasibility of any such project,

9( ® TR COUL (0 joarduit ﬂrwm sl M?ﬂk
For the purposes of alternatives evaluation, a more limited sewer extension capturing
only the neighborhoods generally proximate to the existing collection system was
considered (see Map IV-1),

—_— : . A, Ty é . ; ‘Q'.g‘)_r—
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Total WCC WWTP flows under this scenario would remain within available capacity,
mitigating costs and risks due to capacity upgrades and unknown TMDL constraints

respectively.
Previo
Westtown-Chester Creck WWTP service was/‘considered ia both gravity sewer

extensions and a low pressure sewer system,

Gravity sewers have historically been the most common method used for the collection
and conveyance of wastewater. The pipe is installed on a slope to enable the wastewater
to flow from the house site to the treatment facility. Pipes are usually a minimum of 8" in
diameter and must be installed below the frost line. Manholes are located at regular
intervals and at changes of direction or changes in elevation to allow for access and
maintenance, In areas of hilly terrain, pump stations are needed to convey the wastewater
at points where gravity flow cannot be maintained,

% )l\ﬁx;ior Westtown Act 537 planning proposed an all gravity sewer extension to the
TD) entirety of the Study Area. Subsequent design efforts documented costs of

4 },/ approximately $63,000 per home for such a project, a cost which was too high for most
Q}\“ residents to afford. Excessive costs were primarily driven by pipe depth, which would
r.(?; have exceeded 30’ deep in areas in order to maintain gravity flow through hilly terrain,

[

a)
0/
@
\ The Township consequently investigated a mostly gravity sewer extension, which
)’,Q}" included some individual grinder pump units (approximately 6%) in an effort to reduce
' pipe depths to a maximum of approximately 25°. The resultant project costs were
nonetheless in excess of $53,000 per home, a figure the Township still deemed to b
economically infeasible, L PM‘.

A4 et
In consideration of the high costs of the prior gravity sewer valuationé,'fhe Township
elected to consider a low pressure sewer system current planning effort>to
reduce costs for the more limited area studied under thiz alternative, OW pressure

sewer system has a grinder pump at each service connection, The pumps are one
horsepower (0.75 kilowatts) or more, typically require 220 volts, and are equipped with a
grinding mechanism that macerates the solids. The head and flow rate provided by the
pumps are usually about 50 to 100 feet and 10 to 15 gallons per minute (gpm) but vary
widely. The pumps discharge into a completely pressurized pipe system terminating at a
treatment plant or conventional sewer. Because the mains are pressurized, there will be
no infiltration into them, but infiltration and inflow into the house sewers and the pump
wells can occur. 'The discharge line from the pump is equipped with at least one check
valve and one manual valve. Electrical service is required at each service connection. The
sewer profile usually parallels the ground surface profile. Horizontal alignment can be
curvilinear. Plastic pipe is typically used since it is economical in small sizes, and it
resists corrosion, The minimum diameter is 1-1/4 inches for service connections and the
smallest mains. Cleanouts are used to provide access for flushing. - Automatic air release
valves are required at summits in the sewer profile.

Upgrades to existing conveyance system components were also identified as a
necessary component of any such sewer extension. Low pressure sewer system service
to the subset of the Study Area considered would necessitate conveying additional
flows through the Kirkwood pump station and the main interceptor serving the WCC

IvV-3
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WWTP. Upgrades to these components would be needed to provide capacity for the
additional sewage flows and address peak flow concerns with the Kirkwood Pump
Station, as identified in the 2011 Chapter 94 Report for the WCC WWTP.,

Map IV-2 illustrates the low pressure sewer system extension and downstream
M‘% conveyance improvements identified under this alternative, Detajled cost projections
can be found in Appendix F,
This scenario would provide sewer service to 392 residences at a tota] project cost of
approximately $12,292,000, a cost which includes the purchase price of all individual
grinder pump units, The total project cost per home would be approximately $31,300,

After reviewing additional data recently obtained from the Chester County Health
Department, Westtown Township has determined that this public sewer alternative is
neither warranted nor implementable at this time for the following reasons;

* Limited existing Sewage needs have been identified whighgg_u_k_i' jl;;t@a sewer

extension at this time, Aot dm'j?/
7

%,- The(majority)of existing sewage needs identified remain indeterminate with regard
to viab of suitable on-lot system repairs, ) A

* This alternative is not economically feasible ~ tota] project costs per home are
significant, and many property owners unable to afford necessary costs for
a sewer extension and connection, £ o

* The Township may be unable to implement this alternative — if property owners
cannot afford associated costs, the Township cannot be assured of sufficient
revenue to finance the project,

In consideration of the above, this alternative is discounted from further consideration,
a1

e T e T >
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1. Subsurface Beds and Trenches

Subsurface beds and trenches are the most conventional on-lot sewage system
absorption area configuration, In both cases, perforated pipe is placed in a layer of
stone within an excavation in the ground. Wastewater from a treatment tank flows into
the perforated pipe and seeps through the stone to the underlying soil, The technology
is essentially the same for both beds (single large rectangular excavation) and trenches
(multiple narrower rectangular excavations), and the type used is largely a function of
site slope; at slopes of greater than 8%, trenches are required in Pennsylvania,

These designs may also include g pump and associated pump tank to convey
Wwastewater from the septic tank to the bed or trenches in cases where gravity flow is
not possible, or in cases where a poor percolation rate requires the piping in the bed or
trenches to be pressurized.

Two additional variations of subsurface beds and trenches are included in this category:
subsurface sand filters and use of leaching chambers.

Subsurface sand filters include sand Placement over the entire excavated area to bypass

soils with unacceptable permeability prior to placement of stone and pipe. Minimum sand
depth is 12 inches and all such designs require pressure dosed distribution,

square footage when using leaching chambers to repair an existing on-lot sewage system,
which can facilitate installation where limited space is available, Although this area
reduction can be beneficial in repairing on-lot systems, leaching chambers are also
commonly used due to homeowner preference and site access concerns; it is much easier
for an installer to transport plastic chambers than truckloads of stone to a site with
difficult access.

Specific design standards for all subsurface bed and trench variations discussed above can
be found in Chapter 73 of the DEP regulations, with the exception of leaching chamber

use which is addressed in the DEP Alternate Systems Guidance,

Of the 152 permit applications submitted for absorption area repair per available
CCHD records, 113 (approximately 74%) were permitted using the subsurface bed or
trench variations discussed above, suggesting large areas with soil and slope conditions

favorable for use of these technologies.
. Elevated Sand Mounds

An elevated sand mound is typically used when rock or a water table is too close to the
ground surface to allow for an in-ground system. Sand is placed on top of the ground
to make up for the lack of soil depth, and the stone and pipe are placed on top of the

Iv-7 -
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sand, All of this is covered and surrounded by a soil berm, As with subsurface sand
filters, DEP regulations require that all elevated sand mounds be pressure dosed,
Specific design standards for elevated sand mounds can be found in Chapter 73 of the
DEP regulations

Six elevated sand mound permits are indicated by the available CCHD data,
comprising approximately 4% of all absorption area repair applications submitted,

3. Drip Irrigation

Drip irrigation technology employs the use of small diameter flexible tubing to
distribute effluent into the upper 12 inches of the soil, Its primary advantage is
applicability for sites that may otherwise require an elevated sand mound; homeowners
often prefer the buried drip tubing over an elevated sand mound for aesthetic reasons,
Other advantages include use-on up to 25% slopes with soils that are otherwise suitable
for an elevated sand mound, and increased soil oxygen (due to shallow tubing depth)

Five drip irrigation permits are indicated by the available CCHD data, comprising
approximately 3% of all absorption area repair applications submitted,

4, At-Grade Beds

the ground surface, the additional filtration as would be provided in an elevated sand
mound is accommodated by filter technologies, including free access sand filters, peat
filters, or the recently approved Eljen geotextile sand filter. At grade beds can be a
viable technology where space is too limited for an elevated sand mound (the
decreased mound depth results in a smaller soil berm footprint). Standards for at-grade
beds are defined in the DEP Alternate Systems Guidance,

Very limited use of this technology is evident in the available CCHD records ~ three at
grade absorption area permits are indicated, comprising approximately 2% of all
absorption area repair applications submitted,

5. Individual Residential Spray Irrigation

Individual residential spray irrigation systems (IRSIS) utilize a stationary sprinkler
irrigation system, similar to those used on golf courses, to spray treated effluent over the
ground surface. Treated and disinfected Wwastewater is sprayed on vegetated soils.
Effluent is further treated as it travels through the soil matrix by filtration, absorption, ion
exchange, microbial action and plant uptake. Vegetation is a vital part of the process and
serves to extract nutrients (primarily nitrogen), reduce erosion and maintain soil
permeability. The spray system is generally designed to discharge a pre-determined
volume of effluent for a short period of time each day, This is generally done at night to
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avoid a potential nuisance situation with people or domestic animals. Specific design
standards are found in Chapter73 of the DEP regulations,

IRSIS typically require significantly more land area than other individual sewage system
options, making applicability to the Study Area limited due to the relatively small lot
sizes, No incidence of IRSIS permitting is noted in the available CCHD data,

. Additional Alternate Sewage Systems

In addition to the various alternate system technologies discussed above, other alternate
system technologies have been approved by DEP which may be considered as needed
for any on-lot sewage system repair. These include several technologies which can
facilitate system installation on smaller lots with limited available space, such as the
Orenco Advantex treatment system, peat filters, and the Eljen geotextile sand filter, In
certain conditions, an absorption area size reduction of up to 40% is permitted when
using these treatment and filtration systems,

. Experimental Sewage Systems

Chapter 73, Section 73.1 defines experimental sewage system as a method of on-lot
Sewage treatment and disposal not described in the DEP regulations which may be
proposed for testing and observation, DEP administers these provisions through the
Experimental Onlot Wastewater Technology Verification Program, whereby new or
innovative technologies may be proposed, approved, and monitored, Although time
consuming and often expensive, an experimental system option may be considered as a
last resort to correct a malfunction in the Study Area.

. Small Flow Treatment Facilities

In floodplain soils, areas of an extremely high seasonal water table, or areas where the
soils will not support soils-based effluent disposal methods, an on-site treatment system
with stream discharge may be installed as an individual on-lot system,

Small flow treatment facilities (SFTF’s) discharge to surface waters, requiring issuance of
a National Pollution Dischatge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. Improved effluent
quality is required to meet the standards set for discharges to surface waters, These
Systems cannot discharge into a stream designated under Pa Code Title 25, Chapter 93 as
Exceptional Value (EV) and may only discharge into a High Quality (HQ) stream when
used to repair a malfunctioning system, There are no EV watersheds in Westtown,
although the portion of the Study Area generally east of Chester Road is within the Ridley
Creek watershed with an HQ designation,

The use of multiple SFTF’s is generally not a viable solution to correct significant
incidence of on-lot Sewage system malfunction, as this creates a proliferation of
sewage discharges which require regular operation, maintenance, and Township
administration issues. Use of SFTF’s may nonetheless be a viable option in Westtown for
limited cases of on-lot system malfunction when other soil-based options cannot be used
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and where appropriate discharge areas exist. Treatment and permitting requirements
would need to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis,

Since DEP issues permits directly for small flow treatment facilities, no incidence of this
technology is noted in the available CCHD data,

9. Holding T

The term ‘holding tank’ should not be confused with the term ‘retaining tank’, which
by current DEP definition includes holding tanks as well as chemical toilets, privies,
incinerating toilets, composting toilets, and recycling toilets; as described, the term
‘retaining tank’ embodies treatment methodologies as well.,

Although costly over time and maintenance intensive, holding tanks may be considered to
repair a malfunctioning on-lot Sewage system in Westtown where no other option exists
and aggressive system pumping fails to adequately manage a failing sewage system.

Although many alternatives are potentially available to repair or replace a malfunctioning
on-lot sewage system in the Study Area, a prevalence of relatively small lots in the Study
Area may still compromise repair abilities. It should be noted that public water availability
may alleviate this concern in some cases, as public water is generally available in several
neighborhoods where individual on-lot water supplies remain (see Map II-4). In these

distance constraints and expand available lot area for any needed sewage system repair, In
order to more fully meet the long term needs of the Study Area, however, additional
consideration of an on-lot Sewage management program may be warranted to mitigate the
need for future sewage system repairs,

Sewage Management Program

Chapter 71, section 71.71 of the DEP regulations states “Municipalities are required to
assure the proper operation and maintenance of sewage facilities within their borders.
Proper operation and maintenance of sewage facilities is essential to the provision of
adequate sewage treatment and disposal over the functional life of a sewage tre tment
system,” “RE IORNE: ROt Would Dol "i:-j;-.,ﬂ-?x {h

e

f
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The 2002 Westtown Township Act 537 Plan, as approved by DEP in 2006, provided for an
on-lot sewage management program with the following features:
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* Township administration of a public education program which would inform residents
of the need for and benefits of regular sewage system maintenance,

* Annual (or other specified period) certification of all on-lot sewage systems,

* Mandatory sewage System pumping at least once eévery two years or at the direction of

the certifier.

Implementation of a program generally consistent with the scope above would promote the
longevity of existing sewage systems, augmenting Alternative B (Continued Use of On-
Lot Sewage Systems) by mitigating the need for future Sewage system replacement or

Although the general program scope from prior Act 537 planning may remain valid, it was
originally proposed under the assumption that all unsewered properties in the Township
would be eventually connected to public sewer. As discussed under alternative A.2 in this

: STty B e O R PR A :r» .-,~¢,-..‘_~,.
aﬂ% sewage

& address the long term sewage needs

" i

RANAgeMment program provisions as appropriate to
of the planning area,

The on-lot sewage management program, as refined, would include the following
Township and property owner responsibilities:

RN'/ Township administration of a public education program which would inform residents

of the need for and benefits of regular sewage system maintenance,

&/o Detailed initial Sewage system inspections to identify sewage system type, functional

status, and maintenance needs, These inspections would be conducted by a

by the Township to identify all required information Inspection methods will
generally be in accordance with PSMA standards, which are the only generally
accepted industry-wide standards in Pennsylvania, Detailed initia] inspections will be
required to be completed within three years of Township adoption of an on-lot sewage
management ordinance,

(6)@/ Ongoing routine inspections will be required every three years to maintain oversight of

every three years, unless a modified schedule is deemed appropriate by the Township
due to inspection findings, operational conditions, or functional status,

W Property owners will be responsible for having on-lot systems pumped at least once
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A draft On-Lot Management Ordinance can be found in Appendix G which memorializes
the sewage management program activities, A draft form for initial inspection reports can
be found in Appendix H which illustrates ‘the general scope of anticipated inspection
requirements,

. any such systems types, including certain alternate Systems, experimental systems, and

small flow treatment facilities. In these cases, the Township will require specific
maintenance activities as recommended by the equipment manufacturer and/or DEP and
the payment of a fee bv__thig_ogggxm to cover Township costs for increased
oversight, The draft On-Lot Management Ordinance in Appendix G includes provisions

“for these specific maintenance activities,

Holding tanks would also require specific maintenance oversight, as specified in the draft
On-Lot Management Ordinance,

Implementation of the Seéwage management program described above would facilitate the
long term use of on-lot Sewage systems by the following means:

\(V Current malfunctions — the initial inspections will provide detailed information

regarding functional status, Any instance of suspected regulatory malfunction will be

recommended repair and/or maintenance activities to improve current on-lot system
performance. Initiation of periodic pumping requirements will further improve system
function.

‘{Q-/. Current system function — the initial inspections will identify a wide range of

YN-/ * Long term system function — rigorous oversight of maintenance activities, in some

cases tailored to system type, will be provided by the Inspection processes, the

Community Sewage Systems

No community systems are known to exist in the Study Area, and no discussion of
community system rehabilitation or repair is applicable.
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E. Non-Structural Planning Alternatives

Non-structural planning alternatives include revision to the Township’s Comprehensive
Plan, Zoning Ordinance, or Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance to improve
consistency with Act 537 planning for the Study Area, Since this planning effort focuses
solely on existing residences, most land use planning documents are inapplicable and
consideration of these alternatives is discounted from further consideration,

F. No-Action Alternative

A no-action alternative would necessitate implementation of the currently approved Act
537 Plan, which was approved by DEP in 2006 and provided for a gravity sewer system
extension serving all residences in the Study Area.

The Township has determined that public sewer connection for all existing residences as
Wprovided for by the 2006 Plan approval is neither warranted nor implementable for the
following reasons:

® Sewage needs — identification of public sewage needs in the 2006 approved Act 537
Plan was predicated upon the results of a mail survey conducted by West Chester
University to identify existing Sewage system concerns, with additional consideration
of other factors such as lot sizes and soils to establish long term needs conditions, New
and updated_information is provided in Chapter II of the current planning effort which
suggests that the majority of parcels in the Study Area which have needed on-lot

.System repairs have been able to effect those repairs in accordance with applicable
DEP and CCHD requirements. The ability to effect needed on-lot system repairs does
not support the C sewage needs determination,

* Costs — Westtown initiated design efforts for gravity sewer extensions subsequent to
the 2006 Act 537 Plan approval. Additional detailed information required as part of

Implementation — the 2006 approvgd Act 537 Plannning cannot be implemented by the
Township due to excessive costs Many residents would simply not be able to afford
the requisite sewer connection{! The Township project would consequently be
substantially unfunded and thereby rendered infeasible from a financing perspective,

A no action alternative is accordingly deemed without merit and discounted from further
& consideration,
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WESTTOWN TOWNSHIP ACT 537 SPECIAL STUDY
PUBLIC COMMENTS AND TOWNSHIP RESPONSES

Westtown Township received 103 comment letters and emails in response to the August 10,
2012 through September 9, 2012 public comment period as set forth in the public notice for the
August 2012 draft Act 537 Official Sewage Facilities Plan Special Study: Sewage Needs of
Existing Residences. Additional comments were provided via the residents’ survey conducted
by the Concerned Citizens for Westtown Sewers. All comments have been reviewed by the
Township and changes to the Act 537 Plan have been made where appropriate.

A summary of comments received is presented below. Many letters conveyed the same general
comments, and where applicable these comments have been consolidated into one summary
statement. Westtown Township responses are indicated in bold italic text.

1. I support the Act 537 Plan with the on-lot sewage management program and/or I am
opposed to public sewer.

No response needed.
2. My on-lot sewage system is working fine and/or has been regularly maintained.

These conditions support the currently proposed update to the Westtown Township Act
537 Plan.

3. I cannot afford the costs for a public sewer connection; these costs would be a financial
hardship.

These conditions support the currently proposed update to the Westtown Township Act
537 Plan.

4. The Township’s financial status would be jeopardized by borrowing to pay for a public
sewer extension.

Although no public sewer is proposed by the current document, additional information
regarding Township finances and associated impacts on residents for a public sewer
alternative has been incorporated in Chapter IV of the Act 537 Plan.

5. I am opposed to a grinder pump public sewer system. This is an inferior technology and
power outages in Westtown Township are too common to avoid problems with grinder
pump usage.



10.

No public sewer system is proposed by the current Act 537 Plan.

¥

A one acre lot is not too small for on-lot sewage system replacement.

Every lot is unique, and in many cases a suitable replacement sewage system area can
be situated on lots of less than one acre. In other cases, factors such as poor soils,
slope, and existing features can compromise the ability to replace a sewage system on
lots of greater than 1 acre. The 1 acre threshold is a DEP accepted standard for
generally assessing area-wide conditions, and has been considered only in this context
by the Westtown Township Act 537 Plan. Every property owner will need to evaluate
conditions specific to their lot when and if a replacement sewage system is needed, and
there is no Township restriction on lot size in doing so.

Availability of public water improves viability of on-lot sewage system replacement.

This is noted in the Act 537 Plan, and the prevalence of public water availability in the
area studied is a factor which supports the selected Act 537 Plan alternative for
continued use of on-lot sewage systems.

Should DEP require us to implement a public sewer system, we strongly believe a
township-wide solution should be evaluated, approved, and implemented in which all
residents equally participate.

The Township will consider this concern if necessary, but intends to make every effort
to secure DEP approval of the current Act 537 Plan.

Can the Township install sewers but not require connection, or not require connection
until some point in the future?

The Township considered this option, but the only feasible way to finance a public
sewer project would be by requiring connections when a sewer is installed. Otherwise,
the resulting Township debt burden would ultimately fall on the shoulders of residents
in other parts of the Township.

Regarding page IV-11 of the draft Plan, yearly certification of on-lot systems is too
frequent and inspections should be synchronized with pumping.

The provisions noted are part of a discussion about prior Township Act 537 planning.
The current Plan provides for inspections every three years and allows for these
inspections to coincide with pumping.



11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

An executive summary should be at the beginning of the Act 537 Plan
An executive summary has been added.

The background section should be moved to the end or included as an appendix

The background is a significant component of the Act 537 issues faced by the
Township, and has been retained at the front of the Plan for this reason.

Township financial status and the financial burden on residents for public sewer
alternatives need to be presented more clearly.

Additional discussion of Township finances and the financial burden on residents
(were a public sewer option implemented) has been added to Chapter IV.

Narrative comments were provided via an annotated copy of portions of the draft Act 537
plan.

All notes were reviewed and revisions to the Plan incorporated where deemed
appropriate by the Township.

Has the Township investigated any grants for public sewer?

Yes, but the current economic downturn has severely restricted or eliminated most
grant funding opportunities. The Township will revisit these conditions as part of any
future Act 537 planning, but has determined that no public sewer extensions are
warranted at this time.

Keeping on-lot sewage systems is important to replenishing groundwater.

Yes, and more importantly keeping well maintained and fully functioning on-lot
sewage systems will help replenish groundwater while minimizing groundwater
pollution. The current Act 537 Plan seeks to achieve these goals.

I don’t want a sewer main through my property.

No new sewers are proposed by the Act 537 Plan, and those which were considered as

part of the alternatives analysis would have been located entirely within road rights-of-
way.



18.

19.

20.

21.

Additional narrative was suggested regarding the background discussion in Chapter I of
the draft Act 537 Plan.

This has been reviewed and changes made to the Plan where deemed appropriate by
the Township.

Discussion and comments regarding Chapter II of the draft Act 537 Plan were provided,
including: Woodland Road does have public water available; Several lots designated as
less than 1 acre are actually statistically 1 acre (0.97 acre or larger); and the NRCS data
that had been used in the past did not ever get verified by testing.

Discussion and mapping has been revised to reflect the availability of public water on
Woodland Road. The one acre lot size was considered as a general threshold in
accordance with DEP policies and guidance. NRCS soils mapping represents the
accepted soil science standard for area-wide assessments, but as noted in the Act 537
Plan lot specific evaluations are always needed to determine whether an on-lot sewage
system can be installed.

The discussion on page IV-3 regarding a general low pressure sewer system
configuration is not consistent with the specific alternative analyzed for the Act 537 Plan.

Although this discussion was intended as a general description, the language has been
revised to incorporate specific conditions evaluated in Westtown as suggested.

The stated cost of $12.3 million for a low pressure sewer system alternative on page IV-4
is probably $18 million due to actual construction costs in 2012 dollars. Also, the out-of .
pocket costs to be borne by residents is not included in this total.

As stated in the Act 537 Plan, Westtown Township has determined that a $12.3 million
sewer project is not economically feasible in light of the identified conditions. This
determination would be unaffected by any increase in this figure.

The opinions of probable costs were based on recently bid municipal sewer
construction projects similar to the alternative considered by Westtown, and
incorporated an increase of 25% to allow for unforeseen contingencies as are inherent
in any planning project.

Discussion has been added to Chapter 1V to clarify additional out-of-pocket costs as
would be borne by residents under the public sewer alternative.



22. Map II-3 misses many homes built post 1980 and up to 2009.

23.

The map is intended to facilitate area-wide considerations and accordingly reflects
Township records regarding overall development construction dates, not specific lot-
by-lot construction dates. Revision has nonetheless been made to update sewage system
ages commensurate with available Chester County Health Department repair permit
data and specific lot ages where clarified by residents.

Greater than 75% of the lots listed as “public water available” on Maps II-4 and II-5 are
connected to public water.

No accurate records are available to delineate each lot that has abandoned a well and
connected to public water. Although the Chester County Health Department had
tracked this activity in the past, these efforts were discontinued years ago.

The distinction is not germane to on-lot system repair feasibility in any event. The
salient factor in considering on-lot sewage system repair feasibility is the availability of
public water, allowing any homeowner in these areas the increased flexibility to
abandon a well and connect to public water (if they have not already done so) if needed
to effect a sewage system replacement.

Although the actual number of remaining wells in these areas is indeterminate, the
prevalence of public water connections does mitigate any potential concerns with safe
drinking water supplies and the Plan narrative has been revised to clarify that a
majority of residences in these areas are so served.

24. Lots designated long term sewage needs on Map II-6 have not been tested to determine

how many will still be able to continue with on-site systems. Given the data contained in
this document, most should be able to remain on-site.

The Act 537 Plan supports this position and the alternatives of continued on-lot sewage
system use in conjunction with an on-lot sewage management program which entails
detailed inspections for every lot were selected by the Township for this very reason.

25. The costs breakdown for a low pressure sewer system offered to residents at April 2012

meetings specifically state in a PowerPoint presentation that the residents would be
responsible for the grinder pump purchase, installation, and maintenance. Therefore that
cost is not included in the costs found in Appendix F.



This sewer alternative has been discounted by the Township; however, the April
meetings presentation materials, which are available on the Township web site, do not
state that residents would have been responsible for grinder pump purchase. The
presentation did indicate that residents would own the grinder pumps, which may be
the source of some confusion. In considering that alternative, it was the Township’s
intention to provide pumps to homeowners as part of overall project costs so that
economies of scale could be realized for bulk purchase. Appendix F includes pump
purchase costs.

The presentation materials did specify that residents would have been responsible for
grinder pump installation and maintenance. Discussion has been added to Chapter IV
to address additional homeowner costs under the public sewer alternative.
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