
There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be
modified but no detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in
respect to digging, adding another station or replacing the current one with
a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another line, etc.
We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook
Boulevard and through our neighborhood to Camelot.
There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be
increased to handle the larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if
there is a power failure the problem; it will be at least 3+ times bigger
problem.
In addition to its impact on our daily living, this plan will have impact on the
value of our home both for potential refinancing and for selling in the

future,
There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have
been groundwater (flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant
discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated sewage goes to seepage beds near

Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage beds were
designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has
notes stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+

) years.
The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant because of its
high cost. In 2010, the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times
more than CDCA, per thousand gallons. Since this will be an aging plant,

we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

® What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station
#6 to increase it to apprOximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the
expected disruption, increased noise and unpleasant odors to our
community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?
There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the
prior 53.7 Plan, to install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the
Marville Property, and then send the sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt.
252. It seems to have made more sense to have commercial sewage to
come through industrial and major roads versus private residential



neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved
were willing to pay part of the additional cost? Why Isn't this plan currently
being considered?

e What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the
larger Camelot Pump Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years
compared to the disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost,
and the additional drainage problems which would remain if the plan is for
SPE plant to remain open.

We look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since we
personally are very concerned about the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have
on our taxes, house and property value, plus the potential increase in bad odors,

noise and the effect on our health.

What we find most confusing is the prior plan doesn't even appear as an
alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial
sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential

communities

We are OK with additional residential sewerage coming through Camelot as long
as it does not require additional increase beyond its current rated capacity. We
are not OK with commercial sewage from Boron up on the hill.

Sincerely,

Eileen Nuessle

Copies to: Elizabeth Mahoney, PDE; Richard Sokorai, Town Solicitor; Joseph
Catania - Chairman; H. Ross Lambert - Vice -Chairman
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December 27, 2012

Mr & Mrs. Frank & Eileen Nuessle
103 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

RE: Response to Public Comments
Act 537 Official Plan Update for
Newtown Township, Delaware County

Dear Ms. Nuesle:

Thank you for your letter dated November 12, 2012 submitted as a Newtown Square
homeowner and taxpayer. We appreciate you taking the time to review the proposed plan and
offering your comments and questions. Following please find responses to the questions and
comments contained in your letter. The bullets have been changed to numbers for convenience.
Our responses are provided in bold below each comment and question for your convenience.

Our problems with this plan are a follows:

The current Camelot Pump Station makes noise and smells, yet your last 537 Sewer Plan

is going to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial
property to require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of sewage.
Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of 330,950
gallons per day. Why are you violating that agreement?

This Plan does propose modification to the existing Camelot Pump Station to be
capable to handle additional flow. The Camelot Pump Station currently services
residential and commercial flow (Spriugtown Pointe Woods Shopping Center,
Newtown Grill, Sunrise Senior Assisted Living, Swim Club, and others tributary to
the Hickory Lane Pump Station (CVS, Uno Chicago Grill, Cadillac dealership)).
With regard to noise and odors: 1) increasing the flow at the pump station wifi
actually work to decrease the detention time of sewage in the wet well which reduces
the potential for odors; 2) The Township intends to install an odor control system
that will be provided with the modified pump station; and 3) the Township intends
to use superior pumps than those currently used, with variable frequency drives
(which also save energy) and submersible pumps, all of which wifis serve to unprove
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Act 537 Official Plan Update
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current conditions while at the same time increasing flow.
2. Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from

the closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current
flow. I thought there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at

least 200 feet from any residential home?

There is no requirement that pump stations sit at least 200 feet from a residential
home. The Plan actually replaces the current pump station at the same location arid
will not be closer to any residential homes. Further, the increased flow will not
increase noise or odor, as explained in No. 3 above.

3. With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expect the
noise will extend over longer hours. Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues

of odor and noise?

Please see Response No. 1

4. There is the statement ift the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another
station or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or

adding another line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney

Brook Boulevard and through our neighborhood to Camelot.

Specifics related to the configuration and components of the pump station
modification wifi be fmalized during design and bidding of the system. It appears
that the existing forcemain is adequate to handle the additional flow anticipated
without need for replacement or providing an additional line in Camelot Lane to
Rt. 252. However, a larger line will be needed in Stoney Brook Boulevard from
Bishop Hollow Road to the location of the proposed pump station replacing the
WWTP. Extending the line eastward down West Chester Pike and then southward
down Rt. 252 would be far costlier.

5. There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to
handle the larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure, it will

be at least 3+ times bigger problem.

Replacement or modification of the existing generator at the Camelot Pump Station
has been considered and specifics wifi be determined during design and bidding of
the system.

6. Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the

future, besides daily living.

The new pump station will be no more intrusive than what currently exists. In
addition, the Township intends to improve the pump station as set forth in No. 3
above and will also work with the community to improve its appearance.



Mr. & Mrs. Frank & Eileen Nuessle
Act 537 Official Plan Update
12/27/2012
Page 3

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

7. What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it
to approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased
noise and unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential
cost to us?

Refer to responses to numbers 1 through 6 above. There will be tap in fee for SPW
residents since this community is already connected to the public sewer systen (i.e.
no tap -in fees will need to be paid). However, user fees include overall costs of the
system to the extent not covered by tap -in fees. Extending the lines down West
Chester Pike and Route 252 is far costlier.

8. There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537
Plan, to install a pumping station on West Chester Pilce at the Marville Property, and then
send the sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense
to have commercial sewage to go through industrial and major roads versus private
residential neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved

were willing to pay part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currenfly being
considered?

The alternative of choice in this Plan is approximately $5M less costly to the
residents and Township compared to the West Chester Pike/Route 252 Route. The
Camelot Pump Station currently handles residential and commercial sewage. The
increased cost would not be borne solely by the developers but by all users of the
system.

9. What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot

Pump Station(s)?

Please refer to response to number 5 above.

10. Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the
disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage
prbblems which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

The Plan proposes to decommission the WWTP and replace it with a pump station
in the early stages of the Plan.

Newtown Township Manager

copy: File



George & Regina Mitchell
501 Guirievere Drive
Newtown Square PA
19073
gmitch e 1110 @comcast.net

Mike Trio, Manager
NJewtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

November 12, 2012

. r4

i -., ,,._ SI6:

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

In addition to the comments noted below in this letter, I was personally involved as the floard

President of our corn munity concerning the unsettled waterbeds behind our homes on Wiltshire. Jim

Sheidrake and Mr. Pennoni were involved in several discussions with me concerning the rernediation

requirements to stop the underground water flow that resulted in the continual flooding of a home on

that street. Ken Browsowski from Pulte was also present.

it was our considered opinion that any aggressive changes to the ground area could cause more

problems and was highly unpredictable. We all felt that once we got the water re-routed it was in

everyone's best interest to stop any further digging.

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and

negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

There have been several complaintsfrom homeownerstotheAssociation andTownship
regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of

330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with no details.
Confused howthe Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought

there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?



With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expect the noise will

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no

detailed explanation asto the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station

or replacing the current one wfth a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and

through our neighborhood to Camelot.
o There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will beat

least 3+ times bigger problem.
Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.
There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the intention of retaining the S PE treatment plant for 5+ years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010

the treatment plant was costing approximately4times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it to

approximately 3+ times its dailyflow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

o What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support forthe larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since i personally am very concerned as

to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property vaiue, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. lagree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.



Sincerely,

AinaMitchellG e Mitchell

Cc. Elizabeth Mahoney
PA Department of Environmental Protection
Southeast Regional Office
2 East Main Street
Norristown, PA
19401
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December 27, 2012

RB: Response to Public Comments
Act 537 Official Plan Update for Newtown Township, Delaware County

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Mitchell:

The Township is in receipt of your letter dated November 12,2012 raising comments and

questions to the proposed Act 537 Plan. Responses to the questions and comments follow:

In addition to the comments noted below in this letter, I was personally involved as the

Board President of our community concerning the unsettled waterbeds behind our homes on
Wiltshire, Jim Sheidrake and Mr. Pennoni were involved in several discussions with me

concerning the remediation requirements to stop the underground water flow that resulted in the

continual flooding of a home on that street Ken Browsowski from Puite was also present.

It was our considered opinion that any aggressive changes to the ground area could cause

more problems and was highly unpredictable. We all felt that once we got the water re-routed it

was in everyones best interest to stop any further digging.

Any disturbance will be conducted controlled in such as way so as not to
increase stormwater runoff.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as

follows: -

1. There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and

Township regarding the Camelot Pump Stations noise and smells, yet the response in the latest

537 Sewer Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and

commercial property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860

GPD of sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of

330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted
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in the latest Plan with no details.

This Plan does propose modification to the existing Camelot Pump Station to be
capable to handle additional flow. The Camelot Pump Station currently services
residential and commercial flow (Springtown Pointe Woods Shopping Center,
Newtown Grill, Sunrise Senior Assisted Living, Swim Club, and others tributary to
the Hickory Lane Pump Station (CVS, Uno Chicago Grill, Cadillac dealership>>.
With regard to noise and odors: 1) increasing the flow at the pump station will
acthally work to decrease the detention time of sewage in the wet well which reduces
the potential for odors; 2) The Township intends to install an odor control system
that will be provided with the modified pump station; and 3)the Township intends to
use superior pumps than those currently used, with variable frequency drives
(which also save energy) and submersible pumps, all of which will serve to improve
current conditions while at the same time increasing flow.

2. Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75
feet from the closest physical house and ret be considered for a 3+ times increase in its
current flow. I thought there is a requirement in our Town that any sewer pump station to
be at least 200 feet from any residential home?

There is not requirement that pump stations sit at least 200 feet from a
residential home. The Plan actually replaces the cñrrent pump station at the same

I location and will not be closer to any: residential homes. Further, the increased flow
will not increase noise or odor, as explained in No.3 above.

3. With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we
expect the noise will extend over longer hours. Specifically, how will the Township
resolve issues of odors and noise?

Please refer to response No.1 above.

4.There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified

but no detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding
another station or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt.
252 or adding another line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down
Stoney Brook Boulevard and through our neiglborhood to Camelot.

Specifics related to the configuration and components of the pump station
modification will be finalized during design and bidding of the system. It appears
that the existing forcemain is adequate to handle the additional flow anticipated
without need for replacement or providing an additional line in Camelot Lane to Rt.

252. However, a larger line will be needed in Stoney Brook Boulevard from Bishop
Hollow Road to the location of the proposed pump station replacing the WWTP.
Extending the line eastward down West Chester Pike and then southward down IRt.
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252 would be far costlier.

5. There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased

to handle tile larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure, it

will be at least 3+ times bigger problem.

Replacement or modificatio.n of the existing generator at the Camelot Pump
Station has been considered and specifics will be determined during design and
bidding of the system.

6. Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling
in the future, besides daily living.

The new pump station will be no more intrusive than what currently exists. In
addition, the Township intends to improve the pump station as set forth in No.3
above and will also work with the community to improve its appearance.

7. There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW and there have been
groundwater (flooding) problems reported, including problems with property directly
adjacent to my property, which is in close proximity to the Camelot Pump Station. The
Springton Pointe Estates ("SPF') Treatment Plant .ischarges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage
beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes
stating the intention of retaining the SPE Treatment Plant for 5+ years.

The SPE Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) is proposed to be
decommissioned and replaced with a pump station within the early stages of th Plan.

8. The original plan was to phase out the SPE Treatment Plant, because of its high

cost. In 2010 the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per
thousand gallons. Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to

increase.

The SPE Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) is proposed to be
decommissioned and replaced with a pump station within the early stages of the Plan.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

9. What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to
increase it to approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption,
increased noise and unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods arid

potential cost to us?

Refer to responses to numbers 1 through 4 above. There will be no cost to the
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SPW residents since this community is already connected to tbe public sewer system
(i.e. no tap -in fees will need to be paid). However, user fees include overall costs of the
system to the extent not covered by tap -in fees. Extending the lines down West
Chester Pike to Route 252 is far costlier.

10. There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior
537 Plan, to install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and
then send the sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more
sense to have commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus
private residential neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved
were willing to pay part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

The alternative of choice in this Plan is approximately $5M less costly to the
residents and Township compared to the West Chester Pike/Route 252 Route. The
Camelot Pump Station currently handles residential and commercial sewage. Also,

please refer to response #1 above. The increased cost would not be borne solely by the
developers but by all users of the system.

11. What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger
Camelot Pump Station(s)?

Please refer to response to number 5 above.

12. Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the
disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems
which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

The Plan proposes to decommission the WWTP and replace it with a pump
station in the early stages of the Plan

Very TILIIy

MiØhalJ.Pflo, ATCP
NwIown Township Manager

copy: File



November 12, 2012

Rosernary&JohnGray
5 Cherry Lane -t
Newtown Square, PA 19073

TO: N /..
Township Manager Michael Trio
Supervisors Joseph Catania 'F)

Ross Lambert
Ed Partridge \. "

John Nawn
George Wood

Comments regarding 2012 Newtowri Township Act 537 Submission (Sewer Changes)

As 15+ year residents of Newtown Square we are expressing our concern about the current proposed

Newtown Township Act 537 Submission. We clearly understand the need for Newtown Square to

improve the sewer service to the residents and the logical means to do that by joining CDCA. We are

concerned with the current proposal of making that connection.

As representatives of all the residents of Newtowri Square, I would think you, as Supervisors and Town

manager would put 'their wellbeing, convenience, life style first. We just do riot understand why the

current Act 537 plan has a large sewer line going into and through our residential area and in addition to

that building a large pump station right in the middle of 2 residential communities. What are we thinking

when the same sewer line could run east on Rte. 3, a commercial road and connect at the intersection

of Rte. 252, another commercial road in the Newtown Square section?

There is no question thatwhen this sewer project gets constructed that it is going to cause

inconvenience for all citizens of the area. It is a big project and a needed project! The impact of the

construction should not fall on one residential section of the town. The Rte. 3-252 connection would

keep most of the impact of the construction in a non-residential area, the inconvenience distributed to

residents as well as nonresiderits commuting through the community.

We are asking as residents of Newtown Square to again look at the Act 537 plan with the view of

keeping it out of the residential part of our community.

Thank You

Rosemary & John Gray

CC Elizabeth Mahoney, PA Department of Environmental Protection



BOARI) OP SUPERVISORS

JOSEPh CATANIA. ESQ.
CIIAISIVIAN

DR B. ROSS LM4BERT
VICE CHAIRPERSON

GEORGE WOOD. ESQ.
EDWARD PARTRII)GE
JOENA. NMTN, RE.

Mr. & Mi-s. Gray
5 Cherry Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

MICFIAELTRJO,AiCP

e TOWNSSIP, HAILAGER

RICH SCKORM. ESQ.
TOWNSHiP SOLICITOR

Township of Newtown
209 Bishop Hollow Road

Newtown Square, PA 19073
TOWNSHIP ENGINEER

- 610-356-0200 BUILDING INSFECVION

www.newtowptnwnship.org
UNOERWR1ThRS, INC.
BIMLDIHG INSPECTOR

December 27, 2012

RE: Response to Public Comments
Act 537 Official Plan Update for
Newtown Township, Delaware County

Dear Mir. & Mrs. Gray:

The Township in receipt of your letter dated November 12, 2012 raising questions and

comments regarding the proposed Act 537 Plan.

The Plan is over $5M less costly to the residents and Township compared to
extending lines down West Chester Pike/Route 252 Alternative Even if this route

were taken with the lines, pump stations would stifi be required at the proposed
locations to handle sewage from your neighborhood.

The increased will not be detrimental to the community and there several relevant

points to consider in this regard: 1) increasing the flow at the pump station will

actually work to decrease the detention time of sewage in the wet well which reduces

the potential for odors; 2) the Township intends to install an odor control system
that will be provided with the modified pump station; and 3)the Township tntends

to use superior pumps than those currently used, with variable frequency drives

(which also save energy) and submersible pumps, all of which wills serve to improve
current conditions while at the sanie time increasing flow. Further Township
intends on working with community to make the structures aesthetically consistent
with the neighborhood.

Lastly, with respect to disruption during construction,
Approximately 14,000 vehicles per day would be impacted during construction on
West Chester Pike and 9,000 vehicles per day would be impacted during

construction on Route 252. The cost of these delays Was not included in the
additional cost of this alternative versus the alternative of choice. The width of
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Stoney Brook Blvd will allow construction with,out major disruption.

Very çu1 \purs,

YFtio, AICP

wri Township Manager

copy: File



e ffr e y S. French

November 12, 2012

Mr. Michael Trio
Township Manager
Township of Newtown
209 Bishop Hollow Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Mr. Trio:

My wife, Anne and I have been following the evolving plans regarding the Act 537 Submission

and proposed sewer revisions.

As the Newtown Township resident perhaps most singularly impacted by any decision to install

a 336,000 GPD pump station virtually in our side yard, we had hoped that those of you

entrusted to protect your fellow residents' interests would have already derailed this

outrageous proposal.

We now urge you to take action on our behalf, and on behalf of our entire neighborhood. The

idea that Township leadership would permit the disruption to our community, to Stoney Brook

Blvd., and to the shared service drive which provides the only access to our home (which for all

intents and purposes is, thus, my driveway), let alone the long-term physical intrusion of this

facility, is unconscionable, particularly given the following:
This neighborhood generates barely 10% of the total sewage to be accommodated by

this pump station.
There is a perfectly viable alternative installation and routing associated with the

Marville Property, the developer of which owns properties directly responsible for an

enormous percentage of the anticipated sewage.

What's wrong with this picture? This simply is neither right nor fair. We are not particularly

interested in being taken advantage of here. My family has been in our home for 16 years, and

we have been supportive of our municipality's leadership, including the sitting Supervisors,

asking very little in return.

We are not prepared to sit on the sidelines on this, so we are investigating our options. In the

meantime, we will await a response from the Township, and ultimately, the Pennsylvania DEP.

I ask you to please demand a reconsideration of thiscurrent proposal.



Thank you for your participation and cooperation.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey S. French
26 Stoney Brook Blvd.
Newtown Square1 PA 19073

610.325.5464
Email: ffren:h@balJiner-ae.corn

Email Cc: Supervisor Joe Catania
Supervisor Ed Partridge
Supervisor Ross Lambert
Supervisor John Nawn
Supervisor George Wood
Elizabeth Mahoney, PA DEP
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Mr. Jeffrey S. French
26 Stoney Brook Blvd.
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December 27, 2012

RB: Response to Public Comments
Act 537 Official Plan Update for
Nwtown Township, Delaware County

Dear Mr. French:

The Township is in receipt of your letter dated November 12, 2012 raising comments and

questions to the Act 537 Plan. Responses to your questions and comments follow

My wife, Anne and I have been following the evolving plans regarding the Act 537 Submission

and proposed sewer revisions.

As the Newtown Township resident perhaps most singularly impacted by any decision to

install a 336,000 GPD pump station virtually in our side yard, we had hoped that those of you
entrusted to protect your fellow residents' interests would have already derailed this ouliageous

proposal.

We now urge you to take action on our behalf; and on behalf of our entire neighborhood.

The idea that Township leadership would permit the disruption to our community, to Stoney

Brook Blvd., and to the shared service drive which provides the only access to our home (which

for all facility, is unconscionable, particularly given the following:

This neighborhood generates barely 10% of the total sewage to be accommodated by this

pump station.

Regardless as to whether sewage from other neighborhoods are pumped through

this station, a pump station is required for the sewage generated by your
neighborhood. The fact that more sewage will pumped through this station wffl not
have a deleterious affect on your quality of life. The pump station wifi replace with
existing WWTP, which wifi be more aesthetically pleasing and require less
maintenance or disruption to your life.. Also, with respect to the pump station itself,
steps wifi be taken to ensure . your quality of life including: 1) higher flow at the



M:r. Jeffrey S. French
Act 537 Official Plan Update
12/2.7/2012
Page 2

pump station wifi actually work to decrease the detention time of sewage in the wet
well which reduces the potential for odors; 2) The Township intends to install an
odor control system that will be provided with the pump station; and 3) the
Township intends to use pumps with top of the line motors, with variable frequency
drives (which also save energy) and submersible pumps, all of which wills serve to
improve current conditions while at the same time increasing flow. Further, the
Township intends to work with the community to ensure that the structure is
aesthetically consistent with the neighborhood.

There is a perfectly viable alternative installation and routing associated with the Marville
Property, the developer of which owns properties directly responsible for an enormous
percentage of the anticipated sewage.

Other alternatives which have been suggested by residents such as running lines
down West Chester Pike and Route 252 would add over $5M to the cost of the
project. The increased cost would not be borne solely by the developers but by all
users of the system.

What's wrong with this picture? This simply is neither right nor fair. We are not
particularly interested in being taken advantage of here. My family has been in our home for 16

years, and we have been supportive of our municipality's leadership, including the sitting

Supervisors, asking very little in return.

We are not prepared to sit on the sidelines on this, so we are investigating our options. In
the meantime, we will await a response from the Township, and ultimately, the Pennsylvania

DEP.

I ask you to please demand a reconsideration of this current proposal.

Thank you for your participation and cooperation.

Newtown Township Manager

copy: File
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Subject: FW: 537 Plan

From: Mike Trio <triomnewtowntwpdelcO.org>
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2012 4:46:20 PM

To: rsokoraihighswartz.com, hem.engineers.dporterverizon.net

Original Message -----
From: Linda Cavanaugh [mailto:lindarcav@comcasLnetj
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2012 3:46 PM
To: Mike Trio
Subject: 537 Plan

The 537 sewer plan for proposed pump station #5 is an appalling solution

for the residents of Springton Pointe Estates, and especially those
living near the upper portion of Stoney Brook Blvd. How can township
members, in good conscience, approve a plan that takes over 300,000 GPO
of sewage from the multi million dollar Marvill Commercial Cenler, the
Newtown Square Corporate Center, the Newtown Business Center and Olde

Masters Golf Course, along with five other neighborhoods, and funnel it

through a residential community directly behind several homes? Many of
these homeowners pay over $12,000 per year in taxes and deserve more

)consideration from their representatives. This is not the first time

- / that the homeowners at Springton Pointe Estates have been let down by
this township. There are alternate plans which make much more sense. I
urge all of the Newtown Township supervisors to act on a more reasonable

approach to this issue.

Linda Cavana ugh
19 Stoney Brook Blvd
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Print

http ://nethaail.verizon.comlnetmailldriver?nimletshowcanvas 1 of]
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Ms. Linda Cavanaugh
19 Stoney Brook Blvd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Ms. Cavanaugh:

MICHAEL TR1O AICP
TOWNSHIP MI5J1AGERe RICH EOIORMESQ
TOWNSHiP SOU(TOR

Township of Newtowi
209 Bishop Hollow Road

STANThC, JWC

Newtown Square, PA 19073
ENGOEER

610-356-0200 BUILDING INSPECTION

www.newtowntownshipor
UNDERWRTPERS, INC.

SUILDUIC HSPECFOR

December 27, 2012

In response to your email dated November 13, 2012, below are responses to your
questions arid comments regarding Act 537 Plan for Newtown Township.

The 537 sewer plan for proposed pump station #5 is an appalling solution for the
residents of Springton Pointe Estates, and especially those living near the upper portion of

)
Stoney Brbok Blvd. How can township members, in good conscience, approve a plan that takes

over 300,000 GPD of sewage fiom the multi -million dollar Marvill Commercial Center, the
Newtown Square Corporate Center, the Newtown Business Center and Olde Masters Golf
Course, along with five other neighborhoods, and funnel it through a residential community
directly behind several homes? Many of these homeowners pay over $12,000 per year in taxes

and deserve more consideration from their representatives. This is not the first time that the
homeowners at Springton Pointe Estates have been let down by this township. There are
alternate plans which make much more sense. I urge all of the Newtown Township supervisors

to act on a more reasonable approach to this issue,

This Plan has not yet been put before the Supervisors. The Plan is the work of
professional engineers retained by the Township to develop the best overall plan for the
entire community. It is the opinion of the professionals that this Plan is the best overall one
for the Township. Developers will be required to pay their share of the costs. Other
potential routes, such as running lines down West Chester Pike and Rte. 252 would add
over $5M to the cost of the system that must be passed to the users, which will not be
covered solely by the developers.

Very 17iI!Xurs,

N4io(ae1(('rio, AJCP
Newtown Township Manager

copy: File
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Subject: FW: 537 plan

From: Mike Trio <triomnewtowntwpdeIco.org>
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2012 11:48:50 AM

To: hem.engineers.dporterverizon.net

From: jpmrhp@3aol .com maiIto:jpmrhp©aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2012 11:29 AM
To: Mike Trio; jcatania©frontlaw.com; gummydoc@aol.com; ed.partridge@verizon.net; janawn64@grnaU.com;

georgeesq@aol.com; emahoney©state.pa.us
Subject: 537 plan

Mr. and Mrs. Joseph Mcllvaine

106 Stoney Brook Blvd

Newtown Square, Pa. 19073

Mr. Mike Trio, Manager

Newtown Township

209 Bishop Hollow Rd.

Newtown Square, Pa. 19073

Dear Mr. Trio et alii,

My wife and I are homeownersftaxpayers in the Springton Pointe Woods area of upper Stoney Brook Blvd. It has

come to our attention that the Township has been hard at work on a plan to funnel other peoples sewage through

our neighborhood by installing a GPD pump station in our development. As we understand it, the sewage will then

take acircuitous route through our neighborhood and necessitate the installation of underground pipes causing

tearing up of our streets and land. The kicker of this whole plan is that approximately only 10% of the flow would

be that emanating from our residents in Springton Pointe.

NoW, Mr. Trio, if you were a resident of Springton Point, would that be palatable to you? Rip your neighborhoDd up

h:!/netmail.verizon.cominetmaWdriver7nim1etshowcanvas#
1 of:



to allow other peoples sewage to pass throughl Come on, you know that's not fair to the locals! People purchased
expensive homes in this area because of the quality of life, and to impose something like this, would put a major
blight on the community. Please reconsider this 537 plan.

There is an alternate solution which seemingly is being overlooked. Wouldn't it be less intrusive to the taxpayers of
Springton Pointe to implement this alternative solution to install the pumping station on West Chester Pike and then
send the sewage down Rte. 252, that way circumventing neighborhoods? The back end of the Newtown Corporate
Center could send its sewage via the existing pump station in Newtown Heights and that way residents and homes
are not being totally disrupted for a long period of time.

There seems to be a slew of potential problems and unanswered questions. We ask that you consider the
alternative plan, as it wiFI be much more amenable for all concerned.

We look forward to a positive response to this e-mail.

Sincerely,

Joseph and Martha Mcllvaine

http ://netmail.verizon.cominetmailldriver?nimletshowcanvas# 2 of
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December 27, 2012

Joseph & Martha Mcllvaine
106 Stoney Brook Blvd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Mcllvaine:

In response to your e-mail dated November 13, 2012, below are responses to your
questions and comments regarding Act 537 Plan for Newtown Township.

My wife and I are homeowners/taxpayers in the Springton Pointe Woods area of upper

Stoney Brook Blvd. It has come to our attention that the Township has been hard at work on a

plan to funnel other people's sewage through our neighborhood by installing a GPD pump

station in our development. As we understand it, the sewage will then talce a circuitous route

through our neighborhood and necessitate. the installation of underground pipes causing tearing

up of our streets and land. The kicker of thIs whole plan is that approximately only 10% of the

flow would be that emanating from our residents in Springton Pointe. Now, Mr. Trio, if you

were a resident of Springton Point, would that be palatable to you? Rip your neighborhood up to

allow other peoples sewage to pass through! Come on, you know that's not fair to the locals!

People purchased http://nettnail.verizon.comlnetmailldriver?nimlet=showcanvas# 1 of 2
expensive homes in this area because of the quality of life, and to impose something like this,

would put a major blight on the community. Please reconsider this 537 plan.

There is an alternate solution which seemingly is being overlooked. Wouldn't it be less

intrusive to the taxpayers of Springton Pointe to implement this alteniative solution to install the

pumping station on West Chester Pike and then send the sewage down Rte. 252, that way

circumventing neighborhoods? The back end of the Newtown Corporate Center could send its

sewage via the existing pump station in Newtown Heights and that way residents and homes are

not being totally disrupted for a long period of time. There seems to be a slew of potential

problems and unanswered questions. We ask that you consider the alternative plan, as it will be

much more amenable for all concerned.

We look forward to a positive response to this e-mail.

Under the Plan, the line will not take a circuitous route through Springton Pointe



Mr. & Mrs. Mcllvaine

Act 537 Official Plan Update

12/27/20 12

Page 2

Estates. The line will be constructed in Stoney Brook Blvd and will connect to a pump
station. at the location of the existing Waste Water Treatment Plant that will not remain.
Unlike the current situation where waste is treated on site and discharged back intO the
community, the Plan will pump all waste to a remote location for treatment at a central
facility. The alternate routes that you suggest would add over $5M to the estimated project
costs which must be passed On to the users of the system. This 'would also be more
disruptive to the entire community. Stoney Brook Boulevard is wide enough to
accommodate sewer construction and traffic. Regardless as to whether waste from other
parts of the commimity is conducted through pipes beneath Stoney Brook Blvd., a pump
station will be required to connect Springton Pointe Estates to the system. The additional
flow from other parts of the community will not have a more deleterious effect on your
community than the other required pumps.

Very Trul

AICP
NewjwjiLThwnship Manager

copy: File
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November 13, 2012

John and Mary Dougherty
414 Merlin Road
Newtown Square
PA, 19073

Mike TriD, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Mr. Trio:

Sject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Town5hip

As Newtown Square homeowners and taxpayers, we are very concerned about the latest 2012 modified

537 Sewer Plan

Please note our concerns:

Unbelievably we understand that there was an option to have the pump station in the industrial

development on the Marville property and away from the residential areas and that this option

was rejected. That proposal would make the most sense. What was the justification for not

accepting this proposal. These are our homes that will be impacted. Homes that we have all

have worked very hard to purchase, and continue to work hard to maintain. You only have to

kok around these homes to see the pride of ownership and what a wonderful community we

are fortunate to live in. We do not want to have to move because of odors and noise. What

compensation will the township be giving to the residents of Newtown Square when no one will

buy our homes or at a minimum the value of our homes is reduced. No one wants to see a slew

of lawsuits etc. but no none wants to live near a sewer plant, particularly an increase to an

existing sewage plant, one which already has problems for residents. This increase in capacity

to the sewage plant was not even contemplated when most of us purchased our homes. We

researched and no where was this possibility evident.

These houses in Newtown Square were all purchased by the homeowners over the last few

years in good faith that the Township would be there to protect our well being. We urge you to

accept the Marville property proposal. it is only fair that those residents already in the area not

be hurt by an extension of a sewage plant necessitated by increased building permits. Those

who will be building in the future can purchase with the full knowledge of the sewage plant and



real estate will be priced accordingly hurting no one financially. We have a residential areato be

proud of and we can guarantee that there will be a mass exodus if this sewage treatment

expansion goes ahead in our development.

There will no doubt be a major environmental impact in the area too. Perhaps not immediately

but in a few years when the equipment is older. How damaging it would be to the forests and

the large wooded areas near our properties when we have too much rain and there is an

overflow. What if there is a power outage which as you all know happens frequently?? We

believe that if the plant were located ri themarville area the damage would be mitigated given

that it does not involve a residential area or woods.

What are you all thinking to even consider what you are considering in this development??

We, as taxpayers in yourtownsh(p are urging you to make the right decision. Please act as if you

live where we do and look at it from our point of view. We do not want to have to move and

can not stress enough to you how concerned we are.

Your earliest response would be appreciated. We would be happy to meet with you to address our

concerns at any time. It is too late once it has been built to fix the issues but it is not too late nOw and

we have faith that you will do the right thing by the residents of Newtown Square.

Yours sincerely

*
L

John and Mary Dougherty

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney,

Lc.JLLL 6 7
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Mr. and Mrs. John Dougherty
414 Merlin Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Dougherty:
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December 27, 2012

In response to your letter dated November 13, 2012 below are responses to your
questions and comments regarding Act 537 Plan for Newtown Township.

As Newtown Square homeowners and taxpayers, we are very concerned about the latest

2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan.

Please note our concerns:

Unbelievably we understand that there was an option to have the pump station in the
industrial development on the Marville property and away from the residential areas and

that this option was rejected. That proposal would make the most sense. What was the
justification for not accepting this proposal. These are our homes that will be impacted.

Homes that we have all have worked very hard to purchase, and continue to work hard to

maintain. You only have to look around these homes to see the pride of ownership and
what a wonderful community we are fortunate to live in. We do not want to have to move

because of odors and noise. What compensation will the township be giving to the
residents of Newtown Square when no one will buy our homes or at a minimum the value
of our homes is reduced. No one wants to see a slew of lawsuits etc. but no none wants to

live near a sewer plant, particularly an increase to an existing sewage plant, one which

already has problems for residents. This increase in capacity to the sewage plant was not

even contemplated when most of us purchased our homes. We researched and no where

was this possibility evident.

Industrial waste is not planned to be routed through the Springton Pointe Estates.
There is no intention of freating the sewage from your portion of the commuliity or
other portions of the community at Springtou Pomte estates. The waste will merely
be pumped to a remote freatment -facility.

These houses in Newtown Square were all purchased by the homeowners over the last
few years in good faith that the Township would be there to protect our well being. We



Mr. & Mrs. Dougherty
Act 537 Official Plan Update
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urge you to accept the Marvile property proposal. It is only fair that those residents

already in the area not be hurt by an extension of a sewage plant necessitated by

increased building permits. Those who will be building in the future can purchase with

the full knowledge of the sewage plant and real estate will be priced accordingly hurting

no one financially. We have a residential area to be proud of and we can guarantee that

there will be a mass exodus if this sewage treathient expansion goes ahead in our

development.

There is no intention of treating the sewage from your portion of the community or.

other portions of the community at Springton Pointe Estates. The waste will merely

be pumped to a remote treatment facility. The developers will be paying their share

of costs, but ultimately costs must be borne by all new users.

There will no doubt be a major environmental impact in the area too. Perhaps not

immediately but in a few years when the equipment is older. How damaging it would be

to the forest and the large wooded areas near our properties when we have too much rain

and there is an overflow. What if there is a power outage which as you all know happens

frequently?? We believe that if the plant were located in the marville area the damage

would be mitigated given that it does not involve a residential area or woods.

There is no intention of freating the sewage from your portion of the community or

other portions of the community at Springton Pointe Estates. The waste will merely

be pumped to a remote treatment facility.

What are you all thinking to even consider what you are considering in this

development??

Please see above.

We, as taxpayers in your township are urging you to make the right decision. Please act

as if you live where we do and look at it from our point of view. We do not want to have

to move and can not stress enough to you how concerned we are.

Your earliest response would be appreciated. We would be happy to meet with you to

address our concerns at any time. It is too late once it has been built to fi the issues but it is not

too late now and we have faith that you will do the right thing by the residents of Newtown

Square.

V

Mihael rio, AICP
Newtown Township Manager

copy: File
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Holly Neff N
ii we,,

From: rick.m.koenigcomcast.net LII 2 7p fj

Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2012 12:34 PM --

To: Mike Trio; Holly Neff -

Cc: rick.m.koenigcomcast.net; hem.engiñeersverizon. net; rsokoraihighswar.com

Subject: Comments on 537 Plan

Attachments: Comments on 537 Plan.docx

Dear Mr. Trio:

Please find attached my comments and questions concerning the revised 537 Plan.!

am assuming that you will provide this attachment to anyone in addition to yourself who

should receive it within the comment period. I'd be most appreciative if you could

confirm receipt of this document by reply to this email. Thank you.

Sin ce rely,

Richard Koenig
195 Hunt ValleyCircie
Berwyn, PA 19312

Cell phone: 610-213-0725

11/15/2012



November 14, 2012
<'0if

Michael Trio (triom@newtowntwpdelco.org)
Township Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Cc via email only;

Holly Neff (neffh@newtowntwpdelco.org)
Newtown Township

Richard Sokorai (rsokorai(highswartzcom)
Township Solicitor
Newtown Township

David Porter, E.I.T. (hem.engineers@verizon.net)
Herbert E. Mac Combie, Jr., RE.
Consulating Engineers & Surveyors, Inc.

In re: Act 537 Planning Update

Dear Mr. Trio:

Please find here my comments and questions about the revised 537 Plan as it affects

Hunt Valley Circle in Newtown Township and my residential property in particular.
I am assuming that you will provide these comments and questions to anyone in
addition to yourself who should receive them under the appropriate procedure for
making sure that residents' desires and concerns are given serious consideration.

For several years I have advocated extension of sewer service to our neighborhood
in Hunt Valley Circle. But heretofore in every representation to me by Township
officials and their earlier consulting engineers the plan was to run the sewer main
along the street. The system was to work under low pressure, with each household

equipped with a grinder pump.

Although that original intent is still noted in the revised Plan, that Plan now
highlights a preferred option. This other option relies on a sewer main-not a
lateral, but the main-that would bisect Hunt Valley Circle and cross the entirety of

my residential property from front to back.

-more
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Nevertheless, I continue to advocate sewer service for our neighborhood. Even

though the revised Plan now puts the sewer j:nain across my property, I look

forward to working with the TowTlship and its consulting engineers to make a

success of the Plan for everyone involved.

The revised Plan does, however, raise many questions ror which I am requesting

answers as soon as possible:

-- What exactly are the relative costs-gravity vs. low-pressure, near -term and long-

term-for my particular property?

-- What are the relative operational advantages and disadvantages of gravity and

low-pressure systems? What are the pipe diameters and pipe -construction

materials for each system?

Where exactly would the sewer main run over my property? I am aware of how

the main is mapped, but many design details remain unclear.

-- Where exactly would a lateral run between my house and the main?

-- Can I assume that the lateral from my house could be constructed at the same

time the main is installed?

-- What would be the width of the easement across my properly, considering not

only the width of the ditch for the sewer main but also of the property the township

needs to acquire to gain working access for construction crews and equipment, both

during installation of the main and later during any inspections and maintenance?

-- What would I be paid when the Township condemns my property to gain the

easement?

-- What measures would be taken to alleviate noise, property disruption, and

general disturbance caused by the installation of a sewer main across myproperty?

-- Which trees would be removed to ensure no root damage to the sewer main or to

the lateral from my house?

-- How does the Township propose to repair and re -landscape its easement and my

adjoining property following any damage resulting from the sewer-main installation

and its maintenance?

-- What will be the Township's liability in the event of any problem with the sewer

main following installation, especially including a break or leak in the line? I'm

assuming that the Township would bear full liability, and that I would bear no

liability.

-more-
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-- How often would the sewer maIn need to undergo routine inspection and

maintenance?

How would the Township choose a contractor to construct the sewer main across

my property?

--What is the best guess as to when construction will start in Hunt Valley Circle and

when the project will be completed?

-- What is the expected useful life of the sewer main arid laterals connected to it?

As for financing the construction, my imderstanding is that the Township, or at least

the Municipal Authority, once considered floating a bond issue that would

underwrite construction of laterals as well as sewer mains. Homeowners would

thus have the advantage of Township's leverage in obtaining low interest rates.

But, if 1 understand the revised Plan correctly, homeowners are now on their own to

arrange financing. Why?

If the Township wants to encourage lateral connections sooner rather than later, I

would think the opportunity for homeowners to participate in the one-time

advantage of a municIpal financing for the laterals would work to the Township's

advantage. It would certainly inure to the benefit of homeowners, and not only -

because of the lower interest rates. If many homeowners in a particular neighbor,

having available to them the advantage of Township financing for laterals, were thus

prompted to opt for immediate lateral connections, they together would then be in. a

stronger position to negotiate reasonable construction costs by putting their

combined business up for bid by contractors.

For that matter, I had also understood that the Township itselfmight put

construction of laterals up for bid. The purchasIng power of the Township would

work to still greater advantage ofhomeowners than would the purchasing power of

single neighborhoods. Might this idea be revived?

I believe these questions about financing and contracting arrangements deserve

answers. I do not argue, however, that the arrangements nowproposed by

Township are without reason, and I would hope any further discussion of them

Would not unduly delay gethng on with construction.

Whatever the ultimate financial and bidding arrangements, I assume that the

Township will establish and strictly enforce uniform high standards for all

contractors working on either sewer mains or laterals.

-more-
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I am sure I will have more questions. For example, I am Looking into whether
trenching for sewer mains and laterals in our neighborhood might be coordinated
with installing laterals to the water main already available for part of the

neighborhood.

But I would like to get answers to the questions above as soon as possible. I am
requesting that the Township notify me, preferably by email
(rick.imkoenigjcomcast.net), of any news and any hearings relatedto the 537 Plan.

I am encouraged by the commitment of the Township to providing sewer service in
the near future, and I look forward to working with the Township and its engineers
and contractors under the outline of the revised Plan.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Richard I(oenig

195 Hunt Valley Circle
Berw3rn, PA 19312

Cell phone: 610-213-0725
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December 27, 2012

RB: Response to Public Comments
Act 537 Official Plan Update for
Newtown Township, Delaware County

Dear Mr. Koenig:

The is dated 2012 submitting questions
and comments regarding the Township's proposed Act 537 plan. Following please find
responses to the questions and comments contained in your letter:

1. What exactly are the relative costs-gravity vs. low-pressure, near -term and long -term -----

for my particular property?

Please refer to Appendix 0 for the Act 537 Planning Update, By way of further
answer, homeowners with low pressure systems will have to bear the cost of the
grinder pump, which typically ranges from $5,500 to $6,000 installed and which
typically have to be replaced every 15 to 20 years, however this depends on whether
the pumps are properly maintained by the homeowner. There also will be
maintenance costs and electrical cost associated with the pump. Maintenance
should be performed in accordance with manufacturer reconiniendations, which
may vary depending upon the pump selected.

2. What are the relative operational advantages and disadvantages of gravity and low-
pressure systems? What are the pipe diameters and pipe -construction materials for each
system?

The greatest operational advantage of a gravity sewer system is that it relies on
gravity for conveyance. Low pressure sewers rely on mechanical means to push
sewage through the lines. These mechanical means are a series of small pumps with
check valves in the lines to prevent sewage from draining back into the building.
However, low, pressure sewers generally have an operational advantage in areas
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with challenging topography. Pipe' diameters are dependent upon the amount of

sewage that needs to be collected and conveyed. Generally with gravity sewers, the

lateral is a 4 -inch (residential) or a 6 -inch or larger (commercial) diameter poiyvinyi

chloride (PVC) pipe with connection to an 8 -inch or 10 -inch diameter PVC gravity

main. Low pressure sewers typically require a l'/ to 2 -inch diameter PVC or (high

density polyethylene) HDPE pipe lateral with connection to a main, which will vary

in size' from smaller diameter to larger diameter with distance from connection

point to a regional pump station or connection to a gravity system with the smallest

diameter main being farthest from the connection point.

Where exactly would the sewer main run over my property? I am aware of how the main

is mapped, but many design details remain unclear.

The specific design will not be completed until after there is an approved Plan. The

specmc location of the main will be finalized during design of the system prior to the

bidding.

4. Where exactly would a lateral run between my house and the main?

This will also be fmalized during the design of the system with consideration of

results of field survey to determine building floor elevations with respect to elevation
of the main and input from each property owner with regard to where they would
like their lateral to be situated.

Can I assume that the lateral from my house could be constructed at the same time the

main is installed?

You wifi most likely be able to coordinate the installation of your lateral at or near
the same time as the main installation.

6. What would be the width of the easement across my property, considering not only the

width of the ditch for the sewer main but also of the property the township needs to
acquire to gain working access for construction crews and equipment, both during

installation of the main and later duringany inspections and maintenance?

The minimum width of an easement for a sanitary sewer main would be 25 feet.

However, this does not mean that 25 feet necessarily needs to be disturbed.

7. What would I be paid when the Township condemns my property to gain the easement?

Property owners are entitled 'to just compensation depending on the area of the
easement. An agreement may be reached in lieu of condemnation. We have found

in other Townships property owners are aware that at times easements are
necessary for the greater good of the community and are willing to work with the

municipality to help the community. Otherwise, the cost will be determined by an
appraisal process. You noted in a subsequent email on December 17, 2012 that Mr.
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MacCombie suggested that you would not be entitled to conipensation. This is not

accurate. Mr. MacCombie merely stated that in his experience often times people

do not require such compensation.

What measures would be taken to alleviate noise, property disruption, and generalS

disturbance caused by the installation of a sewer main across my property?.

Sewer main construction would proceed in accordance with design plans and any

permits gained in the design process, including Erosion and Sediment Control plans

which limit disturbance. In general construction of the main would only require a

few days disruption on your property with some minimal time afterward for fine

grading and establishment of vegetation.

9. Which trees would be removed to ensure no root damage to the sewer main or to the

lateral from my house?

This will be determined by field survey for design of the system.

10. How does the Township propose to repair and re-landscape its easement and my

adjoining property following any damage resulting from the sewer-main installation and

its maintenance?

Erosion and Sediment Control requirements include immediate stabilization and

vegetation of disturbed areas.

11. What will be the Township's liability in the event of any problem with the sewer main

following installation, especially including a break or leak in the line? I'm assuming that

the Township would bear frill liability, and that I would bear no liability.

Liability depends on the circumstances under which the break occurred. The

Township and/or Municipal Authority could be held liable if they cause the break.

12. How often would the sewer main need to undergo routine inspection and maintenance?

There is typically very little maintenance required for sewer lines. Video and jetting

of lines typically occurs approximately every several years and on an as needed

basis.

13. How would the Township choose a contractor to construct the sewer main across my

property?

The project will be publicly bid.

14. What is the best guess as to when construction will start in Hunt Valley Circle and when

the project will be completed?
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Construction could begin as early as summer or fall of 2014 if the Plan is not
appealed after approval from PA PEP.

15. What is the expected usefu1 life of the sewer main and laterals connected to it?

With improved construction standards and materials, the useful life of a main and
lateral may be in excess of 50 years.

As for financing the construction, my understanding is that the Township, or at least the
Municipal Authority, once considered floating a bond issue that would underwrite
construction of laterals as well as sewer mains. Homeowners would thus have the
advantage of Township's leverage in obtaining low interest rates.

But, if I understand the revised Plan correctly, homeowners are now on their own to
arrange financing. Why?

The laterals are the property of the homeowner. Including such costs is costly for
the Township to manage, which costs would have to passed on to all users.

If the Township wants to encourage lateral connections sooner rather than later, I would
think the opportunity for homeowners to participate in the one-time advantage of a
municipal financing for the laterals would work to the Township's advantage. It would
certainly inure to the benefit of homeowners, and not only because of the lower interest
rates. If many homeowners in a particular neighbor, having available to them the
advantage of Township financing for laterals, were thus prompted to opt for immediate
lateral connections, they together would then be in a stronger position to negotiate
reasonable construction costs by putting their combined business up for bid by
contractors.

Individual communities may achieve comparable costs of construction by
coordinating to have the same contractor do lateral installation for all or most of the
community.

For that matter, I had also understood that the Township itself might put construction of
laterals up for bid. The purchasing power of the Township would work to still greater
advantage of homeowners than would the purchasing power of single neighborhoods.

Might this idea be revived?

No. The Township does not intend to include lateral or grinder pumps in the
overall construction of the system. The laterals andJor grinder pumps are privately
owned by the homeowners. The Township is investigating potential ways to reduce
the initial fmancial burden on property owners that will require grinder pumps.

I believe these questions about financing and contracting arrangements deserve answers. I
do not argue, however, that the arrangements now proposed by Township are without
reason, and I would hope any further discussion of them would not unduly delay getting
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on with construction.

Whatever the ultimate financial and bidding alTangements, I assume that the Township
will establish and strictly enforce uniform high standards for all contractors working on
either sewer mains or laterals.

I am sure I will have more questions. For example, I am looking into whether trenching
for sewer mains and laterals in our neighborhood night be coordinated with installing
laterals to the water main already available for part of the neighborhood.

But I would like to get answers to the questions above as soon as possible. I am
requesting that the Township notify me, preferably by email

(rickan.koenigcomcast.net), of any news and any hearings related, to the 537 Plan.

I am encouraged by the commitment of the Township to providing sewer srvice in the
near future, and I look forward to working with the Township and its engineers and
contractors under the outline of the revised Plan. -i

Newtown Township Manager

copy: File
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Cherie Dolan
138 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, Pa. 19073

cbjc@comcast.net

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, Pa. 19873

November 143 2012

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2812 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

I am very concerned about the Camelot Pump Station Plan for so many reasons!

I live directly across the street from the existing Pump Station.

The smell of GAS in present at times!
The NOISE coming from the Pump is loud!

If the electricity goes off and the generator fails, the FLOW into the nonworking

Pump DOES NOT STOP!
WHY is amuch larger Pump handling commercial sewage being installed on a RESIDENTIAL

street?
This will affect the DESIRABILITY of my home!

How will The RESALE value of my home be affected?

How will REFINANCING my home be effected?

How will my TAXES be affected?

I am disgusted that the SMELL and NOISE from the Pump will increase!

I am disgusted with the thought of a LOWER HOUSE VALUE!

I am disgusted that my house will be UNDESIRABLE. for resale!

I am disgusted with the possibility of increased TAXES!

] am very concerned about how the larger Pump and the potential problems might affect

my health.

PLEASE DO NOT INSTALL THE MUCH LARGER CAMELOT PUMP STATION ACROSS THE STREET FROM MY

HOME!

Sincerely,

Cher±e Dolan
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Cherie Dolan
138 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Ms. Dolan:

i

MICHAEL TRIG, AJCP

- T
TOWESHEP MANAGER

RICH O[GDRM.ESQ.

-

TOHOIP SouCrrOR

Township of Newtown
209 Bishop Hollow Road

Newtown Squares PA 190Z3
TOWNSHIP ENGINEER

610-356-0200 BUILDING INSPECTION

wwwiewtowntownship.org
UNDERWRiTERS, INC.

BUILrnNGINSPECTOR

December 27, 2012

In response to your letter dated November 14, 2012 below are responses to your

questions and comnients regarding Act 537 Plan for Newtown Township.

I am very concerned about the Camelot Pump Station Plan for so many reasons! I live

directly across the street from the existing Pump Station.

The smell of GAS in present at times!

The existing pump station is to improved from the existing pump station, including:

1) steady the flow at the pump station wifi work to decrease the detention time of

sewage in the wet well which reduces the potential for odors; 2) The Township
intends to install an odor control system that will be provided with the modified
pump station; and 3) the Township intends to use superior pumps than those
currently used, with variable frequency drives (which also save energy) and
submersible pumps, all of which wills serve to improve current conditions vvhiie at

the same time increasing flow. Lastly the Township intends to work with the

residents to ensure the pump station is aesthetically consistent with the surrounding

neighborhood.

2. The NOISE coming from the Pump is loud!

See response to No. 1.

3. If the electricity goes off and the generator fails, the FLOW into the nonworking Pump

DOES NOT STOP!

The new pump station wifi have backup generators and alarm systems.

4. WHY is a much larger Pump handling commercial sewage being installed on a
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RES[DENTIAL street?

The existing pump station already handles commercial sewage (Springtown Pointe
Woods Shopping Center, Newtown Grill, Sunrise Senior Assisted Living, Swim
Club, and others tributary to the Hickory Lane Pump Station (CVS IJno Chicago
Grill, Cadillac dealership). Further, the modifications to the pump station discussed

in No. 1 will improve conditions.

This will affect the DESIRABILITY of my home!

The changes will be beneficial.

6. Iow will The RESALE value Of my home be affected? How will REFINANCING my

home be effected?

No change is anticipated.

7. How will my TAXES be affected?

No change in taxes. However, the Plan is over $5M less expensive than other
possible routes that will save significant money in sewer charges.

8. I am disgusted that the SMELL and NOISE from the Pump will increase! I am disgusted

with the thought of a LOWER HOUSE VALUE!

Please see No. 1 above.

9. I am disgusted that my house will be UNDESIRABLE for resale! I am disgusted with the

possibility of increased TAXES!

Please see Nos. 5 and 6 above.

10. I am very concerned about how the larger Pump and the potential problems might affect

my health.

Please see No. 1.

PLEASE DO NOT INSTALL THE MUCH LARGER CAMELOT PUMP STATION

ACROSS THE STREET FROM MY H(

copy: File



Page 1 of I

Holly Neff

From: Mike Trio

Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2012 5:10 PM

To: 'Dave Porter'

Cc: Holly Neff

Subject: FW: Act 537-Springton Poirite Estates

From: Jean Ruggieri [mailto:jeanruggieri©comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2012 3:59 PM
To: Mike Trio
Cc: jcatania@frontlaw.com; gummydoc@aol.com; ed. partridge@verizon .riet; janawn64@gmail.com;

georgeesq@aol.com; emahoney©state. pa. us
Subject: Act 537-Springton Pointe Estates

Hello,
I am a resident of Springton Pointe Estates and have just become aware of Act 537 and how it will affect

our community. Springton Pointe Estates is presently already handling the detour traffic due to the

closure of Gradyville Road. Apparently there is no bridge reconstruction date in site. Now, there are

plans to dig up Stoney Brook Blvd to install a pump station. I usually drive down Stoney Brook Blvd from

Bishop Hollow Road to get into my neighborhood along with hundreds of people coming to and from the

Newtown Square Corporate Campus. WIl all these people be forced to take Bishop Hollow Road to West

Chester Pike causing a total back-up in the heart of Newtown Square? If the Gradyville Bridge is

not completed before the construction of the Springton Pointe Pump Station this will be a nightmare

(putting heavy equipment vehicles for a long period time where there are young children playing). I

understand there is an alternate solution to the SPE Pump Station and that is to Install the Pump Station

on West Chester Pike at Marville Property which would bypass the SPE residential community. Since the

Marville Property is sitting there doing nothing, this appears to be a more viable solution. I am requesting

that you would rethink the construction of this pump station in the SPE communIty. Thank you. Jean

Ruggieri

Jean Ruggieri
All Walls & Ceilings, Inc.
www.allwallsus.com
610-356-6500
610-356-6505 FAX
leanruaci ieriicomcast. net

11/16/2012
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Subject: FW: Act 537-Springton Pointe Estates

From: Mike Trio <triomnewtowntwpdelco.org>
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2012 5:10:01 PM

To: hem.engineers.dporterverizon.net
CC: HNeffnewtowntwpdeIco.org

From: Jean Ruggieri [mailto:jeanruggieri@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2012 3:59 PM
To: Mike Trio
Cc: jcatania@frontlaw.com; gummydoc@aol.com; ed.partridge@verizon.net; janawn64gmail.com;

georgeesq©aol.com; emahoney©statepa.us
Subject: Act 537-Springton Poirite Estates

Hello,

Print

I am a resident of Springton Pointe Estates and have just become aware of Act 537 and how it will affect our

)
community. Springton Pointe Estates is presently already handling the detour traffic due to the closure of

Gradyville Road. Apparently there is no bridge reconstruction date in site. Now, there are plans to dig up Stoney

Brook Blvd to install a pump station. I usually drive down Stoney Brook Blvd from Bishop Hollow Road to get into

my neighborhood along with hundreds of people coming to and from the Newtown Square Corporate Campus. Will

all these people be forced to take Bishop Hollow Road to West Chester Pike causing a total back-up in the heart of

Nlewtown Square? If the Gradyville Bridge is not completed before the construction of the Springton Pointe Pump

Station this will be a nightmare (puffing heavy equipment vehicles for a long period time where there are young

children playing). I understand there is an alternate solution to the SPE Pump Station and that is to install the

Pump Station on West Chester Pike at Marville Property which would bypass the SPE residential community.

Since the Marville Property is sitting there doing nothing, this appears to be a more viable solution. I am requesting

that you would rethink the construction of this pump station in the SPE community. Thank you. Jean Ruggieri

Jean Ruggieri
All Walls & Ceilings, Inc.
www.allwallsus.com
610-356-6500
610-356-6505 FAX
eanruggiericomcast.net

http ://netmail.verzoncom/nelmai1Jdriver?niniiet=showcanvas#
1 of
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Jean Raggieri
5 Old Forest Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Ms. Ruggiéri:

MICHAEL R1O, AICPe TOWNSHfP MAN&GER

RICH SOROEAI,ESQ.
TOWI1SBXP SOLICTrOR

Township fNewtowi
209 Bishop Hollow Road

ANThC,ThIC.

Newtown Square, PA 19073
TOWNSHIP ENGINEER

610-356-0200 BUILDINt INSPECTION

www.newtowmtownshie.org
UNDERWRiTERS. INC.

BUILDING INSPECTOR

December 27, 2012

In response to your e-mail dated November 15, 2012, below are responses to your questions

nd comments regarding Act 537 Plan for Newtown Township.

I am a resident of Springton Pointe Estates and have just become aware of Act 537 and how

it will affect our community. Springton Pointe Estates is presently already handling the detour traffic
due to the closure of Gradyville Road; Apparently there is no bridge reconstruction date in site. Now,

there are plans to dig up Stoney Brook Blvd to install a pump station. I usually drive down Stoney
Brook Blvd from Bishop Hollow Road to get into nay neighborhood along with hundreds of people
coming to and from the Newtown Square Corporate Campus. Will all these people be forced to take
Bishop Hollow Road to West Chester Pike causing a total back-up in the heart of Newtown Square?
If the Gradyville Bridge is not completed before the construction of the Springton Pointe Pump

Station this will be a nightmare (putting heavy equipment vehicles for a long period time where there

are young children playing). I understand there is an alternate solution to the SPE Pump Station and
that is to install the Pump Station on West Chester Pike at Marvile Property which would bypass the
SPE residential community. Since the Marville Property is sitting there doing nothing, this appears to
be a more viable solution. I am requesting that you would rethink the construction of this pump

station in the SPE community.

The repairs to the Gradyville Road bridge will be completed before construction of the sewer

lifles in Springton Pointe estates. In addition, Stoney Brook Blvd is wide enough to
accommodate traffic during construction of the lines. Lastly, construction of the lines down
West Cbester Pike and Rt. 252, in addition to adding over $SM to the cost of the project which
must be passed on to the system users, will cause far more disruption to the traffic patterns in
the community. A pump station will still be required for the SPE community regardless as to
whether flow from other portions of the community corns through the SPE lines.

VeryT

AICP
Newtown Township Manager

copy: File



HoUy Neff

From: Mike Trio
Thursday, November 15, 2012 8:41 AM

ho: Hofly Neff
Subject: FW: Act 537 sewer changes

Original Message -----
From: rsboxerk9@ao1.com {mailto:rsboxerk9@aol.comj
Sent; Thursday, November 15, 2012 8:23 PJ
To: Mike Trio
Cc: jcatania@frontlaw.com; gumrnydoc@aol.com; ed.partridge@verizon.net; janawn64@ginail.com;

georgeesq@aol . Corn,- emahoney@state . pa. us
Subject: Act 537 sewer changes

Dear Mr Trio,

When we bought our house in 2000 the treatment facility across our street was supposed to

be a temporary solution to the waste problem for the Springton Pointe Estates community

until we were to be tied into CDC. At that time we were told that the facility would be

retired.

As a temporary industrial neighbor living in this residential community it has been by
anyoners standards a very annoying neighbor. There is constant 24 hour a day "buzzing"

coming from that vicinity, the constant traffic of small to tractor trailer size trucks

accessing the common drive knocking down neighbors mailboxes to almost having to use my

driveway to maneuver their trucks to back down the access driveway, alarms, and the

occasional flashing red lights has been such a 'nuisance to the neighbors and this

community it is absurd to consider erecting a larger facility in the residential area and
ot removing what is currently there which was the original plan. It took neighbors over
onths of phone calls to have aqua fix a problem at the beginning of the access driveway

r 'which the coxrmtunity had to look at a bright orange caution cone for that amount of

time.

If we as ±ndividual residents of Newtown were to act in this fashion to our neighbors we

would be sited for numerous township violations and be scorned by our community. I can
only imagine the new neighbor a 336,000 GPD pumping station will bring to our neighborhood

having to deal with the problems sited above but on a much higher scale and not taking
into consideration any additional problems or mishaps that may occur on that site. This is

putting at risk the adults, and children of the community.
The quantity of water would fill a large swimming pool over 10 times a day. This volume

has no business being sent through a residential community.

There are other solutions to this issue that have been proposed which would be less
obtrusive to good tax paying residents. .1 look for your help to remove this, bad neighbor

from our community irithe best way possible for the growth and prosperity of our township.

Thank you for your attention in this matter.

Chris and Rosemarie Schell
23 'Stoney Brook Blvd



y

EOARD 011 StJPERVXSORS

JOSEPH CATANIA. ESQ.
Qb1RMAN

DR IL ROSS LANEERT
VICE CHAIRPERSON

GEORGE WOOD. ESQ.
EDWAEO PARTRIDGE

JOHN A. TIAWN. P.R.

Mr. and Mrs. Chris Schell
23 Stoney Brook Blvd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Schell:

MICHAEL TR1O AICP

- TOWNIHU' ?.(ARAGER

-.e RIcH soIconAr,EsQ.
TOWNSHIP SOliCITOR

Township of Newtown
209 Bishop Hollow Road

Newtown Square, PA 19073
TOWNSHIP ENGtNEER

610-356-0200 BIIILDJNGINSPEcTION

wwwxtHwtowntowrlsiup.or
UNDERWRITERS, INC.

RUILDING INSPECTOR

December 27, 2012

The Township is in receipt of your email dated November 15, 2012, raising comments

and questions to the proposed Act 537 Plan. Responses are below.

When we bought our house in 2000 the treatment facility across our street was supposed

to be a temporary solution to the waste problem for the Springton Pointe Estates community until

we were to be tied into CDC. At that time we were told that the facility would be retired.

Under the Plan the treatment facility is to be replaced with a pump station in the

early stages of the project.

As a temporary industrial neighbor living in this residential community it has been by anyone's

standards a very annoying neighbor. There is constant 24 hour a day "buzzing" coming from that

vicinity, the constant traffic of small to tractor trailer size trucks accessing the common drive

knocking down neighbors mailboxes to almost having to use my driveway to maneuver their

trucks to back down the access driveway, alarms, and the occasional flashing red lights has been

such a nuisance to the neighbors and this community it is absurd to consider erecting a larger

facility in the residential area and not removing what is currently there which was the original

plan. It took neighbors over 8 months of phone calls to have aqua fix a problem at the beginning

of the access driveway in which the community had to look at a bright orange caution cone for

that amount of time.

The new pump station wifi require less maintenance than the treatment plant and

will not have open pits like the treatment plant. In addition, the Township will take

measures to improve conditions including but not limited to an odor control system that

wifi be provided with the pump station; pumps with top of the line motors with variable
frequency drives (which also save energy) and submersible pumps, the mechanicals will be

enclosed in a small building to minimize noise and the building will be designed to

coordinate with the aesthetics of the neighborhood with input from the residents. Further,

a pump station will be required even if an alternate route were selected to connect your
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community to the system.

If we as individual residents of Newtown were to act in this fashion to our neighbors we

would be sited for numerous township violations and be scorned by our community. I can only
imagine the new neighbor a 336,000 GPD pumping station will bring to our neighborhood
having to deal with the problems sited above but on a much higher scale and not taking into
consideration any additional problems or mishaps that may occur on that site. This is putting at

risk the adults and children of the community. The quantity of water would fill a large swiiriming
pool over 10 times a day. This volume has no business being sent through a residential
community.

There will be no open pits or pools of water. The waste will be pumped from this
location to another pump station at Camelot Drive. The additional flow will not worsen
conditions from lesser. flow, and in fact, additional flow increases the efficiency of the
system.

There are other solutions to this issue that have been proposed which would be less
obtrusive to good tax paying residents. I look for your help to remove this bad neighbor from our

community in the best way possible for the growth and prosperity of our township.

This is the least disruptive alternative, other than taking no action. Other routes
suggested, such as running lines down West Chester Pike and Rt. 252 add over $5M to the
project which must be passed on to the users of the system, and will not be borne solely by
the develépers.

Very T,4i4- Y

io, AICP
Township Manager

copy: File



November 15, 2012

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtownlownship

/7 N0 /5
2

209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

Asa Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and

negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

e There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of

330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with no details.

o Confused how the CamelotSewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought

there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?
o With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expect the noise wilt

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

o There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station

or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding arother

line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and

through our neighborhood to Camelot.

There is no mention of how the backup generator power source wilt be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will be at

least 3+ times bigger problem.
Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.
There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.



The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of tts high cost. in 2010,

the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it to

approdmateIy 3 times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

There was an alternate solution proposed by $(elly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn'tthis plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as

to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewe Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

Kelly and Barker Davis
104 Stoney Brook Blvd
Newtown Square, PA 19073

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP
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Kelly & Barker Davis
104 Stoney Brook Blvd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Davis:

MICHAEL TRIO, AICP
TOWNSHIP MANAGERe PJCH SOKORAT, ESQ.
TOWNSHIP SOUCITOR

Township of Newtown
209 Bishop Hollow Road

STANTEC, INC.
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December 27, 2012

- In response to your e-mail and letter dated November 15, 2012, below are responses to

your questions and comments regarding Act 537 Plan for Newtown Township.

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments,
questions and concerns relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all

the hard work you and the TOwn put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In

summary I disagree with this newly revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have

major disruptions, ongoing concerns and negative effects o my and all of my neighbors private

residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as

follows:

There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise arid smells, yet the response in the latest 537

Sewer Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and

commercial property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle

586,860 GPD of sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up

to a maximum of 330,950 galloiis per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station

expansion or addition as noted in the latest Plan with no details.

Under the Plan, the pump station i to be redesigned to accommodate the additional flow.

The existing pump station is to improved from the existing pump station, including:

1) steady the flow at the pump station will actually work to decrease the detention

time of sewage in the wet well which reduces the potential for odors; 2) The
Township intends to install an odor control system that will be provided with the

modified pump station;,and 3)the Township intends to use superior pumps than

those currently used, with variable frequency drives (which also save energy) and

submersible pumps, all of which wills serve to improve current conditions while at



Kelly & Barker Davis

Act 537 Official Plan Update
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the same time increasing flow. Lastly the Township intends to work with the
residents to ensure the pump station is aesthetically consistent with the surrounding

neighborhood.

2. Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from

the closest physical house and yt be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current
flow. I thought there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at
least 200 feet from any residentini home?

There is no 200 foot requirement. In addition, a pump station already exists at this

location.

With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expect the

noise will extend over longer hours.

4. Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

Please see the answer to No. 1 above.

5. There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another
station or replacing the culTent one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or

adding another line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney

Brook Boulevard and through our neighborhood to Camelot.

Specifics related to the configuration and components of the pump station
modification will be finalized during design and bidding of the system. It appears
that the existing forcemain is adequate to handle the additional flow anticipated
without need for replacement or providing an additional line in Camelot Lane to Rt.

252. However, a larger line will be needed in Stoney Brook Boulevard from Bishop
Hollow Road to the location of the proposed pump station replacing the WWTP.
Extending the line eastward down ,West Chester Pike and then southward down Rt.
252 would be far costlier.

6. There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to

handle the larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the

problem, it will be at least 3+ times bigger problem.

Replacement or modification of the existing generator at the Camelot Pump Station
has been considered and specifics wifi be determined during design and bidding of

the system. Further, the pump station will have alarms and redundancy.

7. Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the

future, besides daily living.
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See No. 1 above.

8. There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the

treated sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that

the seepage beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer

Plan has notes stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatmônt plant for 5+ years.

This Plan proposes to decommission the WWTP and replace it with a pump station

within five years.

9. The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In

2010, the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per

thousand gallons. Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to

increase.

This Plan proposes to decommission the WWTP and replace it with a pump station

within five years.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

10. What are the detailed pians on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it

to approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased

noise and unpleasant odors to oui community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential

cost to us?

Please see response to No. 1 and :5 above.

ii There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537

Plan, to install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marvile Property, and then

send the sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense

to have commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private

residential neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved

were willing to pay part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being

consideed?

The Plan is approximately $5M less costly to the residents and Township compared

to the running lines down West Chester Pike and JRoute 252. The Camelot Pump

Station currently handles residential and commercial sewage. The increased cost
would not be borne solely by the developers but by all users of the system.

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot

Punip Station(s)?
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Please see No. 6 above.

Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage

problems which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

The Plan replaces the SPE plant with a pump station within 5 years.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very

concerned as to the effect this 53:7 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and

property value, the potential increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health.

What I find most confusing is the prior plan doesn't even appear as an alternative, which

seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial sewerage down major streets vs.

flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree with all the other

modifications of the latest 537 Sev'er Plan such as additional residential sewerage coming

through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity,

The Plan will have no effect on your taxes. Your sewer fees will be far less under

this alternative than the one you suggest. See response No.1 regarding noise and

smell. See Response No. 11 why your proposed route is not an acceptable
alternative. /..-.

Very 'ily Yrs

tT7io/AICP
NèS'Eo vcvnsh ip Manager

copy: File
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November 15, 2012

Denise DelPizzo Brauci

136 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073
Email: ddel96clraoIcom

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Re: 537 Sewer Plan

Dear Mr. Trio,

Camelot Lane is a small closed street of townhomes, bordered by trees on one side and a protected creek on the

other, with a usually empty retention pond at the end. This tranquil setting is a haven for the occupants, residents

and wildlife alike. My home is directly across from the current substation on Camelot Lane. If I back out of my

driveway, I will back directly into theirs. Over the years, my family has dealt with the sight (which should have

been masked by evergreens) and the smell (which carl be potent at times), and been a good neighbor to this

necessary part of our community. The latest 2012 537 Sewer Plan, however, asks for more....much, much more.

o You are asking us to embrace a proposal that would nearly double the maximum capacity of the ecisting

facility as well as add commercial waste (including the possibility of chemicals) to the mix.

The Plan requires a Pump Station, which cannot po5sibly be the necessary 200 feet from the closest house

- mine.
o Our community has a history of groundwater problems. My own home has not fully recovered from a

catastrophic flood in 2008. The current seepage beds near Wiltshire certainly couldn't handle an

increased discharge. Where is this additional water expected to go?

° In the wake of Superstorm Sandy, power outage is a real concern. What kind of back-up is proposed for

ANY size station on our little street?

o I am disab!ed. My husband and I, both suffer with severe chronic lung conditions. When the station is

spewing, we cannot go outside. What will happen if you increase the capacity?

o There are already Several homes for sale on Camelot In this tough market. Would you buy mine, if you

knew of this plan?

Yes, this plan might be the most efficient. No, it is not the best one or the right one. Please consider the people

involved.

Sin cerely yours,

Denise DelPizzo Braud

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP
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Ms. Denise DelPizzo Braud
136 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Ms. Braud:

MIChAEL TRIO AICP
TOWNSHIP MA1(AGe RICHSOKORAI,ESQ.
TOWNSHIP SOUCITOR

Township of Newtown
2.09 Bishop HollowRoad

Newtown Square, PA 19073
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December 27, 2012

In response to your letter dated November 15, 2012 below are responses to your
questions and comments regarding Act 537 Plan for Newtown Township.

Camelot Lane is a small closed street of town homes, bordered by trees on one side and a

protected creek on the other, with a usually empty retention pond at the end. This tranquil setting

is a haven for the occupants, residents and wildlife alike. My home is directly across from the

cun-ent substation on Camelot Lane. If I back out of my driveway, I will back directly into theirs.

Over the years, my family has dealt with the sight (which should have been masked by

evergreens) and the smell (which can be potent at times), and been a good neighbor to this

necessary part of our community. The latest 2012 537 Sewer Plan, however, asks for more

much, much more.

The existing pump station is to improved from the existing pump station, including: 1)

steady the flow at the pump station will work to decrease the detention time of sewage in

the wet well which reduces the potential for odors; 2) The Township intends to install an

odor control system that wifi be provided with the modified pump station; and 3) the
Township intends to use superior pumps than those currently used, with variable

frequency drives (which also save energy) and submersible pumps, all of which wills serve

to improve current conditions while at the same time increasing flow. Lastly the

mechanicals will be enclosed in a small building and the Township intends to work with the

residents to ensure the pump station is aesthetically consistent with the surrounding

neighborhood.

You are asking us to embrace a proposal that would nearly double the maximum capacity

of the existing facility as well as add commercial waste (including the possibility of

chemicals) to the mix.

The existing pump station already handles commercial sewage (Springtown Pointe

Woods Shopping Center, Newtown Grill, Sunrise Senior Assisted Living, Swim

Club, and others tributary to the Hickory Lane Pump Station (CYS, Uno Chicago
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Grill, Cadillac dealership). Further, there are sewage discharge guidelines and

standards which must be met. Further, the modifications to the pump station

discussed in No. 1 will improve conditions.

The Plan requires a Pump Station, which cannot possibly be the necessaiy 200 feet from

the closest house -mine.

The Plan replaces the existing pump station. It is no closer to your home. Plus

community input will be sought to design the pump station i an aesthetically
consistent manner to the neighborhood. There is no necessary 200 feet distance.

Our community has a history of groundwater problems. My own home has not fully

recovered from a catastrophic flood in 2008. The current seepage beds near Wiltshire

certainly coulthit handle an increased discharge. Where is this additional water expected

to go?

There is no increased local water discharge from the PlanS The Waste wifi be

pumped to a remote location for treatment.

In the wake of Superstonn Sandy, power outage is a real concern. What kind of back-up

is proposed for ANY size station on our liffle street?

The pump station will be equipped with backup generators, redundancy and alarms

if there is problem.

I am disabled. My husband and I both suffer with severe chronic lung conditions. When

the station is spewing, we cannot go outside. What will happen if you increase the

capacity?

Please see the response to No. 1.

There are already several homes for sale on Camelot in this tough market. Would you

buy mine, if you knew of this plan?

The Plan does not have a deleterious (an adverse) effect on marketability.

Yes, this plan might be the most efficient. No, it is not the best one or the right one.

Please consider the people involved.

Very

MiyYuio, AICP
NetoM Township Manager

copy: File



HLmtersO Run Owners Association, Inc
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November 15, 2012

Newtown ToWnship Board of Supervisors
Attn: Mike Trio, Township Manager
209 Bishop H011OW Rd.

Newown Square, PA 19073

Re: Act 537 Plan Review Comments
Hunters Run Community

Dear Mr. Trio,

Enclosed are comments received from our Engineer regarding the review of the

Act 537 Plan for Hunters Run which we are submftting as requested.

Very truly yours,

7)
if I(' 1l.J&f'-_

George Chtlenden, Board Member
Hunters Run Owners Association



Hunters) Run Owners Association, Inc.

November 14, 2012

Mr. Michael Trio, AICP
Newtown Township Manager
209 Bishop Hollow Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073

RE: Public Comments
Newtown Township ACT537 Plan

Dear Mr. Trio:

This letter is in response to the Public Notice for the Newtown Township Official Act 537

Plan/Executive Summary Dated October 2012. The Homeowners Association of Hunters Run

has prepared the following list of questions. comments, and concerns regarding the overall

fmancial impacts to the residents of Hunters Run.

1. What are the current Tap -in fees and Annual user fees?

2. Are the current Tap -in fees based on one (1) individual dwelling equals one (1) tap in

fee? Or are the Tap -in fees based on 262:5 gallons equals one (I) Tap -in fee?

3. Can a different method of calculating the Tap -in fees and sewer user fee be established

based on the historical water usage data for the Hunters Run Development?

4, What is the proposed method of billing for the Hunters Run Development? Will it be

monthly, quarterly or yearly?

5. Will the sewer usage fees for the Hunters Run Development be charged based on their

water meter readings or fixed rate per dwelling? Can this be negotiated in the future?

6. The Act 537 Plan indicates that cHunters Run is scheduled to receive public sewers, via

retiring and abandoning the existing system and installing a gravity line to the facilities in

Stoney Brook Bpulevard."

A. Please clarify what portions of the existing system are to be abandoned and what

portions are to remain.

B. Is it the responsibility of Hunters Run Homeowners Association or the Township to

have the Hunters Run system abandoned?
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Mr. Michael Trio, AICP, Township Manager

RE: Newtown Township ACT 537 Plan
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C. Has an evaluation been conducted to determine if a gravity sewer line can be installed

from. Hunters Run to the facilities in Stoney Brook Bout evard? Is there a potential

that a Pump Station or Low Pressure Sewer System may need to be installed to

provide public sewer to the Hunters Run Development?

D. Whose responsibility is it to engineer and install the proposed gravity sewer line to

serve Hunters Run?

E. Will easements need to be obtained from adjacent property owners to allow for the

installation of the proposed gravity sewer? If easements are needed is it the

responsibility of the Township or Hunters Run Homeowners Association to obtain

the easements?

F. What portions of the proposed gravity sewer to serve Hunters Run will be owned and

maintained by the Township?

G, Will the Township own and maintain the existing collection system within the

Hunters Run development or only. the proposed new gravity sewer system?

7. How is the proposed tap-in fee to be paid? Will each resident need to pay the full amount

upon connection to the public sewer system or will the costs be paid over time as part of

their sewer bill?

8. What costs, if any, associates with the downstream work in Stoney Brook Boulevard,

Pump Stations 5 and 6 are the responsibility of Hunters Run.

9. The Construction Cost Estimate for Camelot P.S. Service Area Opt 1, which includes

some work associated with the Hunters Run Development, show a total cost of

$2,394,407.50. How is it proposed that the costs associated with this work be funded?

Does the Tap -in fee of $4,000 to $6,000 included the funds necessary for this work or

will additional costs to Hunters Run be incurred?

Very truly yours,
Hunters Run. Homeowners Association

te(d7i,-

cc: Ms. Elizabeth Mahoney, Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
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Mr. George Chittenden
Hunters Run Owners Association, Inc.
83 Hunters Rvn
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Mr. Chittenden:

Inresponse to your letter dated November 15, 2012 below are responses to your

questions and comments regarding Act 537 Plan for Newtown Township.

This letter is in response to the Public Notice for the Newtown Township Official Act

537 Plan/Executive Summary Dated October 2012. The Homeowners Association of Hunters
Run has prepared the following list of questions, comments, and concerns regarding the overall

financial impacts to the residents of Hunters Run.

1. What are the current Tap -in fees and Annual user fees?

Exact costs will not be known until the system is designed and bid. However, the tap -
in fee is estimated to be $6,000 at this time and the average sewer rents are estimated to

initially be $574 to $750.

2. Are the current Tap -in fees based on one (1) individual dwelling equals one (1) tap in fee? Or

are the Tap -in fees based on 2625 gallons equals one (1) Tap-in fee?

One dwelling equals one tap -in fee. For planning purposes, some residences are
estimated at a lower gallons rate per day, but the tap -in fee remains the same.

3. Can a different method of calculating the Tap -in fees and sewer user fee be established based

on the historical water usage data for the Hunters Run Development?

Tap -in fees are based on the cost of tke infrastructure of the system and are calculated
in accordance with the Municipality Authorities Act 53 Pa.C.S.A. §5607 and is not

based on water usage, historical or otherwise. Metered water usage for each individual
home will determine the actual user fee for each home.
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4. What is the proposed method of billing for the Hunters Run Development? Will it be

monthly, quarterly or yearly?

Current practice is to bill yearly, although this may change.

5. Will the sewer usage fees for the Hunters Run Development be charged based on their water

meter readings or fixed rate per dwelling? Can this be negotiated in the future?

It is anticipated that the fees will be based on individual meter readings. These fees are

not negotiable, they are the based the costs of operating and maintaining the system.

6. The Act 537 Plan indicates that "Hunters Run is scheduled to receive public sewers, via

retiring and abandoning the existing system and installing a gravity line to the facilities in

Stoney Brook Boulevard."

A. Please clarify what portions of the existing system are to be abandoned and what portions are

to remain.

More specific details will be available when the system is achially designed, but

generally speaking the collection system will remain, but will tie into the line on Stoney

Brook Road rather than being discharged on site. The existing treatment plant will be

retired.

B. Is it the responsibility of Hunters Run Homeowners Association or the Township to have the

Hunters Run system abandoned?

The Hunters Run Homeowners Association.

C. Has an evaluation been conducted to determine if a gravity sewer line can be installed from

Hunters Run to the facilities in Stoney Brook Boulevard? Is there a potential that a Pump

Station or Low Pressure Sewer system may need to be installed to provide public sewer to

the Hunters Run Development?
An evaluation has been conducted and it is anticipated that gravity will suffice.

D. Whose responsibility is it to engineer and install the proposed gravity sewer line to serve

Hunters Run?

The Newtown Municipal Authority.

B. Will easements need to be obtainedfrom adjacent property owners to allow for the

installation of the proposed gravity sewer? If easements are needed is it the responsibility of

the Township or Hunters Run Homeowners Association to obtain the easements?

Easements are required from any property owner on whose property constructioa will

occur or infrastructure will be placed. Any easements will be the responsibility of the



Township and/or Municipal Authority.

F. What portiOns of the proposed gravity sewer to serve Hunters Run will be owned arid
maintained by the Township?

The Municipal Authority only intends to take dedication of, and maintain, the lines that
tie the exiting Hunter's Run System into the Stoney Brook Boulevard line.

G. Will the Township own and maintain the existing collection system within the Hunters Run
development or only the proposed new gravity sewer system?

The Ncwtowim Township Municipal Authority does not intend to own or maintain the
existing collection system.

7. How is the proposed tap -in fee to be paid? Will each resident need to pay the full amount
upon connection to the public sewer system or will the costs be paid over time as part of their

sewer bill?

The Township is considering allowing the tap -in fee to be phased in based on input
front the future users and advice of the bond consultant.

8. What costs, if any, associates with the downstream work in Stoney Brook Boulevard, Pump
Stations 5 and 6 are the responsibility of Hunters Run.

The overall cost of the system is shared by all future users not current'y connected to
public sewer and will be shared via the common tap -in fee and in the sewer user rates.

9. The Construction Cost Estimate for Camelot P.S. Service Area Opt 1, which includes some
work associated with the Hunters Run Development, show a total cost of $2,394,407.50.
How is it proposed that the costs associated with this work be funded? Does the Tap -in fee of
$4,000 to $6,000 included the funds necessary for this work or will additional costs to

Hunters Run be incurred?

The work is to be funded through a bond obtained bytbe Municipal Authority. The
debt service will ultimately be paid by tap -in fees afd ser fees s by all new users.

Very/i iy,4o{cs,

Trio, ATCP
ii Township Manager

copy: File



Jvtr. anc(Mrs. Josey P. CIancy

4 2vtIC1Court

fl'Iewtown Sc4re, P!71 19073

'TJ"Tovemer 15, 2012

owns!iy ofi\fewtv'wru

209 ¶BIsjJ '}Co(row Pwact

'}[ewtDwn Sctuare, P9. 19073

tn: vtr. MIcriaecT'n'o

TwnsIp qvtanager

2012 'Newttwn Townshp 4ct 537

SubmIssion (Sewer Chan8es)

J5ear Mr. 'Y'rIo:

vVe ayyose the above mentioneiIylan anc(retuest that youylease use the aItrnative-'

oytL'on of Instafrin8 the yumyIn8 station on West C(iester PIe at the '.MarV1(1 Proyerty (near

'Jvtostara?s) anc(tIien sen(1ng the sewa8e {wn West Chester PIe t Rout 252.

5iii CCL'

5oseyh annrea C(anc 7
cc: rEL?zabeth Mahoney..
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Mr. & Mrs. Joseph P. Clancy
4Mill Court
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Clancy:

MICHAEL TRiO.. AICP
TOWNSI-!JP MANAGERe RIGN SOKORAI ESQ
TOWNSHW SOUUTOR

Township of Newtown
209 Bishop Ho]low Road

Newtowu Square, PA 19073
TOWNSHW ENG11EER
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wwwiiewtowntownship.org
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BUiLDING INSPECTOR

December 27, 2012

In response to your letter dated November 15, 2012 below are responses to your
questions and comments regarding Act 537 Plan for Newtown Township.

We oppose the above mentioned plan and request that you please use the alternative
option of installing the pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property (near
Mostardi's) and then sending the sewage down West Chester Pike to Route 252.

Running lines down West Chester Pike to Route 252 would add over $5M to the cost of the
project which must be passed to the users. In addition, that Route would be significantly
more disruptive to the entire community.

 Ver//Iu yYours,

1\ ichae Trio, ATOP
Newtowii Township Manager

copy: File
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BOARD O1 SUPERVISORS

JOSEPH CATAMA. ESQ.
CHATAN

DR H. ROSS LAMBERT
VICE CHAIRPERSOM

GEORGE WOOD. ESQ.
EDWARD PARTRIDGE
JOIDIL MAWN, PR

Mr. Keny Slattery
112 Stoney Brook Blvd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Mr. Slattery:

MICIIAEL TRiQ AICP
TOW}1SHEP MAI'IAGRI(

-e RICH SOKORAI ESQ.

Township of Newtown
209 Bishop Hollow Road

Newtown Square. PA 19073

TOWNSHIP SOLICITOR

TWN.SIIIP ENGUIEER

610-356-0230 BIJILIMNG INSPECTION

www.newtowntownship.org
IJNDERWBrTERS, INC

bUILDING INSPECTOR

December 27, 2012

In response to your letter dated November 15, 2012 below are responses to your
questions and comments regarding Act 537 Plan for Newtown Township:

I disagree with this NEWLY revised plan to run sewer and use old pump made for Toil

Brothers Development {originally} in Springton Pointe Woods. We know that there was another

solution proposed by Kelly Engineers. That plan seems to make more sense to have commercial

sewage to come through industrial roads and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods. Why isn't the Kelly Engineer plan down West Chester Pike being considered?

The pump house in my neighborhood sits in WETLANDS and was continually surrounded by

water since the beginning of the housing constrictions. I walked in it when out for a walk and

didn't know what it was to become in 2000-2001! We have been misled and unfairly "used" since

moving to this spot (road opened that was on plans to be dead end, speed bumps removed, and

blinding street lights elevated on cement). This new project is the most dangerous and unsettling

for day to day peace of mind.

The Plan is the work of new planning professionals retained by the Township to develop

the best system for the entire community. Running lines down West Chester Pike and

Route 252 would add over $5M to the cost of the system that must be passed to the new
users and will not be borne entirely by the developers. The system design wifi be sensitive

to all environmental concerns and the alternative route you suggest has its own

environmental concerns.

VcIyflJ1yYours,

rio, AICP
Township Manager

copy: File
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November 15, 2012

Mr. Michael Trio
Township Manager
209 Bishop Hollow Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Public Comments Pursuant to Title 25 Pa. code §71.31. With respect to theAct 537

Official Plan Revision ofNewtown Township, Delaware County Sewerage Facilities Plan Update

for Newtown Township dated October 2012.

I. General Comments ReEardin Pla,ininz South of West chester Pike:

The pipe routes and flow path described in the plan that convey effluent from Newtown-

Edgemont Border to its eventual discharge at the terminus C.D.C.A. Manhole is problematic for

the following reasons.

A. Costs & Expenses: The proposed route will cost the system users the expense of installing

regional pump stations, in remote areas, with the added expense of the Springton Pointe

Estate Pump Station (No.5), its associated forcemain, the upgrades to Camelot P.S. (No.6)

and its forcemain. The constructability of this system will be challenging, as a large portion

of this infrastructure will be installed outside the physical cartway, in areas that are
environmentally sensitive and difficult to reach by construction equipment. Additionally,

sewer infrastructure is proposed to be installed along watercourses and floodplain
boundaries.

Question One (1): Why has the Township- not explored the cost dfferences between
installing forcemains along the West Chester Pike and Route 252 Corridor in lieu of the

proposed path as shown on the Plan?

Question Two (2): Have the construction estimates taken into account the dfJIcul1y of

construction the system as proposed? It does not appear that the removal of trees, deeper

grcn'ity lines or working in flood prone areas or steep slopes have been considered in these

estimates. Additionally the added time to construct these systems will add to expense of the

project.

Question Three (3): Have these costs been determined?

1



B. Regarding the Route to be Followed by the New Collection System: The last draft

iteration of the 537 Plan called for the new commercial and residential users to have sewage

collected and then sent east along West Chester Pike and then south along Route 52 and then

on toward the C.D.C.A. system. The present plan abandons that route for the new sewage

and instead brings approximately 337,000 gallons of primarily commercial waste through the

Springton Pointe Estates development and into a proposed new pump station to be built

beside the existing Springton Pointe Waste Water Treatment Plant.

Question Four (4): Why was the earlier route abandoned?

C. Regarding the Plan's Scheme to Retain the SPWWTP rather than send the Springton

Pointe flow to the C.D.C.A. System: The Township's 537 Plan, dated May2007 -

supplemented in 2008 and approved by DEP Feb. 2009 (the "2007 Plan"), called for the

SPWWTP to be converted to a Pump Station (Pump Station 3) so that the sewage flow from

the Springton Pointe Estates development would be sent to the C.D.C.A. system. The

Consent Order and Agreement between the Township and DEP called for some departures

from the 2007 Plan - but the SPWWTF conversion is not specifically mentioned as a Plan

element to be changed. However, now, under the proposed Plan, the conversion is being

abandoned and the SPWWTP is contemplated to remain in operation. Both 25 Pa. Code

§ 71.21 and the DEP ' s Act 537 Plan Content and Environmental Assessment Checklist call for

full assessment of current and alternative sewage facilities, both from a functional and

economic perspective.

With the foregoing in mind, the following comments/questions are submitted:

Question Five (5): For what reason or reasons was it determined that the Plan would call

for keeping the SPWWTP operative rather than converting it to apump station and sending

the sewage flow from the Springton Pointe Estates development sent to the C.D. C.A. system.

Question Six (6): What evaluation was made ofthe existing SPWWTP (including its fields)

with respect to:

a. its current andfuture functioning and efficiency;

b. the timing, nature, and cost of ongoingmaintenance and capital improvements

to be required by the SPWWTP.

Question Seven (7): What will be the current andfuture cost impact to the residents of

Springton Pointe Estates ofmaintaining the SPWflTP in service rather than converting it to a

pumping station and sending the development 'Sflow to the C.D. C.A. system?

2



D. Easements: The proposed routes will require easements to which neither the Authority,

nor the Township currently have rights of access or utility installation. The acquisition of

these easements will require considerable legal, engineering and administration costs.

Additionally, the easements will most likely adversely affect the resale value of the

properties across which they lie. The easement across the Springton Pointe Property to the

Camelot Pump Station has a limited area, with no practical room to install a regional pump

station.

Question Eijtht (8): Has the Township given consideration to how much these easements

will cost to obtain?

Question Nine (9): Does the five percent allocation in the cost estimates also include the

cost for the compensation of the fair market value of the easement? Explain how five

percent is used across all the estimates, whereas there are varying numbers of easements

for each portion of the project.

Question Ten (10): How does the Township intend on constructing the Springton Pointe

Pump Station, given the limited area described by the easement for the existing WWTP?

E. Regarding the Location of Proposed Pump Stafion No. Five ("Springton Pointe"): The

existing Springton Pointe Waste Water Treatment Plant ("SPWWTP") is situated on a

rectangular parcel which is only 65 feet by 130 feet. The SPWWTP presently covers

viftually all of that parcel. The parcel is surrounded on 3 sides by lands dedicated to the

Springton Pointe Estates Homeowners Association ("HOA") for stormwater management.

Much of that HOA land is wetland area. On its
4th side, the SPWWTP parcel is adjacent to

a narrow shared driveway providing road access to the WWTP as well as 2 homes (lots 117

& 118). Neither Newtown Township (the "Township") nor the Newton Township

Municipal Authority (the "Authority") are known to own (or hold easements on) any

additional land near the SPWWTP parcel and there seems to be no portion of the SPWWTP

parcel available to accommodate a Pump Station in addition to the WWTP.

Question Eleven (11): The Plan does not precisely provide the location for Proposed Pump

Station No. Five ("Springton Pointe '7.
Where specifically does the Township propose to

place Proposed Pump Station No. Five ("Springton Pointe '9? What other locations, f any,

were considered or remain under consideration?

Question Twelve (12): With respect to the proposed location for Proposed Pump Station

No. Five ("Springton Pointe '9,
what land is currently available to the Township or

Authority to serve as the location site? How is that land available? Please detail whether

the land is owned, leased, or under easement by the Township or the Authority, or explain

3



how it is otherwise subject to municipal control. Please also identify any contemplated

eminent domain action.

Question Thirteen (13): Does the Townshz:p believe that the Township or Authority hold

any easements over property in the Springton Pointe Estate development which easements

may be employed in connection with facilities contemplated by the Plan? If so, please

identj5' those easements, the specific property they burden, and detail what facilities it is

contemplated they may serve.

Question Fourteen (14): What are the expected dimensions of the Proposed Pump Station

No. Five ("Springton Pointe")?

Question Fifteen (15): How, f at al2, is the SPEHOA 's retainage Basin A on lands

surrounding the SRWTP expected to be impacted?

Question Sixteen (16): It is not clear from the Plan how homes and residents in Springton

Pointe Estates, particularly those in the vicinity of the SPWWTP, will be impacted by noise,

odor, increased shared driveway usage, and activity relating to the Proposed Pump Station

No. Five ("Springton Pointe"). What assessment was performed in that regard, what

impact is possible, and what ameliorative steps are contemplated?

F. Environmentally: The plan will result in the disturbance of sensitive areas, such as
wetlands, floodplains, wooded areas, steeply sloping lands, areas with

soils, riparian areas and areas with old growth trees.

During earlier design concepts of 537 Planning, the installation of a new forcemain between

the Springton Point Estates WWTP and the Camelot Pump Station was abandoned. The

area warranted additional field surveys to clear environmentally sensitive plants and

wildlife, which ultimately led us to re -consider any infrastructure through these areas.

Any potential stream crossing (General Permit No.5) will have to execute a "Bog Turtle

Screen Form" as a matter of the course of review by the DCCD, regardless of any result

from PNDI.

We believe that the proposed forcemain shown in the MacCombie plans will ultimately be

stopped by environmental agencies for the same reasons that we abandoned those concepts.

Question Seventeen (17): Has the Townshzp done any field studies to verb5' the location of

wetlands in these areas?

Question Eijhteen (18): What is the Township's plan for the proposed forcemain route

when the field survey reveals the presence of the endangered or threatened species of

concern? Is an alternate route proposed?

4



It is almost impossible to deternaine how many trees will be affected by the proposed pipe

routing. Since the proposal describes a gravity line from West Chester Pil<:e, to the rear of

the Olde Master Property, intense and destructive construction techniques will be

necessary to install deep gravity mains.

Question Nineteen (19): Does the Township have any estimate as to how many trees will

be lost for this construction? Does the Township have any concept of the cost of the

removal of these trees? Does the Township have any concept of the impact of the loss of

these trees on the surrounding ecology?

The proposal will also call for the installation of lines under the existing watercourse behind

the Florida Park area.

Question Twenty (20): Has the Township accurately depicted the Floodplain elevation on

the plans? The plans currently show houses along Guinevere and Excalibur Drive within

the floodplain. How can the Township be satisfied that the floodplain lines are accurate?

Question Twenty -One (21): Has the Township confirmed the datum from the topographic

information found on the "Appendix F" and associated plans match with the datum of the

FEMA maps?

G. MechanicaLiy: The proposal describes the installation of a new ten (10) inch gravity main

down Campus Boulevard and through Stoney Brook Boulevard. The proposal does not

describe if the existing eight (8) inch or existing (12) inch lines will be used or

abandoned. Potentially, three gravity lines will traverse the Campus -Stoney Brook
Boulevard roadways. Additionally, the mains will be required to install very deeply, since

the low point is the. cartway is at the intersection of Bishop Hollow Road and Stoney

Boulevard.

Question Twenty -Two (22): Why is the Township proposing an additional gravity line
along Stoney Brook Boulevard roadway, which currently contains two gravity mains?

The proposal will require upgrades to the Camelot Pump Station, which is an idea which has

been proposed, explored and eventually abandoned during the five years since Newtown

became a member of C.D.C.A.

The original design of the Camelot Pump Station included (as described in the plan set and

Part II permit for Camelot) the flow from Hunter's Run, as well as Springton Pointe Estates.

Flow was not included, from Campus Boulevard, but analysis revealed that the addition of

that flow would not require system upgrades, but would increase the run time of Pump
Station. There are several drawbacks to upgrading the pump station. Namely, it is unclear

if the proposal intends to increase the size of the existing forcemain or not. Potential

upgrades would cause a disruption to the existing neighborhood, as the installation of new
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equipment (and potentially a new forcemain) would require that the roadway be dug up and

repaired after construction. Moreover, it is unclear, if any of the existing equipment would

be used or be abandoned.

Question Twenty -Three (23): Has the Township considered alternatives that do not route

flow through the Camelot Pump Station?

H. Time of Construction: The pennitting for stream crossings will add months (if not years)

to the proposal. Detailed wetland delineations, as well as the determination of the habitat

of the threatened or endangered plants and wildlife will need to be assessed. Delaware

County is one of the thirteen (13) Counties on the General Permit Five (5) roster of areas

which are known to contain Bog Turtle habitat. Additional time will be needed for the

removal of trees, and the installation of lines and pump station in remote areas. Since the

author of the plan states that wetlands studies and detailed environmental clearances will be

handled on a case -by -case basis, delays of time will most likely be seen in the event that

there are unresolvable environmental clearances.

Question Twenty -Four (24): Would not a less time consuming option be appropriate
given consideration to the fact that previous 537 efforts sought to minimize stream

crossings and disturb environmentally sensitive areas?

I. Regarding the Issue of Buffer Areas: The Township has made representations that best

efforts will be made to keep sources to improvements at least 400 feet from any residential

property line. That commitment is being kept with respect to residential areas other than

the Springton Pointe Estates development (e.g. Echo Valley). In fact, in certain

neighborhoods, a 700 foot setback is being maintained. Unlike those other residential

areas, at the proposed location of the new pump station No. 5 will be within 200 feet of the

residence of a Sprixigton Pointe Estates property owner.

Previous drafts of the Plan stated that "all pump stations are to be... a minimum of four
hundred (400) feet away from property lines or residences to the maximum extent

practicable".

Question Twenty -Five (25): Will the Springton Pointe Pump Station No. Five be

positioned a minimum of 400 feet from all property lines or residences in the Springton

Pointe Estates development?

Question Twenty -Six (26): If not, why is the 400 foot buffer area not being maintained

with respect to Springton Pointe Estates?

J. Regarding the Division of Risk: By accumulating 337,000 gallons of sewage and

concentrating it at the Springton Pointe Estates pump station, rather than distributing the



collection in other locations, the risk of a problem with the septic system is being
concentrated at Springton Pointe Estates without any proper division of the risk.

Question Twenty -Seven (27): Why is that?

II. General Comments Regarding the Act 537 Plan

A. Easements: It is difficult to determine how many easements will be required to proceed with

this project as describe in the act 537 Plan. The scale of the mapping makes it difficult to

discern precisely how many easements will be required to facilitate this project.

Question Twentv-EiRht (28): Does the Township know, definitively, how many easements

will be requiredfor this' project?

By our count:

Hunt Valley Circle: Six (6)

Echo Valley De'lopment: Tweh. (12)

Gos hen Road Area: Zero (0)

Boot Road Area: Eight (8)

MarA lIe Properties: Six (6)
Olde Masters: Four (4)

Garret Williamson Properties: One (1)

Newtown Corporate Campus: Two (2)

Florida Park Senice Area: Sixty -One (61)

Hunter's Run Area: Two (2)

Stoney Brook BouIerd: Three (3)

Springton Pointe Estates: One (1)

Springton Pointe Woods: One (1)

Total Easements: 107

The easement described from Hunt Valley Circle to "Willow Hollow" (aka "Stub E") in Echo

Valley is not a public right-of-way as described on page four (4) of the executive summary.

The easement along "Willow Hollow" (aka "Stub B") lane was prepared to provide water

service to Hunt Valley Circle.

Question Twentp-Nine (29): Does the Township know who owns the land between Echo

Valley and Hunt Valley Circle?

As part of base -planning, PADEP has typically asked to see proof of easement acquisition

prior to approving Act 537 Plans.



Question Thirty (30): Has the Townshz approached PADEP with regard to whether or not

they want proof ofImplementability, as far as rights or ownership of easements?

Question Thirty -One (31): Has the Townshp approached any of the affected property

owners regarding the easements?

Question Thirty -Two (32): What alternatives has the Township considered in lieu of 107

easements?

Question Thirty -Three (33): Does the Township have any estimate as to the cost of 107

easements?

B. Environmental Clearances

Appendix M describes that a "Large Project" PNDI study was submitted for this application.

The application reads: "The area to be impacted will be evaluated on a case -by -

case basis as specific projects commence. Each specific project will need to

address potential environmental impacts specifically related to that particular

project such as PNDI searches, wetlands delineations, general permits, and br

erosion and sediment pollution control and NPDES permitting, etc., as application."

However, we have experienced that although the environmental agencies may allow the

"Large Project" approach to base planning, the PADEP 537 reviewers will want more detail

for each area of the project.

Question Thirty -Four (34): Has the Townshzp contacted PADEP to determine f the "Large

Project" approach will be adequate?

Additionally, the US. Fish & Wildlfe letter, dated July 11, 2012 which is part of "Attachment

M" to the PNDI research, required that the 537 Planners ident5' all wetlands within 300 feet

of the project area.

Question Thirty -Five (35): Has the Township begun to address the concerns of the US. Fish

& Wildlife?

Question Thirty -Six (36): Does the Township plan to delineate wetlands using actual field

survey, or insist on using the National Wetlands Survey records?

Page 17 of the executive surinnary reads that "Wetlands were taken from the National

Wetlands Inventory prepared by the United States Fish & Wildlife Service. While these maps

do not provide complete wetlands delineation, they serve as indication and are considered

satisfactory for planning purposes."



Question Thirty -Seven (37): Satisfactory to whom? To the USFW? To the PADEP? To the

Delaware County Conservation District?

Page 17 continues, "In areas where new sewage facilities are being considered, an actual

Wetland Delineation must be performed in the field prior to final design."

Question ThirtV-EiHht (38): Why is the Township not planning to have this knowledge at the

planning stage, so that Implementability of the plan can be properly assessed? It does not

seem that this plan will be feasible without this information.

C. FEMA

The mapping contains information that appears to have been updated based on the FEMA maps

from 2009.

Question Thirty -Nine (39): How did the authors of the plan confirm that the information has

been accurately shown on the attached drawings?

The drawings appear to contain drafting errors, such as inaccurate roadways (see the

intersection of Campus Boulevard and Stoney Brook Boulevard) and also contains inaccurate

property lines (see Newton Business Campus). Additionally, the pump station service area

boundaries appear to have been drawn haphazardly (the service boundary cuts through

properties along Old Forest Road & Heather Way). The floodplain meanders through existing

houses in some developments. (See Springton Pointe Woods).

The plans proposes sewerage infrastructure within four tributary streams to Crum Creek:

Lewis Run, Reese Run, Preston Run & Hunter's Run. All of which drain to the Crum Creek

and the Springton Reservoir:

Question Forty (40): Have the authors considered any option that do not require disturbance

ofexisting watercourse and environmentally sensitive areas?

Question Forty -One (41): How can the Township be certain the Floodplains elevations and

locations are accurate?

Question Forty -Two (42): Were the plans based on field survey or tax maps?

Question Forty -Three (43): Were there any adjustments to the plans to fit the topographic

information, the parcels and the FEMA information together? If so, how much adjustment

was performed?



D. Sanitary Sewer Flows - "Attachment L"

"Attachment L" contains a list of "Project Names," neighborhood or development areas. The

adjacent colunm contains information about the Plan Status, and the third colunm contains

information about the Total Flow in Gallons per day.

The "Total Flow" colunm contains a mixture of Design Flows, based on a combination of the

Domestic Wastewater Design Manual, Chapter 73 of Title 25 of the PA Code and also a

PADEP response letter dated May 29, 2008 to metered testing performed by the
Pennsylvania American Water Company within the Coatesville area Wastewater Treatment

Plant Srvice Area. The "Total Flow" column also contains what appears to be developer

projections (sewer "caps" or "paper" flow.) Additionally, there are flows based on

agreements (the Seven Party Agreement, the Ashford Agreement). There are also flows

based on existing water records or meter records.

guestion Forty -Four (44): Is the May 29, 2008 PADEP available? Why is it not part of this

plan?
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Project Name

Total
Flow
(gpd)

Total Units
of Allocation

Total Flow
(gpd) / Total

Units of
Allocation

Echo Valley Development 35,700 136 262.500

Goshen Road Area 9975 38 262.500

Boot Road Area 8,400 32 262.500

Florida Park 33,338 127 262.504

Hunt Valley Circle 7350 28 262.500

Hunters Run 19950 76 262.500

Campus Boulevard 26,000 99 262.626

Springton Pointe Estates 35,000 133 263.158

Township ParkArea (Bishop Hollow Road) 1,050 4 262.500

Dogwood Area 2365 9 262.778

Melmark 25,000 95 263.158

EpscopalAcademy 11000 42 261.905

Ashford Development 115,000 460 250.000

BPG 185,000 705 262.411

National Developers Realty, Inc.

la. Marville Existing
________

3,500
__________

13
___________

269.231

lb. Marville Site Proposed 83,950 320 262.344

2. Olde Masters Property 78100 298 262.081

3. The Four Seasons 9450 36 262.500

Camelot P.S.

Camelot P.S. Existing Flows

_____
71,900

_______ ________

Pulte Residents & Commercial 43,100
__________

164
___________

262.805

Albertos Restaurant 1,520

Existing Phase One Terrazza Condos 20,600
__________

103
___________

200.000

Proposed Somerset /Cornerstone

250 Apartments @200 gpd 50,000 250 200.000

137 Tow nhomes l 225 gpd 30,825 137 225.000

Remaining Flow notAssigned 28,775 128 224.805

Remaining from 7 - Party Agreement 3,280 15 218.667

Page 33 of the executive summary states "As a basis of flow projections for older
developments constructed prior to 2002, a flow of 262.50 (gpd) is recommended for flow

allocations per household, and for newer developments constructed afler 2002, flow

projections of 225 GPD is recommended with the acknowledgement of 250 GPD relative to

the Ashford Development that is noted in their Sewage Facilities Planning Module."

Of particular concern in the above table, are the flows for the Springton Pointe Estates,

which is allocated 133 units at total flow of 35,000, which is the Pennitted Capacity of the
Plant (Page 34). The total units' tributary to the Springton Pointe Estates WWTP is actually

166 units, which would put the flow need at 166 x 262.5 43,575 gpd, not 35,000 gpd.
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Question For/v-Five (45): Did the Townshp physically count the existing building and

vacant lots in the Springton Pointe WWTP Service Area?

Question Forty -Six (46): How does the Township plan to address the flow needs of the

Springton Pointe WWTP Service Area?

An additional concern in the above table, are the flows for the "Camelot P.S. Existing

Flows" which read 71,900 gpd. The value of 71,900 gpd was the original allocation

granted to the Township under the Seven Party Agreement which has since been exceeded.

The Township residential communities that are tributary to the Camelot P.S. Include the

Newtown Heights (266 units), Mary Jane Lane & Dudie Drive Properties (56 units) and the

Newton Wood -Ellis Avenue Properties (172 units). These areas comprise a flow need of

266+56+ 172 = 494, 494 x 262.5 129,675 gpd.

Question Forty -Seven (47): Did the Township physically count the existing buildings and

vacant lots in the Camelot PS Service Area?

Question Forty -Eight (48): How does the Townshipplan to address the flow needs of the

Camelot PS Service Area?

The flow need from the Springton Pointe Estates PS Area & the Camelot PS Area is closer

to an additional 66,350 gpd, which is in excess of what the Township currently has by

agreement with C.D.C.A.

Question For/v-Nine (49): What provisions does the Township have to accommodate for

the lack of inadequate capacity?

There is no "Remaining Flow" from the Seven Party Agreement.

Question Fifty (50): Does the Townshzp intend to remove this item, since there is no

remaining flow under the Seven Party Agreement?

Question Fifty -One (Si): How does the Township justt5' the reduction offlow from the

National Developers Realty properties?

E. Pump Station Design

Question Fifty -Two (52): Has the Township given any consideration to the design

possibility ofabandoning the Wiltshire Pump Station?

Question Fifty -Three (53): Does the Townshzp have any preliminary concept as to how

large a Pump Station would be at the Springton Pointe Site?

12



Question Fifty -Four (54): Did the Townshzp give any consideration to using the existing

four inch line, which runs between the Springton Pointe Estates WWTP and the Camelot

Pump Station? This line could easily convey the flow from both Springton Pointe Estates

and Hunter 's Run.

Question Fifty -Five (55): How does the Township plan to install a regional pump station

at Springton Pointe given the location of the floodplain, the wetlands and the limited

easement areas?

Question Fifty -Six (56): How does the Townshp plan to install the Newton Hunt Pump

Station next to a water body?

Qçstion Fifty -Seven (57): How does the Township plan to install the Florida Park Pump

Station next to a watercourse andfloodplain?

F. Tappin' Fees

Page 43 of the executive summary states that "tap in fee" will be between $4,500.00 and

$6,000.00.

Question Fiftv-Eiht (58): Will existing users that are currently connected to the public

system be required to pay a tapping fee? The Municz:pal Authorities Act would seem to

preclude this as an option for the Township.

Question Fifty -Nine (59): Will future users with lower unit flow allotments (200 gpd, 225

gpd, 250 ,gpd) be charged a different "tap in fee" than users who are allocated 262.5

gallons?

Question Sixty (60): Are the developers being charged a "tap in fee" based on gallonage

or unit flow allotment? Which allotment?

Question Sixty -One (61): Will the "tap in fee "for the existing service areas with "tap in

fees" per agreements and earlier projects (Newtown Heights, Hempstead Road, Bishop

Hollow Road) be adjustedfor this sewer project?

Question Sixty -Two (62): Will areas with existing sewer infrastructure be given a credit

for already having sewerage? (Hunter's Run). Who will pay to abandon the Hunter's Run

system? Is that part of the project costs?

Question Sixty -Three (63): Will any of the parties ofthe Seven Parly Agreement be asked

to share in the cost of the expansion of the Camelot Pump Station?

13



G. AlternaEives & Ovtions

For the areas South of West Chester Pike, the Township should give consideration to
installing a system of pump stations and forcemains along West Chester Pike, Bishop
Hollow Road or Newtown -Street Road instead of the route chosen in the alternate of
choice.

The option of installing mains in the PennDOT right-of-way system, allows fuller control
of the project with regards to mechanical feasibility, permitting, costs, time and
environmental clearances. Additionally, the needless loss of trees and disturbance of
environmentally sensitive areas can be wholly avoided. Likewise, Camelot Pump Station
would potentially need no upgrades, rather, it would fulfill its original design ideas from its
original Part II Permit, under which it operates today.

There are alternatives explored in the plan, but only limited design alternatives have been
given for flow path and pipe routing. The location of pump station will have an effect on
quality of life of residents, and every effort should be made to screen these stations from
residential areas. Concerns about noise, odors, maintenance vehicles, potential overflows
and unforeseen development are associated with pump stations.

Respectfully,

Raymond Lopez

Individually and as President
Springton Pointe Estates Homeowners Association

Residence: 22 Old Forest Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073-3936

Cc: Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
Ms. Elizabeth Mahoney
Sewerage Planning Supervisor, Water Management
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December 27, 2012

Mr. Raymdnd Lopez
President, Springton Pointe Estates Home Owners Association

22 Old Forest Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073-3936

RB: Response to Public Comments
Act 537 Official Plan Update for

Newtown Township, Delaware COunty

Dear Mr. Lopez:

The Township is in receipt of your letter of November 15, 2012 submitted on behalf of

) yourself individually and as president of the Springton Pointe Estates Home Owners Association.

Following please find responses to the questions and comments contained in your letter. It is

noted that a number of your questions/comments are predicated by inaccurate statements. By not

addressing each incorrect assumption, the Township is in no way agreeing with these statements.

General Com,,ei,ts RegardingPlanning South of West Chester Pike:

The pipe routes and flow path described in the plan that convey effluent from Newtown-

Edgernont Border to its eventual discharge at the terminus C.D.C.A. Manhole is

problematic for the following reasons.

A. Costs & Expenses: The proposed route will cost the system users the expense of

installing regional pump stations, in remote areas, with the added expense of the

Springton Pointe Estate Pump Station (No.5), its associated forcemain, the upgrades to

Camelot P.S. (No.6) and its forpemaim The constructability of this system will be

challenging, as a large portion of this infrastructure will be installed outside the physical

cartway, in areas that are environmentally sensitive and difficult to reach by construction

equipment. Additionally, sewer infrastructure is proposed to be installed along

v'atercourses and floodplain boundaries.

Other than the "No Action" alternative, the alternative as recommended is the least

costly alternative. 'While locating infrastructure outside of the physical cartway can

pose certain challenges but no different than any other sewer project extensions of

this nature.There are also competing challenges when constructing within the

physical cartway of roads, such as permitting, maintenance and protection of traffic,
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utility conflicts, and demolition and restoration of concrete base materials and
traffic delays and congestion leading to fuel waste and contributing to air pollution.
Sewer mains typically follow watercourses because of the natural drop in grade.
Construction within these areas will need to be in accordance with all permits
applicable to each sectiOn of the proposed project

Oxesfion One (I): Why has the Township not explored the cost differences between

installing forcemciins along the West Chester Pike and Route 252 Corridor in lieu of the

proposed path as shown on' the Pkm? -

The Township has and the West Chester Pike Route is not financially responsible
and would do a disservice to the residents as a whole by unnecessarily escalating the
costs to future sanitary sewer users by as much as $3,000.00 per household. The
West Chester PikelRoute 252 Route would cost over $5M more than the selected
alternative.

Ouesiion Two (2): Have the construction estimates taken into account the difficulty of

construction the system as proposed? It does not appear thOt the rem oval of trees,

deeper gravity lines or working in flood prone areas or steep slopes hcrve been
considered in these estimates. Additionally, the added time to construct these systems

will add to expense of the project.

Yes. The Route chosen will actually speed up the project because there should be
minimal utility conflicts and virtually no traffic conflicts. The Township has taken
into account the depth of the, Steep slopes and other similar issues as well as the
relative difficulties of each alternative. The proposed Plan has no particular
difficulty that warrants choosing a different alterative.

Oues/ion Three (3): Have these costs been determined?

Yes. The overall cost of the Plan versus the Route you suggest has been compared
and the selected alternative was found to be 'more than $5M more cost effective.
More refined costs are to be determined at the time the project is bid.

B. Regarding the Route to be Followed by the New Collection System The last draft

iteration of the 537 Plan called for the new commercial and residential users to have
sewage collected and then sent east along West Chester Pike and then south along Route
52 and then on toward the C.D,C.A, system. The present plan abandons that route for the

new sewage and instead brings approximately 337,000 gallons of primarily commercial
waste through the Springton Pointe Estates development and into a proposed new pump
station to be built beside the existing Springton Pointe Waste Water Treatment Plant,

The new pump station is intended to replace the existing Wastewater Treatment
Plant (WWTP) and not to coexist beside the WWTP. However, your assertion that
the new flow will be primarily commercial is not based upon fact and provides a
disservice to the community for alleging something that is not correct.
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Question Four (4): Why was the arlier route abandoned?

This plan speaks for itself. There was no earlier route. A new planning team took a

fresh look at various alternatives and se!ected the best alternative for the Township.

C. Regarding the Plan's Scheme to Retain the SPWWTP rather than send the
Springton Pointe flow to the C.D.C.A. System: The Township's 537 Plan, dated May

2007 - upp1emented in 2008 and approved by DEP Feb. 2009 (the "2007 Plan"); called

for the SPWWTP to be converted to a Pump Station (Pump Statidn 3) so that the sewage

flow from the Springton Pointe .states development would be sent to the C.D.C.A.

system. The Consent Order and Agreement between the Township and DEP called for

some departures from the 2007 Plan - but the SPWWTF conversion is not specifically

mentiolied as a Plan element to b changed. However, now, under the proposed Plan, the

conversion is being abandoned and the SPWWTP is contemplated to remain in operation.

Both 25 Pa. Code § 71.21 and the DEP's Act 537 Plan Content and Environmental

Assessment Checklist call for fall assessment of current and alternative sewage facilities,

both from a functional and economic perspective.

The WWTP is proposed to be decommissioned and replaced with Pump Station

Number 5.

With the foregoing in mind, the following comments/questions are submitted:

Question Five (5): For what :reason or reasons was it determined that the Plan

would call for keeping the SPWWTP operative rather than converting it to a pump station

and sending the sewage flow froni the Springton Pointe Estates development sent to the

C.D.C.A. system.

The WWTP is proposed to be decommissioned and replaced with Pump Station

Number 5.

Question Six (6): What evaluation was madç of the existing SPWWTP (including its

fields) with respect to:

a. its current and future functioning and efficiency;

Specific costs of Ongoing maintenance and improvements were not
analyzed; however, future functioning and efficiency are not

unlimited. The life expectancy of WWTP with land disposal are
typically in the 35year range. The SPE WWTP has been in operation

for over ten (10) years.

b. the timing, nature, and cost of ongoing maintenance and capital
improvements to be required by the SPWJ'TP.
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Because the SPE WWTP is to be abandoned, your question is not
applicable to this Act 537 Flail.

Generally, the maintenance and improvements necessary to keep an

.aging WWTP functioning efficiently and within permitting

requirements becomes more costly over time. Furthermore, public

sewer service with a regional disposal facility is generally preferred

because, over time, it is typically less costly to users.

Question Seven (7): What will be the current and future cost impact to the residents of

Springton Pointe Estates of maintaining the SPWWTP in service rather than converting it

to apumping station and sending the development s flow to the C. D. CA. system?

Question is not applicable see #5 and #6.

D. Easements: The proposed routes will require easements to which neither the Authority,

nor the Township currently have rights of access or utility installation. The acquisition of

these easements will require considerable legal, engineering and administration costs.

Additionally, the easements will most likely adversely affect the resale value of the

properties across which they lie. The easement across the Springton Pointe Property to

the Camelot Pump Station has a limited area, with no practical room to install a regional

pump station

The acquisition of easements does not always require considerable legal,

engineering, and administrative costs. Generally, any decrease in market value of a

property because of an easement can be largely offset by the increase in market

value by providing public sewer service. There is sufficient room to. construct a

regional pump station at the existing location. Property owners of land which

would be required to secure easements from will be contacted on an individual basis

as the need arises.

Question Ei'ht (8): Has the Towiishzp given consideration to how much these easements

will cost to obtain?

Yes. Based upon similar previous projects 5% of the overall project cost was

anticipated for acquisition of easements in general.

Question Nine (9): Does the five percent allocation in the cost estimates also include the

cost for the compensation of the fair market value of the easement? Explain how five

percent is used across all the estimates, whereas there are varying numbers of easements

for each portion of the project.

Based upon similar previous projects 5% of the overall project cost was anticipated

for acquisition of easements as a reasonable estimated cost which would account for

lower as well as higher easement acquisition costs.
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Ouestion Ten (10): How does the Township intend on constructing the SprinEton Pointe

Pump Station, given the limited area described by the easement for the existing WWTP?

The area of the existing 'WWTP should be more than sufficient to house the

proposed pump station. Specific sequencing of construction will be up to the
contractor awarded the bid for the project subject to approval by the Newtown

Township Municipal Authority (NTMA) Engineer. It would be anticipated that by-

pass pumping of the flow to the WWTP will allow for its decommissioning while the

pump station is being constructed.

E. Regarding the Location of Proposed Pump Station No. Five ("Springton Pointe"):

The existing Springton Pointe Waste Water Treatment Plant ("SPWWTP") is situated on

a rectangular parcel which is on1y 65 feet by 130 feet. The SPWWTP presently covers

virtually all of that parcel. The parcel is surrounded on 3 sides by lands dedicated to the

Springton Pointe Estates Homeowners Association ("HOA") for stormwater

management. Much of that HOA land is wetland area. On its
4th side, the SP\VWTP

parel is adjacent to a narrow shared driveway providing road access to the WWTP as

well as 2 homes (lots 117 & 1.18). Neither Newtown Township (the "Township") nor the

Newton Township Municipal Authority (the "Authority") are known to own (or hold

easements on) any additional land near the SPWWTP parcel and there seems to be no

portion of the SPWWTP parcel available to accommodate a Pump Station in addition to

the WWTP,

The new pump station is intended to replace the existing Wastewater Treatment

Plant (WWTP) and not to coexist beside the WWTP.

Owestion Eleven (11): The Plan does not precisely provide the location for Proposed

Pump Station No. Five ('Springton Pointe",). Where specifically does the Township

propose to place Proposed Pump Station No. Five ("Springton Pointe')? What other

locations, f any, were considered or remain under consideration?

The exact location has not been determined at this time other than it will be located

where the current WWTP is located. No other locations are being considered for

Pump Station No. 5 under the selected alternative. Because the WWTP site

provides for the lowest point within the existing collection system.

Ouestion Twelve (12,): With resèct to the proposed location for Proposed Pump Station

No. Five ("Springton Pointe ",), what land is currently ai.'ailable to the Township or

Authority to serve as the location site? How is that land available? Please detail

whether the land is owned, leased, or under easement by the Township or the Authority,

or explain how it is otherwise subject to municipal control. Please also identify any

contemplated eminent domain actin.

The land where the existing WWTP is situated has been obtained by the NTMA via

deed of dedication. No eminent domain action is contemplated at this time.
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Question Thirteen (13): Does the Townshz, believe that the Township or Authority hold

any easements over property in the Springton Pointe Estate development which

easements may be employed in connection with facilities contemplated by the Plan? If

so, please identj5 those easements, the specific property they burden, and detail what

facilities it is' contemplated they may serve.

Yes. The Deed of Dedication from the Springton Pointe Community Sewer
Association, Inc. to the Newtown Township Municipal Authority (NTMA) dated
June 5, 2007 transferred ownership of the various sewer improvements (WWTP,
collection and conveyance lines, pump stations, and disposal fields) and associated
easements to the NTMA. It should be noted that in the Plan you advocate, a pump
station will be required, presumably at the same location. It is intended where
possible to use existing easements and right of ways.

Question Fourteen (Ui: What are the expected dimensions of the Proposed Pump

Station No. Five ("Springton Pointe')?

The final dimensions and configuration are to be determined during design of the
system prior to construction bidding but the pump station will be smaller than the

current WWTP. Possible area o130'x 60'.

Question Fifteen (15): How, f at all, is the SPEHOA 's retainage Basin A on lands

surrounding the SR WWTP expectdd to be impacted?

There is no impact anticipated to the adjacent stormwater management basin.
Erosion and Sediment Control Plans are required to be prepared and approved
prior to earth disturbance associated with construction activity for decommissioning

of the WWTP and construction of the proposed pump station.

Question Sixteen (16): It is not clear from the Plan how homes and residents in

Springton Pointe Estates, particidarly those in the vicinity of the SPWWTP, will be
impacted by noise, odor, increased shared driveway usage, and activity relating to the

Proposed Pump Station No. Five ("Springton Pointe "). What assessment was performed

in that regard, what impact is possible, and what ameliorative steps are contemplated?

Less impact is anticipated by the proposed pump station compared with the current
WWTP. The proposed pump station will not require as many maintenance trips to
the station. It will be smaller and, more aesthetically attractive. Further, there are a
number of design specific measures that will reduce potential impact to adjacent
homeowners (odor control, decreased detention time that reduces odors and
variable frequency drive motors that reduce noise and save energy). It should be
noted that in the Plan you advocate, a pump station will be required, presumably at

the same location.

F. Environmentally: The plan will result in the disturbance of sensitiv6 areas, such as
wetlands, floodplains, wooded aseas, steeply sloping lands, areas with shallow ground
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water soils, riparian areas and areas with old growth trees.

During earlier design concepts of 537 Planning, the installation of a new forcemain
between the Springton Point Estates WWTP and the Camelot Pump Station was
abandoned. The area warranted additional field surveys to clear environmentally
sensitive plants and wildlife, which ultimately led us .to re-consider any infrastructure

through these areas.

Any potential stream crossing (Geiieral Permit No.5) will have to execute a "Bog Turtle
Screen Form" as a matter of the cburse of review by the DCCD, regardless of any result

from PNDI.

We believe that the proposed forcemain shown in the MacCombie plans will ultimately
be stopped by environmental agncies for the same reasons that we abandoned those

concepts.

uestion Seventeen (17): Has the Township done any field studies to verify the location

of wetlands in these areas?

No field studies have been conducted at this time. Field studies will need to be
conducted during design of the system to obtain various agency permits.

Question Ej'/iteen (18): What is the Township's plan for the proposed forceinain route
when the field survey reveals the presence of the endangered or threatened species of
concern? Is an alternate route proposed?

The Township and the NTMA will take all environmentally necessary and sound
precautions to eliminate or mitigate 'any impact. 'If the field survey reveals the
presence of Threatened or Endangered Species there is a protocol that needs to be

followed during permitting to resolve any potential conflicts to T&E Species.
Alternative routes were evaluated, 'however, they are not the selected alternative. At
this time potential alternative route will be evaluated as the need arises.

It is almost impossible to determine how many trees will be affected by the proposed pipe

routing. Since the proposal describes a gravity line from West Chester Pike, to the rear of

the Olde Master Property, intetise and destructive construction techniques will be
necessary to install deep gravity mains,

Question Nineteen (19)' Does the Township have any estimate as to how many trees will

be lost for this construction? Does the Township have any concept of the cost of the

removal ofthese trees? Does the Township hcwe any concept of the impact of the' loss of

these trees on the surrounding ecology?

No counts have been conducted. The Township and the NTMA will make every
effort to avoid or minimize impact on the environment, especially tree removal and
wetland interaction during design and construction of the selected alternative.
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The proposal will also call for the installation of lines under the existing watercourse

behind the Florida Park area.

Question Twentp (20): Has the Township accurately depicted the Floodplain elevation

on the plans? The plans currently show houses along Guinevere and Excalibur Drive

within the floodplain. How can the Township be satisfied that the floodplain lines are

accurate?

Yes. The floodplain, parcels (and townhouses), and topography were obtained from

Delaware County GIS. Thereis sonic inaccuracy in some parcel in the Springton
Pointe Woods and Springton Pointe Estates communities. The County GIS
Department and the Board of Assessment Department, is aware of this issue,

However, aerial orthophotos were also used in planning proposed lines and pump
station locations to supplement parcel information since the aerials, topographics,
and floodplain area all tied to state plane coordinates.

Owestion Tu'entv-One (21): tas the Township confirmed the datum from the

topographic information found on the "Appendix F" and associated plans match with the

datum of the FEMA maps?

No. At this time. all datum's where necessary will be correlated to a FEMA
benchmark as the sewer design evolves.

G. Mechanically: The proposal describes the installation of a new ten (10) inch gravity

main down Campus Boulevard an.d through Stoney Brook Boulevard. The proposal does

not describe how, or if the existing eight (8) inch or existing (12) inch lines will be used

or abandoned. Potentially, three gravity lines will traverse the Campus -Stoney Broolc

Boulevard roadways. Additionally, the mains will be required to install very deeply,

since the low point is the cartwày is at the intersection of Bishop Hollow Road and

Stoney Boulevard.

Question Twenty-Tvo (22): Whp is the Township proposing an additional gravity line

along Stoney Brook Boulevard roadway, which currently contains two gravity mains?

In the alternative, the existing line that runs within the easement in the front yards

of the residences along Stoney Brook Boulevard could be replaced with a larger line.

However, it will be less costly and less impact to the residents along Stoney Brook

Boulevard to construct one (1) additional gravity line within the cartway of Stoney

Brook Boulevard.

The proposal will require upgrades to the Camelot Pump Station, which is an idea which

has been proposed, explored and eventually abandoned during the five years since

Newtown became a member of C.D.C.A.

The original design of the Camelot Pump Station included (as described in the plan set
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and Part II permit for Camelot) the flow from Hunter's Run, as well as Springton Pointe

Estates. Flow was not included, from Campus Boulevard, but analysis revealed that th

addition of that flow would not require system upgrades, but would increase the run time

of Pump Station. There are several drawbacks to upgrading the pump station. Namely, it

is unclear if the proposal intends to increase the size of the existing forcemain or not.
Potential upgrades would cause a disruption to the existing neighborhood, as the
installation of new equipment (and potentially a new forcemain) would require that the

roadway be dug up and repaired after construction. Moreover, it is unclear, if any of the
existing equipment would be used or be abandoned..

The size of the forcemain from the Camelot Pump Station to the CDCA connection
point is not anticipated to be upgraded. Determination of continued use, salvage, or
abandonment of existing equipment will be made during design of the Pump Station
upgrade. The other alternative that you propose would cause greater disruptions to
the community at large. Upgrades are planned for the pump station to

accommodate additional flow, but these upgrades will improve the existing pump

station.

Question Twentp-Tliree (23): FIas the Township considered alternatives that do not
route flow through the Camelot Pwnp Station?

Yes. The West Chester Pike/Route 252 route was considered and i anticipated to
be a greater impact to the community, including the Springton Pointe Woods and
Camelot Lane residents.

H. Time of Construction: The petmitting for stream crossings will add months (if not

years) to the proposal. Detailed wetland delineations, as well as the determination of the
habitat of the threatened or endangered plants and wildlife will need to be assessed.
Delaware County. is one of the thirteen (13) Counties on the General Permit Five (5)
roster of areas which are known to contain Bog Turtle habitat. Additional time will be
needed for the removal of trees, and the installation of lines and pump station in remote

areas, Since the author of the plan states that wetlands studies and detailed
environmental clearances will be handled on a case -by -case basis, delays of time will

most likely be seen in the event that there are unresolvable environmental clearances.

Generally speaking, most potential environmental conflicts are resolvable. The
West Chester Pike/Route 252 route would need to cross the same watercourse along
Route 252 which would require a GP -5. Although there may be no wetland impact,
similar permitting issues are required.

Question Twenty -Four (24): Would not a less time consuming option be appropriate
given consideration to the fact that previous 537 efforts sought to minimize stream
crossings and disturb environmentally sensitive areas?

The West Chester Pike/Route 252 route would likely be as time consuming, if not
more, because of PennIDOT permitting, construction within the state highway, costly
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restoration of concrete base in West Chester Pike, maintenance and protection of
traffic, and potential utility conflicts aside from the utility stream crossing permit on
Route 252. Furthermore, Route 252 was recently repaved and it is PenuDOTs
policy to not allow road opening permits for a minimum of three (3) years after
paving has been completed.

Regarding the issue of Buffer Areas: The Townhip has made representations that best
efforts will be made to keep sources to improvements at least 400 feet from any
residential property line, That commitment is being kept with respect to residential areas

other than the Spring -ton Pointe Estates development (e.g. Echo Valley). In fact, in
certain neighborhoods, a 700 foot setback is being maintained. Unlike those other
residential areas, at the proposed location of the new pump station No. 5 will be within
200 feet of the residence of a Springton Pointe Estates property owner.

Previous drafts of the Plan stated that "all pump stations are to be. . . a minimum of four

hundred (400) feet away from property lines or residences to the maximum extent
practicable".

Question Twenty -Five (25): Will the Springton Pointe Pump Station No. Five be
positioned a minimum of400feer.from all property lines br residences in the Springton

Pointe Estates development?

No. Proposed Pump Station No. Five will be situated at the location of the existing
WWTP. The Township is making every effort to minimize impact of this plan to all
residents of the Township.

Question Twentp-Six ('26): If not why is the 400 foot buffer area not being maintctined

with respect to Springton Pointe Etates?

Proposed Pump Station No. Five will be situated at the location of the existing
WWTP where no 400 foot buffer exists. There is no 400 foot buffer requirement.

J. Regarding the Division of Risk: By accumulating 337,000 gallons of sewage and

concentrating it at the Springton Pointe Estates pump station, rather than distributing the
collection in other locations, the: risk of a problem with the septic system is being

concentrated at Spring -ton Pointe Estates without any proper division of the risk.

Question Twenty -Seven L27): Why is that?

The Township selected this alternative based on sound engineering principles as the
most beneficial to the entire Township Sound design is employed in design and
permitting of pump stations aid their backup systems. An increased flow does
equate to increased risk.

II. General Comments Regarding the Act 537 Plan
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A. Easements: It is difficult to determine how many easements will be required to proceed
with this project as describe in the act 537 Plan. The scale of the mapping makes it
difficult to discern precisely hoi many easements will be required to facilitate this

project.

Question Twentp-Eiht (28): Does the Township lcnow, definitively, how many
easements will be requiredfor this project?

No.

By our count:

Hunt Valley Circle: Six (6)

Echo Valley DeJopment: Twele (12)
Goshen Road Area: Zero (0)

Boot Road Area; Eight (8)

MarAIle Properties: Six (6)
Olde Masters: Four (4)

Garret Williamson Properties: One (1)
Newtown Corporate Campus: Two (2)

Florida Park Service Area: Sixty -One (61)
Hunterts Run Area: Two (2)

Stoney Brook BouIerd: Three (3)
Springton Poihte Estates: One (1)
Springton Pointe Woods: One (1)

Total Easements: 107

The easement described from Hunt Valley Circle to "Wi1Io Hollow" (aka "Stub B") in
Echo Valley is not a public rightof-way as described on page four (4) of the executive

summary. The easement along "Willow Hollow" (aka "Stub B") lane was prepared to
provide water service tb Hunt Valley Circle.

Question Twentp-Nine (29): Does the Township know who owns the land btween Echo
Valley and Hunt Valley Circle?

Yes. Lands N/L of Gerald J. Leimkuhler, Jr. and Karen Hall, 170 Hunt Valley
Circle, Tax Map ID No. 30-14-002-001

As part of base -planning, PADEP has typically asked to see proof of easement
accpxisition prior to approving Act 537 Plans.

Question Thirty (30): Has the Township approached PADEP with regard to whether or

not they want proof of Implementability, asfar as rights or ownership ofeasements?

No.
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Question Thirty -One (31): Has the Township approached any of the affected propert-y

owners regarding the easements?

No.

Question Thirty -Two (32): What alternatives has the Township cànsidered in lieu of] 07

easements?

The Township has considered other alternative routes but they were not selected for
the reasons set forth in the Plan. and above. Not doing the project at all, as well as
other alternatives such as the use of low pressure sewers throughout the Township,
which is a disservice to residents when it is clearly practical to provide gravity
service.

Question Thirty -Three (33): Does the Township have any estimate as to the cost of 107

easements?

The Township has estimated 5% of the overall project cost for acquisition of
easements.

B. Environmental Clearances
Appendix M describes that a "Large Project" PNDI study was submitted for this
application.

The application reads: "The area to be impacted will be evaluated on a case -by -case

basis as specific projects commence. Each specific project will need to address potential
environmental impacts specifically related to that paiticular project such as PNDI
searches, wetlands delineations, general permits, and /or erosion and sediment pollution
control and NPDES permitting, etc., as application."

However, we have experienced that although the environmental agencies may allow the
"Large Project" approach to base planning, the PADEP 537 reviewers will want more
detail for each area of the projedt.

Question Thirty -Four (34: Has the Township contacted PADEP to determine f the
"Large Project" approach will be adequate?

No.

Additionally, the US. Fish & Wi1dlfe letter, dated July 11, 2012 which is part of
"Attachment M" to the PNDI research, required that the 537 Planners identfy all

wetlands within 300 feet of the project area.

Qualified professionals wifi be ëonsulted to conduct the appropriate surveys at the
time of design of the proposed s3stein.
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Question Thirty -Five (35): Has' the Township begun to address the concerns of the U S.

Fish & Wildlife?

Yes.

Question Thirty -Six (36): Does' the Township plan to delineate wetlands using actual

field survey, or insist on using the National Wetlands Survey records?

Field survey/delineation is required and will be conducted by qualified professionals

during design of the system.

Page 17 of the executive summary reads that "Wetlands were taken from the National

Wetlands Inventory prepared by the United States Fish & Wildlife Service. While these

maps do not provide complete wetlands delineation, they serve as indication and are

considered satisfactory for planning purposes."

Question Thirty -Seven (37): Satisfactory to whom? To the USFW? To the PADEP? To

the Delaware Counly Conservation District?

Satisfactory for reasonable engineers in the planning process.

Page 17 continues, "In areas where new sewage facilities are being considered, an actual

Wetland Delineation must be performed in the field prior to final design."

Question Thirty-Ejght (38): Why is the Township not planning to have this knowledge at

the planning stage, so that Implementability of the plan can be properly assessed? It

does not seem that this plan will be feasible without this information.

The Township's planning team does not believe it is prudent or necessary to waste

money for premature studies and system design.

C. FEMA
The mapping contains information that appears to have been updated based on the FEMA

maps from2009.

Question Thirty -Nine (39): How did the authors of the plan confirm that the information

has been accurately shown on the 'attached drawings?

The floodplain information is FEMA Q3 which is a digital representation of certain

features of FEMA's FIRM product, intended for use with desk-top mapping and

GIS technology. The data are expected to be used for a variety of planning
applications including broad -based review for floodplain management, land -use

planning commercial siting analysis, insurance target marketing, natural
resource/environmental analyses, and real estate development and targeting.t

EMA, Map Service Center,
htps://mscfema.gov/webapp/wcs/stores/servlet/info?storeld=1 0001 &cataiogId=10001 &Iangld-
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However, the paper FIRMs are the official documents.

The drawings appear to contain drafting errors, such as inaccurate roadways (see the
intersection of Campus Boulevard and Stoney Brook Boulevard) and also contains
inaccurate property lines (see Newton Business Campus). Additionally, the pump station

service area boundaries appear to have been drawn haphazardly (the service boundary

cuts through properties along Old Forest Road & Heather Way). The floodplain

meanders through existing houses in some developments. (See Springton Pointe Woods).

The plans proposes sewerage infrastructure within four tributary streams' to Crum Creek:

Lewis Run, Reese Run, Preston Run & Hunter's Run. All of which drain to the Crum
Creek and the Springton Reservoir:

Question Forty (40): Have the authors considered any option that do not require
disturbance of existing watercourse and environmentally sensitive areas?

Other options were considered, however, all involve potential impacts to

watercourses or other environmentally sensitive areas. The propose Plan, although
with its own potential environmental impacts, is the greatest benefit to the Township

as a whole and is the most economical.

Question Forty -One (41): How can the Township be certain the Floodplains elevations

and locations are accurate?

The data was obtained from the Delaware County GIS Department, which obtained

the data from FEMA, which is the type of information upon which engineers

typically rely for planning purposes.

Question Forty -Two (42): Were the plans based on field survey or tax maps?

The majority of the plan information was obtained from the Delaware County GIS
Department. Where deemed appropriate by the planning professionals, some field

survey of existing location and elevation of sanitary sewers was conducted to verify

feasibility of planning concepts.

Question Forty -Three (43): Were there any adjustments to the plans to fit the

topographic information, the parcels and the FEMA information together? If so, how

much adjustment was performed?

No adjustments were made. Th GIS data is tied to state plane coordinates.

D. Sanitary Sewer Flows- "Attachment L"
"Attachment L" contains a list of 'Frojec Names," neighborhood or development areas.

The adjacent column contains infprmation about the Plan Status, and the third column
contains information about the Total Flow in Gallons per' day.

&coritent=roductQ3FAQ&titleQ3 %2OFAQ&parentproductlnfo&parentTitle=Product%2Olnformation (December 2012)
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The "Total Flow" column contains a mixture of Design Flows, based on a combination of
the Domestic Wastewater Design Manual, Chapter 73 of Title 25 of the PA Code and
also a PADEP response letter dated May 29, 2008 to metered testing perfonned by the
Pennsylvania American Water Cothpany within the Coatesville area Wastewater
Treatment Plant Service Area. The "Total Flow" column also contains what appears to
be developer pliojections (sewer "caps" or ccpaper flow.) Additionally, there are flows
based on agreements (the Seven Party Agreement, the Ashford Agreement). There are
also flows based on existing water records or meter records.

Question Forty -Four (44): Is the May 29, 2008 PADEP available? Why is it not pc?rt of

thi'plan?

Project Name

Total
Flow
/ d'

Total Lkiits
of Allocation

______

Total Flow
(gpd) I Total

Units of
Allocaon

Echo Valley Development 35,700 136 262.500

Gos hen RoadArea 9975

8,400

38 262.500______________
DootRoad Area 32 262.500___________
Florida Park 33338 127

28

262.504___________
HuntValley Circle ________________ 7350 282.500

Hunter's Run 19950 76

99

262.500

Campus_Boulevard 26000 262.626
_______

Springton Painte tates 35000 133 263.158

Tow nshlp Park Area (Bhop Hollow Road) 1050 4 262.500

262 .778Dogwood Area 2365 9
___________________

Melmark 25,000

11,000

95 263.158
________________

Epis copal Acaderr, 42 261.905

Ashford Developrmnt 115000 460 250.000__________
BPG 185000 705 262.411_______
National Developers Realty, Inc.

Ia. Mervilie Exlsthg _______

lb. lvrvllle Site Roposed
2. Oe Masters R-operty

_______

.3,500
__________

13J.
__________

269,231

83,950 320

298

262.344
78.100 L262081

262.5003. The FourSeasons 9,450 36_____________
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The letter was not issue for this Plan and was only references as a sample for
determining flow per EDU in a method acceptable to the PA DEP.

Page 33 of the executive summary states "As a basis of flow projections for older
developments constructed prior to 2002, a flow of 262.50 (gpd) is recommended for flow
allocations per household, and for newer developments constructed after 2002, flow
projections of 225 GPD is recommended with the acknowledgement of 250 GPD relative

to the Ashford Development that is noted in their Sewage Facilities Planning Module."

Of particular concern in the above table, are the flows for the Springton Pointe Estates,
which is allocated 133 units at total flow of 35,000, which is the Permitted Capacity of
the Plant (Page 34). The total units' tributary to the Springton Pointe Estates WWI'P is
actually 166 units, which would put the flow need at 166 x 262.5 = 43,575 gpd, not

35,000 gpd.

Question Fortp-Five (45): Did the Township physically count the existing building and

va'cant lots in the Springton Pointe WWTP Service Area?

No. The WWTP was designed to handle an average monthly flow of 35,000 gpd
which was used as the allocated flow for the service area.

Camelot P.S. ________
Camelot RS, Existing Flows ______-- 71,900 ! -

Pulte Residents &Cornm3rcial 43,100 164 262.8O5

Existing Albertos Restaurant 1,520

Existing Phase_One Terrazza Condos 20,600 103 200.000

Proposed Somerset! Cornerstone
I

250 Apartments ©200 gpd ,5000 250 200.000

¶37Townhomes225gpd 137 225.000

Remaining Flow not'Assigned 28,775 224.805

Remalnlngfrorn7-FartyAgreenient 3,280 15 218.667

Question Forty -Six (46): How does the Townshp plan to address the flow needs of the

Springton .Pointe WWTP Service Area?

By constructing a pump station' at the location of the current WWTP, connected to
the Camelot Pump station, and treatment by the CDCA.

An additional concern in the above table, are the flows for the "Camelot P.S. Existing
Flows" which read 71,900 gpd. The value of 71,900 gpd was the original allocation
granted to the Township under the Seven Party Agreement which has since been
exceeded. The To'nship residential communities that are tributary to the Camelot PS.
Include the Newtown Heights (266 units), Mary Jane Lane & Dudie Drive Properties (56
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units) and the Newton Wood -Ellis Avenue Properties (172 uni±s). These areas comprise

a flow need of

266+56+ 172 = 494, 494 x 262.5 129,675 gpd.

Question Forty -Seven (47): Did the Townshzp physically count the existing buildings

and vacant lots in the Camelot PS. Service Area?

No. The Camelot PS is metered and flow annually reported in accordance with

Chapter 94 requirements.

Quesfion Fortv-EiFzt (48): How doesthe Township plan to address the flow needs of

the camelot PS Service Area?

Based upon metered existing flow the flow needs of the aforementioned areas are

met.
The flow need from the Springton Pointe Estates PS Area & the Camelot PS Area is

closer to an additional 66,350 gpd which is in excess of what the Township currently has

by agreement with C.D.C.A.

Question Forty -Nine f49): What provisions does the Township have to accommodate for

the lack ofinadequate capacity?

The Plan provides for sufficient capacity.

There is no "Remaining Flow" from the Seven Party Agreement.

Question Fifty (50): Does the Township intend to remove this item, since there is no

remaining flow under the Seven PartyAgreement?

No. First of all, there have been recent changes to the Terrazza/Somerset Phase 2

development, which yielded a residual flow. Secondly, since the 7-Party Agreement,

the Township has contracted with the CDCA for significantly more flow.

Question Fifty -One (51): How does the Township just5.' the reduction offiow from the

National Developers Realty properties?

The National Developers Realty provided a letter detailing the flow needs of their

pending development.

E. Pump Station De,jgn

Question Fifty -Two (52): Has the Township given any consideration to the design

possibility of abandoning the Wiltshire Pump Station?

it is not being considered as part of this plan.
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Ouestion Fifty -Three 53): Does the Township have any preliminary concept as to how

large a Pump Station woulclbe at the Springton Pointe Site?

Yes. The new pump station would be situated within the area presently occupied by

the WWTP and would be smaller than the WWTP.

Question Fiftp..Four (54): Did the Township give any consideration to using the existing

four inch liner which runs between the Springlon Pointe Estates WWTP and the Camelot

Pump Station? This line could easily convey the flow from both Springton Pointe Estates

and Hunter 's' Run,

Yes. However, the line will need to be upgraded to accommodate the additional

flow.

'Question Fftv-Five '55: How does the Township plan to install a regional pump

station at Springton Pointe given the location of the floodplain, the wetlands and the

limited easement areas?

The new pump station wouki be situated within the area presently occupied by the

WWTP and would be smaller than the WWTP. The line to the Camelot pump

station would be in the same location as the existing line referenced in Question 54.

Question Fifty -Six (56): How does the Township plan to install the Newton Hunt Pump

Station next to a water body?

It is typical for pump stations and sewer mains to be constructed in close proximity

to watercourses since low points in drainage areas typically fall in these locations.

The existing Camelot PS is situated approximately 65 feet from Hunters Run and

approximately 50 feet from the floodplain of Hunters Run.

Question Fifty -Seven ('57): How does the Township plan to install the Florida Park

Pump Station next to a watercourse andfloodplain?

The existing Camelot PS is situated approximately 65 feet from Hunters Run and

approximately 50 feet from the floodplain of Hunters Run.

F. Tapping' Fees

Page 43 of the executive summaij states that "tap in fee" will be between $4,500.00 and

$6,000.00.

Question Fiftv-EiRht (58): Will existing users that are currently connected to the public

system be required top a tapping fee? The Municipal Authorities Act would seem to

preclude this as an option for the Township.
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No.

Question Fifty -Nine (59): Will future users with lower unit flow allotments (200 gpd,

225 gpd, 250 gpd) be charged a d(ferent "tap in fee than users who are allocated 262.5

gallons?

No. Users will be charged per IDU, regardless as to whether their anticipated

gallonage is less than 262.5 gpd (determined bymultiplying 90 gallons per capita per

day for sewer capacity times the average number of persons per household as

established by the most recent census data provided by the United States Census

Bureau)

Question Sixty (60): Are the developers being charged a "tap in fee" based on

gallonage or unit flow allotment? Which allotment?

It depends upon the type of development. For instance, the AshfordlLiseter
community is constructing its own sewer infrastructure and then getting a credit

towards its pro -rata share of the infrastructure for these improvements. Other

developers, will simply pay a tap-in fee for individual homes.

Question Sixtp-One (61): Will the "tap infee" for the existing service areas with "tap in

fees" per agreements and earlier projects (Newtown Heights, Hempstead Road, Bishop

Hollow Road) be adjustedfar thL sewerproject?

The tap -in fees for all properties in this service area will be the same. Properties

that are already connected will not be charged a new tap -in fee.

Question Sixty -Two (62): Will a'eas with existing sewer infrastructure be given a credit

for already having sewerage? (Z-Junter5' Run). Who will pay to abandon the Hunter

Run system? Is that part oftheprbjecr costs?

Hunters run is not a public system. All new users connecting to the system will

charged a tap -in fee. Hunters Run residents will save money to the extent individual

residents will not have to install laterals to their homes.

Question Sixty -Three (63): Will any of the parties of the Seven Party Agreement be

asked to share in the cost of the expansion ofthe Camelot Pump Station?

The members of the 7 -Party Agreement will not bç paying a tap-in fee. Costs not

covered by tap -in fees will be reflected in sewer rent rates.

G. Alternatives & Options

For the areas South of West Chester Pike, the Township should give consideration to

rnstalling a system of pump stations and forcemains along West Chester Pike, Bishop

Hollow Road or Newtown.-Sfreet Road instead of the route chosen in the alternate of
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choice,

The option of installing mains in the PennDOT right-of-way system, allows fuller control

of the project with regards to mechanical feasibility, permitting, costs, time and

environmental clearances. Additionally, the needless loss of trees and disturbance of

environmentally sensitive areas can be wholly avoided. Likewise, Camelot Pump Station

would potentially need no upgrades, rather, it would fulfill its original design ideas from

its original Part II Permit, under which it operates today.

There are alternatives explored in the plan, but ordy limited design alternatives have been

given for flow path and pipe routiiig. The location of pump station will have an effect on

quality of life of residents, and every effort should be made to screen these stations from

residential areas. Concerns about noise, odors, maintenance vehicles, potential overflows

and unforeseen development are associated with pump stations.

Construction within the state highway comes with its own challenges, including but

not limited to the excessively high cost and time intensive demolition and

reconstruction of concrete base within West Chester Pike (S.R. 0003) and

PenaDOT's policy of no road openings for a period of three (3) years following

repaving a stretch of highway, namely Newtown Street Road (S.R. 0252) between

West Chester Pike and the CDCA tie-in manhole at Media Line Road. Potential
environmental impacts associated with the selected alternative will be avoided to the

greatest extent practicable or mitigated in accordance with agency permits obtained

as part of the design of the system. Lastly, quality of life issues will be improved

with the re -designed pump statiQns.

Very Tr/(ly

;'io, AICP
Township Manager

copy: File



Subject: FW: Newtown Township 537 Plan Comments

From: Mike Trio <triomnewtowntwpde1co.org>
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2012 8:40:33 AM

To: rsokoraihighswartz.com, hem .engineers.d porterverizon.net

From: mahahl@comcast.net [mailto:mahahl@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2012 8:37 AM
To: Mike Trio
Cc: jcatan ia©frontrowlaw.com; g ummydoc@aol.com; ed.partridge@verizon.net; janawn64@gmail.com;
georgeesqaol.com; ehahoney@state.pa.us
Subject: Newtown Township 537 Plan Comments

Dear Mr. Trio,

Please find attached my comments on the Township's 537 Plan.

Since rely,

A. L. Holmstrom

Print
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6 Laurel Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

November 15, 2012

Mr. Michael Trio
Township of Newtown
209 Bishop Hollow Rd
Newtown Square, PA 19703

Subject: 2012 Newtown Township Act 537 Submission

Dear Mr. Trio,

[appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Township's Act 537 Plan submission. My

comments focus on two issues:

1) The unnecessary intrusion of sewer construction in an established residential area,

and
2.) The costly commitment to operate the Springton Pointe Estates wastewater

treatment plant through 2017.

Alternate Sewage Routing Plan

The proposed 537 Plan envisions routing sewage from the North East portion of the Township

through the established Pulte/Toll subdivisions to a location near the Springton Pointe Estates

wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) where a new pump station is proposed to be constructed.

This is a significant intrusion into an established residential area. In addition, this intrusion is

intended, for the most part, to service commercial interests. There is an alternative option that

can and should be inserted into the 537 Plan.

Hunters Run sewage flow could be handled by existing facilities, transfer lines and pump

station, to the existing WWTP without significant alteration. The remainder of the North East

sewage should be directed to a pump station on the Marville property (Marville is a primary

beneficiary of the 537 plan). This pump stations effluentshould be routed on Routes 3 and 252

right of ways to the existing Camelot force main or directly to the CDCA interceptor at Media

Line Rd. and route 252. The south side of the Newtown Square Corporate Center can be

accommodated by existing facilities at the Newtown Heights pump station.

By not building a new pump station at the WWTP and eliminating a major expansion of the

Camelot pump station, the Township has significant offsetting cost savings.



Discontinued WWTP Use

I served as President of the Springton Pointe Estates Community Sewer Association prior to

dedication of the facilities to Newtown Township in May, 2007. For five years I had close

oversight of the operation of the wastewater treatment pint (WWTP) and a role in supporting

the Township's worthy goals of providing wastewater management services for its residents, in

particular through the Multiparty Agreement dated August 12, 2002 for which I was the Signor

for the Community Sewer Association.

An outcome of the Multiparty Agreement was the construction of the Camelot pump station.

As part of that construction a transfer pipe was installed between the Camelot and WWTP

pump stations to facilitate early conversion of wastewater treatment from the WWTP to

DELCORA. This was a "carrot" for the Community Sewer Association to sign the Multiparty
Agreement. There are several factors which I believe make a cogent case for proceeding to shut

down theWWTP and transfer wastewater to DELCORA for processing. Cost, environmental risk,

and potential environmental liability are the factors I propose to briefly address.

Cost: At the time of the implementation of the Camelot pump station the costs for treatment

were approximately $750 and $250 per residence per year for the WWTP and DELCORA

options, respectively. For about 145 residences at a $500 difference, the cost advantage for

DELCORA amounted to approximately $72,500 per year. This does not include capital

maintenance expenses which can run $10,000 to $20,000 per year for the WWTP. Small scale

WWTPs are non-competitive with large plant operational costs. It would seem to be contrary

to fiduciary responsibility to continue to operate the WWTP for an additional 5 years. These

savings would more than justify the termination penalty for AQUA's services and any capital

expenditures to effect the DELCORA option.

Environmental Risk: The small package WWTP for Springton Poiñte Estates presents a greater
environmental risk than the DELCORA option. This is not unique to the SPE WWTP, rather a
general fact for these small facilities. They are too small to be manned around the clock, they

are vulnerable to problems with infiltration fields (and in this case no space to expand), and

there are operating life limitations to the fields. In general, eliminating the only WWTP in the

Township is in the best interests of ourenvironment.

Liability: Unfortunately, even when best management practices are in place, untoward

incidents can occur. Environmental liabilities can be costly. As a minimum, the environmental

liability insurance deduOtible should be considered as a cost factor regarding continued

operation of the SPE WWTP.

Having spent several years working in the best interests of Springton Pointe Estates and certain

Pulte Development homeowners, the Townships 537 Plan is of keen personal interest. I urge



you to incorporate two changes to the plan. First, use the alternate sewage collection and

routing plan which I have briefly described above. Secondly, incorporate the cessation of the

operation of the Springton Pointe Estates WWTP on the soonest possible date.

Respectfully,

PJ1au C o1mtrom

Allan L. Holmstrom

cc: Ms. Elizabeth Mahoney
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
Sewerage Planning Supervisor, Water Management

Raymond Lopez,
President, Springton Pointe Estates Homeowners Association

Newtown Township Supervisors
Joseph Catania
Ed Partridge
Ross Lambert
John Nawn
George Woods
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Mr. Allan L. Holmstrom
6 Laurel Lane

- NewtownSquare;PA

Dear Mr. Holmstrom:

MICHAEL TRIO, AICP
TOWI1SH? MA.NACe R[CEISOKORAI,ESQ.
TOWNSHIP SOUCITOR

Township of Newtown
209 Bishop Hollow Road

Newtown Square, PA 19073
TOWNSHIP ENGINEER

610-3S6-0200 BIJILDJNGINSPECTION

www.newtowutowiiship.org
UNDERWRIThRS, INC

BUILDING INSFSCTOR

December 27, 2012

In response to your November 15, 2012, below are responses to your questions and
comments regarding Act 537 Plan for Newtown Township.

I appreciate the oppol-tunity to comment on the Township's Act 537 Plan submission.
My comments focus on two issues:

The unnecessary intmsion of sewer construction in an established residential area, and
the costly commitment to operate the Springton Pointe Estates wastewater treatment plant

through 2017.

Alternate Sewage Routing Plan

The proposed 537 Plan envisions routing sewage from the North East portion of the
Township through the established Pulte/Toll subdivisions to a location near the Springton Pointe
Estates wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) where a new pump station is proposed to be
constructed. This is a significant intrusion into an established residential area. In addition, this
intrusion is intended, for the most part, to service commercial interests. There is an alternative
option that can and should be inserted into the 537 Plan.

Hunters Run sewage flow could be handled by existing facilities, transfer lines and pump

station, to the existing WWTP without signif]cant alteration. The remainder of the North East

sewage should be directed to a pump station on the Marville property (Marville is a primary
beneficiary of the 537 plan). This pump stations effluent should be routed on Routes 3 and 252

right of ways to the existing Camelot force main or directly to the CDCA interceptor at Media

Line Rd. and route 252. The south side of the Newtown Square Corporate Center can be
accommodated by existing facilities at the Newtown Heights pump station.
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By not building a new pump station at the WWTP and eliminating a major cxpansion of

the Cane1ot pump station, the Township has significant offsetting cost savings.

A pump station wifi be required at the location of the current WWTP regardless as

to your suggested alternative in order to connect Springton Pointe Estates to the central

system. Also constructing ]ines.down West Chester Pike and Route 252 over $5M dollars

will be added to the cost of the project which must be passed on to the users of the system

and will not be borne entirely by the developers. This proposed route would also be far

more disruptive to the entire community. Stoney Brook Boulevard is wide enough to
accommodate traffic and construction.

Discontinued WWTP Use

I served as President of the Springton Pointe Estates Community Sewer Association prior

to dedication of the facilities to Newtown Township in May, 2007. For five years I had close

oversight of the operation of the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) and a role in supporting

the Tb hip'worthy goals bf pö idiri Wãthtr.anagemePt services for its residents; in -

particular thi-ough the Multiparty Agreement dated August 12, 2002 for which I was the signor

for the Community Sewer Association.

An outcome of the Multiparty Agreement was the construction of the Camelot pump

station. As part of that construction a transfer pipe was installed between the Camelot and

WWTP pump stations to facilitate early conversion of wastewater treatment from the WWTP to

f DgLC0RA. This was a "carrot" for the Community Sewer Association to sign the Multiparty

Agreement. There are several factors which I believe make a cogent case for proceeding to shut

down the VJTP and transfer wastewater to DELCORA for processing. Cost, environmental

risk, and potential environmental liability are the factors I propose to briefly address.

Cost: At the time of the implementation of the Camelot pump station the costs for
treatment were approximately $750 and $250 per residence per year for the WWTP and

DELCORA options, respectively. For about 145 residences at a $500 difference, the cost
advantage for DELCORA amounted to approximately $72,500 per year. This does not include
capital maintenance expenses which can run $10,000 to $20,000 per year for the WWTP. Small

scale WWTPs are noncompetitive with large plant operational costs. It would seem to be

contrary to fiduciary responsibility to continue to operate the WWTP for an additional 5 years.

These savings would more than justify the termination penalty for AQUAs services and any
capital expenditures to effect the DELCORA option.

Environmental Risk: The small package WWTP for Springton Pointe Estates presents a

greater environmental risk than the DELCORA option. This is not unique to the SPE WWTP,

rather a general fact for these small facilities. They are too small to be manned around the clock,

they are vulnerable to problems with infiltration fields (and in this case no space to expand), and

there are operating life limitations to the fields. In general, eliminating the only WWTP in the

Township is in the best interests of our environment.

Liability: Unfortunately, even when best management practices are in place, untoward
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incidents can occur. Environmental liabilities can be costly. As a minimum, the environmental
liability insurance deductible should be considered as a cost factor regarding continued operation

of the SPE WWTP.

Having spent several years working in the best interests of Springton Pointe Estates and

certain Pulte Development homeowners, the Townships 537 Plan is of keen personal interest. I

urge you to incorporate two changes to the plan. First, use the alternate sewage collection and
routing plan which I have briefly described above. Secondly, incorporate the cessation of the

operation of the Springton Pointe Estates WWTP on the soonest possible date.

The Plan calls for the WWTP to be deconstructed and replaced with a pump station
at that same location in the early stages of the project. The waste wifi then be pumped to

the Camelot Pump station as you suggest. By way further reply, see the previous response.

Newtown Township Manager

copy: File
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Subject: Fwd: Fwd: Public Comment on Oct 2012 537 Plan

From: MacCombie Engineers <hem.engineersverizon.net>
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2012 1:10:43 PM

To: hem.engineers.dporterverizon.net

---- Forwarded message
From: Mike Trio <triomnewtowntwpdelco.org>
Date: Nov 16, 2012
Subject: Fwd: Public Comment on Oct 2012 537 Plan
To: rsokoraihighswartz.com <rsokoraihighswartz.com>, hem.engineersverizon.net
<hem.engineers©verizon.net>

Sent from my Samsung Epic'TM 4G Touch

Original message
Subject:Public Comment on Oct 2012 537 Plan
From:Jim Curcio <jimcurcio@hotmail.com>
To:Mike Trio <triomnewtowntwpdelco.org>
Cc:Joe Catania <jcataniacfrontrowlaw.com>, Ross Lambert <gummydocgmail.com>, George Wood

<george©gwood law. net>, ed. partridge@verizon.net

Dear Mike,

Please find attached my public comment on the 537 plan.

thank you

Jim Curcio
4114 Battles Ln

Print

http://nethiail.verizon.cominetmailldriver?niniletshowcanvas#
1 of



November 16, 2012

To: Néwtown Township, do Mike Trio, Township Manager

4OV2rI II
From: James and Tricia Curcio Q I

4114 Battles Lane -
LI

Newtown Square PA 190732

Re: Public Comment on the Oct 2012 Act 537 Plan

Dear Mr. Trio:

We are writing in response to the Township's advertisement of public comment for the 537 Plan

published in October of 2012. We are in favor of this plan and would to begin by saying thank you to

the township for continuing to pursue this plan despite the legal action which stopped the Township

from implementing the previous 537 plan.

We live in Echo Valley with a failing on -site system. We initially hired an engineering firm to design a

new system, but at the time they recommended waiting for public sewers due to the severe soil

restrictions on our property. We have also paid to have our system cleaned and repaired as much as

would be allowed without obtaining a permit. We currently pump our tank every three weeks, but this

is not enough to keep our yard dry during the wet seasons.

We believe it is in the best interest of the township as a whole, and our neighborhood in particular, to

be served by public sewers. Numerous engineering studies have pointed out the poor soil conditions in

Echo Valley and other areas of the Township. As evidence of this, at one point around the year 2004 the

Township coordinated a public co-op pump -and -haul program in an attempt to ease the problems in

Echo Valley until public sewers arrived.

We hope that DEP approval of this plan occurs in a timely manner, and that the Township will proceed

with implementation as soon as possible. We also hope that there are no more frivolous law suits which

will only serve to delay the project and increase costs both to individual families and to the general

taxpayers of the Township.

Sincerely,

(jim and Thcia Curcio
4114 Battles Lane

Newtown Square PA 19073



BOARD UP SUPERVISORS

JOSEPH CTANL4, ESQ.
ChAiRMAN

DR. B. ROSS LM4BERT
VICE CHAIIWERSON

GEORGE WOOD. ESQ.
EDWARD PARTRIDGE

JOHN iL NAWN, P.E.

James & Tricia Curcio
4114 Battles Lane
Newtown&piare,PA 19071

Dear Mr. Curcio:

MICHAEL TEJC).AICP
TOWNSHIP MANAGERe RICH SOKORM,ESQ
TOWNSHIP SOLICITOR

Township of Newtown
209 Bsbop Hollow Road

wtown Square, PA 19073
TOWNSHIP ENGINEER

610-3S6-0200 BIJILDING Lr4sperION

www.flewtowntowIishipor.g
U&DERWTUTERS INC.

nuFDmiG INSPECTOR

December 27, 2012

The Township is in receipt of your letter dated November 16, 2012. Your comments are

noted and will be included in the Township's submission to the DEP, along with all of the other

comments and questions that have been filed.

M3(4l.inP1rio, AICP
Newtown Township Manager

copy: File
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SubjeOt Fwd: Fwd: 2012 Newtown Township Act 537 Submission

From: MacCombie Engineers <hern.engineers@verizon.net>
Sent- Friday, November 16, 2012 1:09:56 PM

Tp: hem.engineers.dporterlverizon.net

Forwarded message
From: Mike Tho <triom@newtowntwpdelco.org>
Date: Nov 16, 2012
Subject Fwd: 2012 Newtown Township Act 537 Submission
To: rsokoralhighswath.com <rsokoralhighswartz.com>, hem.englneers@veiizon.netchem.engineers@verizon.net>

Sent from my Samsung Eplu" 40 Touch

- Original message -
Subject2Dl 2 Newlowrt Township Act 537 Submission
From:Johrt Mensack <jmensack©msn.com>
To:Mike Trio

Cc:

November 16, 2012

Mr. Michael Trio
Township Manager
Township of Newtown
209 Bishop Hollow Road
Newlown Square, PA 9073

Dear Mr. Trio:

Print

We are writing today to express our opposition to the 2012 Newtown Township Act 537 submission regarding sewer changes. As residents of Springton Pointe Estates and

as voters we feel that the disruption to our neighborhood caused by these changes would be excessive and unnecessary. This is especially the case since there are

solutions that are less invasive to all parties irvolved. -

The plan to install a 336860 gallon per day pump station Is all the more unnecessary when one considers that our immediate neighborhood will represent lass than 10% of

the daily sewage capacity of this proposed facility. The result would be thatSprington Point Estates Wpuld become the repository for the waste of a very broad region that is

not even in the vicinity of our development

We would urge you to consider either of the two following solutions:

IsdV the pumping station on the Marville property nearMostardi's, and then send the sewage down West Chester Pike to Route 252; or

Bbnilthe sewage from Hunters Run via existing piping under Stoney Brook Boulevard to the existing collection well at the current treatment plant and then add a

back-up pump and dlverter valve to send the combined sewage to the existing Camelot Pump station.

Either of These solutions would be less invasive and disruptive for us and our neighbors, and we believe Would represent a more logical solution for all parties involved.

Regards,
John & Jane Mensack
20 Old Forest Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073

cc: Joseph Catanls
Ross Lambert
Ed Partridge
John Nawn
George Wood

Ellzabeth Mahoney

/ Sent from my IPad

1-f+,o /I,,mfm o1 nrei-'rrn rrom/nnfrnytj1 /drjver?rijmjetshowcanvas# 1 of
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John & Jane Mensack
20 Old Forest Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Mensack:

MICEIAEL TRIO. AICP

TOWNSHIP MANAGERe TOWNSHIP SOLIc:ITaR

Township of Newtown
209 Bsbop Hollow Road

Newtown Square PA 19073
TOWNSHIP ENGLHEER

610-356-0200 BUILDING INSPECTION

www.newtow'flpwnship.org
UNDERWIUTEI1S IN
BUILDING INSPECTOR

December 27, 2012

In response to your e-mail dated November 16, 2012, below are responses to your
questions and comments regarding Act 537 Plan for Newtown Township.

We are writing today to express our opposition to the 2012 Newtown Township Act 537

submission regarding sewer changes. As residents of Springton Pointe l3states and as voters we

feel that the disruption to our neighborhood caused by these changes would be excessive and

unnecessary. This is especially the case since there are solutions that are less invasive to all

parties involved. The plan to install a 336,860 gallon per day pump station is all the more

unnecessary when one considers that our immediate neighborhood will represent less than 10%

of the daily sewage capacity of this proposed facility. The result would be that Springton Point

Estates would become the repository for the waste of a very broad region that is not even in the

vicinity of our development. We would urge you to consider either of the two following

solutions: Install the pumping station on the Marville property near Mostardi's, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Route 252; or Run the sewage from Hunter's Run via

existing piping under Stoney Brook Boulevard to the existing collection well at the cunent
treatment plant, and then add a back-up pump and diverter valve to send the combined sewage to

the existing Camelot Pump station.

Either of these solutions would be less invasive and disruptive for us and our neighbors,

and we believe would represent a more logical solution for all parties involved

Under the Plan, Springton Pointe Estates will not become a repository for waste. In

fact, unlike the current situation where waste is treated on site and discharged back into

the community, the Plan will pump all waste to a remote location for treatment at a central

facility. The alternate routes that you suggest would add over $5M to the estimated project

costs which must be passed on to the users of the system. The additional flow from other



Mr. & Mrs. Mensack
Act 537 Official Plan Update
12/27/2012
Page 2

parts of the community will not have a more deleterious effect on your community than the
other required pumps. The pump station is planned at the current location of the treatment

plant.

Very TruyXours,

6,AICP
ownship Manager

copy: File



Paul D. McNcho1 *
James J. Byrne, Jr.
J. Adam Matlawski
Kelly S. Sullivan
Amber L. Burke
James B. Halligan, III
Kelly C. Pickhaver
* licensed to prcLic in PA azid NJ

HAND DELIVERY

Michael T. Trio
Newtown Township Manager
209 Bishop Hollow Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073

MCNICHOL, BYRNE
& MATLAWSKI, PC.

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

'1C;,.
47j

8j-. ,
'4? Ii

November 16, 2012

Of Counsel
Lauren V. Rogan*

Re: Objection to Newtown Township Act 537 Plan and Proposed Ordinance for the

Sewer Connection Requirements
Residence: 4111 Goshen Road, Newtown Township, Delaware County,

Pennsylvania

Dear Mr. Trio:

Please be advised our firm represents Francesco D'Arro and Scalia Rosario. This

correspondence is to advise Newtown Township of the objection of Francesco DArro and Scalia

Rosario to the Newtown Township Act 537 Plan and proposed ordinance for the sewer

connection requirements. Mr. D'Arro and Rosario reside at 4111 Goshen Road, Newtown

Square, Delaware County, Pennsylvania (hereinafter the "Residence").

Based on the Newtown Township Act 527 Plan and the proposed ordinance for the sewer

connection requirements, the Residence would be required to connect to the sanitary sewer mains

to be established on Goshen Road. The sewer connection requirements would cause irreparable

harm to the structural foundation oftheResidence originally built in 1708 and to the grounds on

which the Residence is located. In addition, the logistics and financial costs associated with

attempting to avoid harm to the significant historical Residence and grounds are not practical and

are financially burdensome.

By way of brief historical background the Residence is recognized as a historical

building and property by the Newtown Square Historical Society. Enclosed please find the June

1984 Report of the Findings of the Delaware County Historic Resources Survey for Newtown

Township of the Residence also known by the historic name the "William Lewis Outpost

122.3 N. Providence Road Media, Pennsylvania 19063

(610) 565-4322 FAX (610) 565-9531 iafo@mbmlawoffice.com
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Michael Trio
November 16, 2012
Page 2

House." Per the report, the Residence has asignificant historical role within the Revolutionary

War sheltering horses for the Continental Army and being used to watch and report British troop

movements along Goshen Road to General George Washington at Valley Forge.

As prevous1y stated, we are respectfully objecting to the Newtown Township Act 527

Plan and the proposed ordinance for sewer connection requirements. In addition, we are

respeethilly requesting that you send us a correspondence to answer the following inquiry. Why

are occupied buildings which are more than 150 feet from the sanitary sewer mains not required

to connect to the sanitary sewer mains?

Finally, we are respectfiully requesting an exception for the historical significant

Residence and grounds. The Residence has an onsite sanitary system which is in good working

order. If the Residence were to connect to the sanitary sewer mains, construction and placement

of a lateral sewer line from the Residence to the sanitary sewer mains would have to negotiate a

difficult topography, several out buildings, several historic stone walls and cross through a creek.

In addition to the irreparable harm which will occur to the structural foundation of the Residence,

) circumventing these obstacles will be financially burdensome and risks damaging other historical

structures and artifacts on the significant historical grounds.

The public good of sa'iing the significant historical Residence and grounds far outweighs

the need to compel the sewer connection requirements. Please let us know whether we can

provide you with any additional information regarding the significant historical Residence and

grounds. Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

James J. yrne, Jr.
Kelly C. Pickhaver

Enclosure
Cc: Pennsylvania Bureau for Historic Preservation

Delaware County Planning Department
Francesco D'Arro
Scalia Rosario
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James J. Byrne, Jr., Esquire
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Media, PA 19063

WCHAEL TRIO, AICP

e TOWNSHIP MANAGER

PJCH SOKORAI, ESQ.
TO WNSII [P SOLICITOR

Township of Newtown
209 Bishop E{ollowRoad

Newtown Square, PA 19073
TOWNSHiP ENGINEER

610-3S6-0200 BIJILDThJGThISPECTION

www.newtowntownship.org
UNDERWRITERS, H'IC.

BUILDING INSPECTOR

December 27, 2012

Re: D'Arrro and Rosario Comments to Act 537 Plan

Dear Mr. Byrne:

I am writing in response to your letter dated November 16, 2012 regarding your clients

Francesco D'Arro's and Scalia Rosario' comments and questions to the Township's Act 537

Plan. The Township is evaluating proposed ordinance language as suggested by you in your

subsequent correspondence. Any such change, if approved by the Supervisors, would still require

connection if the homeowners cannot pass an annual sewer inspection, at their own expense. In

addition, the homeowner would have to demonstrate why such a connection is not practical and

overly burdensome, as even under current conditions, the house presumably discharges its

sewage to an area outside the house.

With respect to your question as to "Why are occupied buildings which are more than

150 feet from the sanitary sewer mains not required to connect to the sanitary sewer mains?" as

you are aware this is the maximum distance permissible under the Second Class Township Code

§2502. (The connection requirement of the Second Class Township Code applies not only to

properties with a "principai building" within 150" but also to any property "adjoining or adjacent

to... .the sanitary sewer". So a property with a principal building more than 150" from the

sanitary sewer can be required to connect if the property is adjoining or adjacent to the sanitary

sewer no matter how far the principal buUding is from the sewer.)

VerI/'rujy Yours,

MicMel Trio, AICP

Newtown Township Manager

copy: File
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Subject Fwd: Fwd: Springton pointel Pumping Station

From: hem.engineers <hem.e.ngineersverizon.net>

Sent: Saturday; November 17, 2012 9:42:40 AM

To: hem.engineers.dporter©verizon .net

Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE Smartphone.

Original message

Sent from my Sam sung EpicTM 4G Touch

Original message -
Subject:Springton pointe/ Pumping Station
From:hg.costalasu <gcostalasme.com>
To:Mike Trio <triom@newtowntwpdelco.org>
Cc:

To Newtown Township Supervisors,

Print

It is alarming to fmd out about this pumping station that is proposed in our developement at this stage of

time, the pre planning of this should have been thought out years ago.

This seems like it is being a disruptive project on top of already having the brige problem which the

township knew about years ago also, it was obvious the bridge was in need of repair as well.

The traffic, noise and congestion of tearing up our developement and receiving waste from other

neighborhoods is uncalled for.

Speaking with the builder of the home which is listed for over 1.2 million dollars will have a disturbing

view of a
pumping station in the rear yard which seems veiy undesirable sight to look at.

I suggest to use the alternate plan to run up to West Chester pk. in Marvifie Property and down to Rt. 252

or The Hunters Run Line with existing line under Stoney Brook Blvd.

with added pumps and diverters is a befter plan for residents that will be affected I have not actually

inspected the proposed plans as of yet but will do so.

//n.tmri1 vrizomcomJnetmaj1Jdrjver?njth1etshowcanvas
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George Costalas
4 Cheny Lane
Newtown Square, Pa. 19073
610-572-3855
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CHAIRM4N
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VICE CI{AIRPERSON
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JOHN A. NAWNr,

George Costalas
4 Cherry Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Mr Costalas:

MICHAEL TRIO, AICP
TOWNSHIP MAI4AGERe BJCJISOICORAI,ESQ.

-

-
TOWNSHIP SOLICITOR

Township of Newtown
209 Bishop Hollow Road

INC.

Newtown Square, PA 19073
ENGINEER

610-356-0200 BUThOING INSPECTION

ww.newtowntowi,ship.or
UNDERWRITERS, INC.

BOILDING INSPECTOR

December 27, 2012

In response to your e-mail dated November 17, 2012, below are responses to your

questions and comments regarding Act 537 Plan for Newtown Township.

It is alarming to find out about this pumping station that is proposed in our
development at this stage of time, the pre planning of this should have been thought out

years ago. This seems like it is being a diruptive project on top of already having the

bridge problem which the township knew about years ago also, it was obvious the bridge

was in need of repair as well. The tiaffic, noise and congestion of tearing up our

development and receiving waste from other neighborhoods is uncalled for.

Speaking with the builder of the home which is listed for over 1.2 million dollars

will have a disturbing view of a pumping station in the rear yard which seems very

undesirable sight to look at. I suggest to use the alternate plan to run up to West Chester

pk. in Marvile Property and down to Rt. 252 or The Hunters Run line with existing line

under Stoney Brook Blvd. with added pumps and diverters is a better plan for residents

that will be affected. I have not actually inspected the proposed plans as of yet but will do

so.

This pump station has been anticipated for some time, as has been the
decommissioning of the existing Wastewater Treatment Plant. The bridge is not

related to this project. The traffic and disruption associated with running lines

down West Chester Pike and Route 252 are far more significant and costly to the

entire community. The Township will work with the community to ensure that the

pump station structure aesthetically consistent with the surrounding community

and 'will be a significant improvement over the existing Wastew-ater Treatment
Plant. Pumps will be required even in the route that you suggest.

Newtown Township Manager

copy: File



Print

Subject: FW: Comment/objection to proposed Township Act 537 Submission

From: Mike Trio <triomnewtowntwpdetco.org>

Sent: Friday, November 16, 2012 4:03:52 PM

To: rsokoraihighswartz.com, hem.engineers.dporterverizon.net

From: Steve Wray [mailto:Stephen.Wray@cadient.com]
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2012 12:18 PM
To: Mike Trio; jcatania@frontlaw.com; gummydoc@aol.com; ed.partridge@verizon.net; janawn64@gniail.com;

georgeesq@aol.com; emahoney@state.pa.us
Cc leawrayl@aoLcom
Subject: Comment/objection to proposed Township Act 537 Submission

Importance: High

Newtown Township Supervisors, Manager, and Ms. Mahoney:

'Recently, I have learned of the proposed plan to install a 337,000 gallon sewage pump station within the

boundaries of the Springton Pointe Estates residential area in Newtown Township and to pump this sewage

through our community as a result of the TA 537 plan. While this plan may represent a convenient option for the

supervisors and township at this time, it is a poorly concepted and highly disruptive option when compared to

numerous existing alternatives available to the township and its supervisors. Why would you choose to subject a

community or residences to this sewage flow plan when you have (for example) a commercial property (Marville)

and/or the potential to reroute existing lines/stations (adjacent to Route 252) to accomplish the same objective?

This proposed plan has the appearance of being guided by politics rather than sound decision making, which is

inconsistent with serving the best interest of your community and its homeowners. As a member of the Springton

Pointe Homeowner's Association, and a taxpayer who was just (in the past 120 days) assessed a "phantom"

water/sewageusage billthatin and of itself had no merit, lam highlyskeptical ofthesupervisors' and townships'

motivations and methods in formulating the Township Act 537 Submission plan. To have a community that is

directly burdened by a system of.this size, when the community itself would use less than 10% of the system

capacity, is simply unsupportable. I urge you to reconsider this plan and to open further public discussion on

plans that represent more logical options for meeting the township's sewage treatment needs.

I look forward to your response. Thank you for consideration of my comments.

Regards,

Steve Wray

htp:I/nelmail.verzoncomJnetmailidriver?nimletshowcanvas#
1 of
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Mr. Stephen Wray
4 Hempstead Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Mr. Wray:

MICHAEL TRIO, AJCP

--
TOWNSHIP l.{A1AGERe RICH SOKORAI, ESQ.

- TOWNSHIP SOLICITOR

Towns hip of Newtown
209 Bishop HI1ow Road

SANTEC INC.

Newtown Square, PA 19073
TOWNSHIP ENGINEER

610-356-0200 BLDINGINSPET1ON

wwwnewtowntownship.ar
W'JDERWBITERS, TNC.

BWLDING INSPECTOR

December 27, 2012

In response to your email dated November 16, 2012 below are responses to your
questions az-id comments regarding Act 537 Plan for Newtown Township.

Recently, I have learned of the proposed plan to install a 337,000 gallon sewage pump

' station within the boundaries of the Springton Pointe Estates residential area in Newtown
Township and to pump this sewage through our community as a result of the TA 537 plan. While

this plan may represent a convenient option for the supervisors and township at this time, it is a

poorly concepted and highly disruptive option when compared to numerous existing alternatives

available to the township and its supervisors. Why would you choose to subject a community or
residences to this sewage flow plan when you have (for example) a commercial property
(Marville) andior the potential to reroute existing lines/stations (adjacent to Route 252) to
accomplish the -same objective? This pioposed plan has the appearance of being guided by
politics rather than sound decision malcing, which is inconsistent with serving the best interest of

your community and its homeowners. s a member of the Springton Pointe Homeowners
Association, and a taxpayer who was. just (in the past 120 days) assessed a "phantom"
water/sewage usage bill that in and of itself had no merit, I am highly skeptical of the
supervisors' and townships' motivations and methods in formulating the Township Act 537
Submission plan. To have a community that is directly burdened by a system of this size, when
the community itself would use less than 10% ofthe system capacity, is simply unsupportable. I

urge you to reconsider this plan and to open fUrther public discussion on plans that represent

more logical options for meeting the township's sewage treatment needs.

I look forward to your response. Thank you for consideration of my comments.

The proposed plan is not based on politics. The Plan was conceived by planning
professionals to achieve the best solution for the entire community and was not based on
political considerations. The Board of Supervisors is considering the Plan, along with the



Mr. Stephen Wray

Act 537 Official Plan Update

12/27/2012

Page 2

public's comments, but has not adopted this Plan. The developers will have to pay their
share of the construction of the system. This system will not be a burden to any
community. Running the lines down West Chester Pike and Rt. 252 will add over $5M to
the cost of the project, which must be passed to the users of the system, and will not be

borne solely but the developers. ,.

Very Tjly

lvi ?'9fiaIt/Trjo, AICP
NYwto wn/Fownship Manager

copy: File
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312 Arthur Court 318 Arthur Ct. 111 CamelotLane

Newtown Square, PA 19073 Newtown Square, PA 19073 Newtown Square, PA 19073
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Ms. Karen L. Bogosian.
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Mr. & Mrs. Joseph Lebano
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Ms. Laura Keenan
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Mr. Richard Alan Winig Mr. Lou Dolente, President of Mr. Michael J. Brown
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Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. Arthur R. Ersner
202 Exáalibur Drive
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. & Mrs. Al & Cathy Scallon
610 Wiltshire Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. & Mrs. Scott & Susan Odell
128 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. Michael 1. Stapf
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Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. Manfred Bierschwale
326 Arthur Court
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dr. & Mrs. John B. Balson
500 Guinevere Drive
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Mr. Robert Cato
121 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. Robert J. Pludo
527 Guinevere Drive
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Ms. Ruth Ann Cato
121 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. and Mrs. Sargeant
522 Guinevere Drive
Newtown Square, PA 19073

RE: Response to Public Comments
Act 537 Official Plan Update for
Newtown Township, Delaware County

Dear Sir/Madam:

Mr. & Mrs. Nissen & Maureen Jsakov

322 Arthur Court
Newtown Square, PA 19073

The Township is in receipt of your comment letter related to the Township's proposed

Act 537 plan. Please refer to responses to your comments, which are set forth below.

The problems and issues we have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Statibn's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537

Sewer Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and

commercial property, which would require increasing the maximumcapacity to handle

586,860 GPD of sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up

to a maximum of 330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station
expansion or addition as noted in the latest Plan with no details.

This Plan does propose modifications to the existing Camelot Pump Station so that

it would be capable to handle additional flow. Camelot Pump Station currently

services residential and commercial flow (Springton Pointe Woods Shopping

Center, Newtown Grill, Sunrise Senior Assisted Living, Suburban Swim Club, and

others tributary to the,Hickory Lane Pump Station (CVS, Uno Chicago Grill,

Cadillac dealership), With regard to noise and odors: 1) increasing the flow at the

pump station will actually work to decrease the detention time of sewage in the wet

well, which reduces potential odors; 2) the Township intends to install an odor

control system that will be provided with the modified pump station; and 3) the

Township intends superior pumps than those currently used, with top of the line

motors with variable frequency drives (which also save energy), and suction lift

pumps all of which wifi serve to improve current conditions, while at the same time

increasing flow. Furthermore, the mechanicals will be enclosed in a small building

to minimize noise and the Township intends to work with the community to ensure

the building will be designed to coordinate with the aesthetics of the neighborhood.

2. Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from

the closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current
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flow. I thought there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at

least 200 feet from any residential home?

There is no requirement that pump stations sit at least 200 feet from a residential

home. The plan actually replaces the current pump station at the same location and

will not be closer to any residential home. Further, the increased flow wifi not
increase noise or odor, as explained in No. 1 above.

With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expect the

noise will extend over longer hours. Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues

of odor and noise?

Please see the response set forth at No. 1, explaining why noise and odor issues will

improve.

4. There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another

station or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or

adding another line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney

Brook Boulevard and through our neighborhood to Camelot.

Specifics related to the configuration and components of the pump station
modification will be finalized during design and bidding of the system. It appears

that the existing forcemain is adequate to handle the additional flow anticipated

without need for replacement or providing an additional line in Camelot Lane to Rt.

252. However, a larger line will be needed in Stoney Brook Boulevard from Bishop

Hollow Road to the location of the proposed pump station replacing the WWTP.

Extending a force main eastward along West Chester Pike and then southward

down Route 252 would be far costlier.

5. There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to

handle the larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure, it will

be at least 3+ times bigger problem.

Replacement or modification of the existing generator at the Camelot Pump Station

has been considered and specifics will be determined during design and bidding of

the system. The generator that wifi be in place will be sufficient to operate whatever

motors and pumps are installed.
6. Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the

future, besides daily living.

The new pump station wifi be no more intrusive than what currently exists. In

addition, the Township intends to improve the pump station as set forth in No. 1

above and wifi also work with the community to improve its appearance.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:
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7. What are the detailed plans on the mddification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it

to approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased

noise and unpleasant odors to our community at Springtàn Pointe Woods and potential

cost to us?

Refer to responses to numbers 1 through 6, above. There will be no tap -in fee to the

SPW residents since this community is already connected to the public sewer

system. However, user fees include overall costs of the system to the extent not

covered by tap -in fees. Extending the lines down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252 is far

costlier.

8. There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537

Plan, to install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then

send the sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt, 252. It seems to have made more sense

to have commercial sewage to go through industrial and major roads versus private

residential neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved

were willing to pay part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being

considered?
The alternative of choice in this Plan is approximately $5M less costly to the

residents and Township compared to the West Chester Pike/Route 252. The

Camelot Pump Station currently handles both residential and commercial sewage.

The increased cost would not be borne solely by developers.

9. What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot

Pump Station(s)?

Please refer to response to number 7 above.

10. Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPEPlant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage

problems which would remain if the plan is for SPE planf to remain open.

The plan proposes to decommission the WWTP and replace it with a pump station

in the early stages of the project.

Very Truly Yours,

Michael Trio, AICP
Newtown Township Manager

copy: File



November 12, 2012

MarkL.&HedyKay
233 Excatibur Drive -

Newtown Square, PA 19073 / / -

:,

marklkay@verizon.net

Mike Trio, Manager ? I)
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd. -.---.

Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,
As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns
relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town
put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly
revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and
negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:
There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township
regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer
Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial
property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of
sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of
330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted
in the latest Plan with no details.
Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the
closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought
there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any
residential home?
With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expectthe noise will
extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?
There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station
or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and
through our neighborhood to Camelot.
There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the
larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will be at
least 3+ times bigger problem.
Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,
besides daily living.
There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater
(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated



sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.
The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010,

the treatment plant wascosting approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station t6 to increase it to

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise arid

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential co5t to us?

e There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

o What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treat.ment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan isforSPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as

to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and efl:ect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

____ Je (cKicLf

Mark L. Kay " Hedy Kay
(J

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP
Joseph Catania, Chairman of BUS
H, Ross Lambert, Vice -Chairman of BOS

George Wood, BOS Member
Ed Patridge, BOS Member
John Nawn, BOS Member
Richard Sokorai, Solicitor
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Jerzy and SiisanSliwinski
Ji1L Arthur Court

ewtown Square, PA 19073

$Iiwinski_19087@yahoo.com

Mike Trio, Manager
1Iewtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the follbwing comments, questions and concerns relating to the

latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town put into this Plan, getting it to

crds point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to

have major disruptions, ongoing concerns an.d negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential

property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as! can understand it, are as follows:

There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township regarding the Camelot

Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer Plan is a plan to greatly increase the

Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial property, which would require increasingthe

maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to

convey up to a maximum of 330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or

addition as noted fri the latest Plan with no details.
e Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the closest physical

house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought there is a requirement in our

Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any residential home?

With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expect the noise will extend over

longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no detailed explanation

as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station or replacing the current one with a

larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another line, etc. We assume this will require extensive

digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and through our neighborhood to Camelot.

o There is rio mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the larger pump

station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will be at least 3+ times bigger

problem.
Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future, besides daily

living.
There has been a history of groundwater issues in SP.W. an there have been groundwater (flooding) problems

reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GID, and the treated sewage goes to seepage beds near

Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer thatthe seepaà beds were designed to be a temporary solution.

Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes stating the iñtent3on f rtàining the SPE treatment plant for 5

years.



The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. in 2010, the treatment

plant was costing approximately 4 times more than COCA, per thousand gallons. Since this will be an aging

plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

)efore, I have the following questions loong for a wen response to:

What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it to approxiniately 3+

times its daily flow, including the expedted disruption, increased noise and unpleasant odors to our community

at Spnington Poirite Woods and pôterthl cost to us?

.' There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to install a pumping

station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the sewage down West Chester Pike to R -t.

-252. It seems to have made more sense to have commercial sewage to come through industrial and major

roads versus private residential neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the.büllder(s) involved

were willing to pay part of the additioria cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

o What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generatorupport for the larger Camelot Pump Station(s)?

Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5 years compared to the disadvantages of the

Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems which would remain if the plan is for SPE

plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as to the effect

this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential increase in the bad odors,

noise and effect on my heafth. What I find most confusing is the prior plan doesn't even appear as an alternative, which

seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private

wooded residential communities. I agree with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional

i cciential sewerage coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

<j -

Jerzy and Susan Sliwinski

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP

Richard Sokorai, Town Solicitor
Joseph Catania
H. Ross Lambert
'eorge Wood
Ed Partridge -
John Nawri -

\.. \.

s--. -



November 12, 2012

and Susan Sliwinski

312 Arthur Court
Newtown Square, P.A 19073

Ssliwinski_19087@yahoo.com

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtowri Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtowri Square, PA 19073

,ubject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer Ihave the following comments, questions and concerns relating to the

latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town put into this Plan, getting it to

this point for our comments. in summary I disagree with this newly revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to

have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential

property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township regarding the Camelot

)
Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response In the latest 537 Sewer Plan is a plan to greatly increase the

Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial property, which would require increasing the

maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to

convey up to a maximum of 330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or

addition as noted in the latest Plan with no details.

Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the closest physical

house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought there is a requirement in our

Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 ,feet from any residential home?

With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expect the noise will extend over

longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

There is the statement In the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no detailed explanation

as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station or replacing the current one with a

larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another line, etc. We assume this will require extensive

digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and through our neighborhood to Camelot.

There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the larger pump

station proposed flow; knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will be at least 3+ times bigger

problem,
Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future, besides daily

living.
There has been a history of groundwater issues in Springton Pointe Woods, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The Springton Pointe treatment plant (SPWWTP) has a 35,000 GPD capacity, and

the treated sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage beds

were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes stating the Intention of

retaining the SPWWTP plant for 5+ years.



The original plan was to phase out the SPWWTP, because of its high cost. In 2010, the treatment plant was

costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons. Since this will be an aging plant, we can

expect maintenance costs to increase.

erefore, I have the following questiOns looking for a written response to:

c What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station t6 to increase it to approximately 3+

times Its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and unpleasant odors toour community

at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to install a pumping

station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt.

252. It seems to have made more sense to have commercial sewage to come through industrial and major

roads versus private residential neighborhoods; especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved

were willing to pay part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump Station(s)?

Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the disadvantages of the

Treatment Plant's additional cost, and the additional drainageproblems which would remain if the plan is for

SPWWTP to remain open? What is the basis for determining that the treatment plant could remain in operation

beyond 5 years? What is the current cost for treatment per EDU for the SPWWTP versus the cost per EDU to

send this flow to CDCA for treatment? Please provide the alternatives' comparisons, Including costs, for leaving

the homes on the SPWWTP versus sending to the COCA? How many homes utlize the SPWWTP? What is the

gallons per day that are treated at the SPWWTP?

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as to the effect

this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house arid property value, the potential increase in the bad odors,

'olse and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan doesn't even appear as an alternative, which

ems to make the most sense in keeping commercial sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private

wooded residential communities.

Scerely,

ALU4-?-'---' -

Jerzy and Susan Sliwiriski

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP



Jonathan Hoffman
117 Camelot Lane

Newtowri Square, PA 19073

Jonhoffman117@gmail.com

November 12, 2012

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop 1-lollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

: \

N

As a Newtown Township homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and

concerns relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and

the Township put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with

this newly revised 537 Sewer Plan as wriffen, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing

concerns and negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the

future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

o There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of

330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with no details.
I ámconfused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can exist less than 75 feet from the closest

house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought there is a

requirement in our Township for any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?
I am concerned that with greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we

expect the noise will extend over longer hours.

Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modifled but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding anotherstation

or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and

through our neighborhood to Camelot.
There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will be at

east 3+ times bigger problem.



Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.
There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010,

the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station 6 to increase it tb

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

o There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as

to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. l.agree -

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

i athan Hoffman

cc Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP
Richard Sokoral, Esq.

Board of Supervisors



Karen L. Bogosiari

129 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, Pa 19073

kbogosianvisualsound.com

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan, 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

II 4V,'

November 11, 2012

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modIfied 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary, I disagree With this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and

negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yetthe response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPO of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of

330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with no details.
Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3 times increase In its current flow. I thought

there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?
With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expect the noise will

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station

or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boutevard and

through our neighborhood to Camelot.
There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will be at

least 3+ times bigger problem.
Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.



There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporarysolution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the intention of retaining the SPEtreatment plant for 5+ years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010,

the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

What re the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6to increase Itto

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springtori Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

that would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as

to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincer ly

Karen L. Bbgosian, House located 50-75 yards from Camelot Pumping Station

cc: Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP

Richard Sokoral
Joseph Catania
H. Ross Lambert
George Wood
Ed Partridge
John Nawn
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November 14, 2012

Mr. and Mrs. Wiltiam H. Albrecht, Ill
126 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

ba.pharma@vefizon.net
chris5713@verizon.net

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns
relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town
put into this Plan, gethng it to this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and
negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:
There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township
regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer
Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial
property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of
sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of
330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted
in the latest Plan with no details.
Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the
closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought
there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any
residential home?
With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expect the noise will

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?
There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station
or replacing the current one With a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

line, etc. We assume this Will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and
through our neighborhood to Camelot.

o There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the
larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there'is a power failure problem, it will be at least

3+ times bigger problem.



Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.
There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010,

the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gal Ions.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase:

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

o What are the detailed plans on the mOdification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it to

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as

to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major 5treets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additknal increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

illiam H. Albrecht, III
Christine M. Albrecht

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP
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November 14, 2012

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and

negative effects to my and all of my neighbors' private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of 330,950

gal ions per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted in the

latest Plan with no details.
Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Statin can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought

there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?
With great gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expect the noise will

extend over longer hours. Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

a There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modfled but no detailed

explanation as to the cost, effect and bow in respect to digging, adding another station or

replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another line,

etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and through

our neighborhood to Camelot.
There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handler the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will be at

least 3 + times bigger problem.



Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.
There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage beds

were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes stating the

intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010, the

treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than DCA, per thousand gallons. Since

this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to

What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station 16 to increase it to

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

e There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the sewage

down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have commercial

sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential neighborhoods,

especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay part of the

additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator SUppOrt for the larger Camelot Pump

station(s)?
o Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am veiy concerned as to

the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I fmd most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets versus flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sin7er(S',
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Arthur R Ersner
202 Excalibur Drive
Newtown Square, Pa. 19073

a.ersner@verizon.net

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns arid

negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

o There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPO of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of

330950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with no details.
Confused how the Camelot Sewer Rump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought

there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?
With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expect the noise will

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, hbw will the Township resolve ssues of odors and noise?

There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station

or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and

through our neighborhood to Camelot.
-

There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure, it will be at least 3+

times bigger problem.



Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.
There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan ha5 notes

stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010,

the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than COCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expectmaintenance ccists to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it to

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

e There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is for SPE plantto remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as

to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

Arthur R. Ersner

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP



November 9__, 2012

Al & Cathy Sca lion

610 Wiltshire Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

scaljr@aol.com

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtowri Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtowri Township

Mr. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. in summary I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and

negative effects to my and all of my nighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

e There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of

sewage. Our 7Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of

330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with no details.
Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought

there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?
With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expect the noise will

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station

or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and

through our neighborhood to Camelot.
There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will be at

least 3+ times bigger problem.



o Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.
o There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.

o The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010,

the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

o What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it to

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part Of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing tb pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

o What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is forSPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as

to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

Increase In the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

// Jt

if

Your name(s)

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP
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Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, gethng it to this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and

negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPO of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of

330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with no details.
Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought

there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?
With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expectthe noise will

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station

or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and

through our neighborhood to Camelot.
There is no mention of how the backup generator powersource will be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will be at

least 3+ times bigger problem.



Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.
There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the intention bf retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.
The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010,

the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station I6 to increase it to

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

o There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have
commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential
neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay
part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems
which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as

to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential
increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

tL/V
Your name(s) 3 c15r

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP (this is the required minimum cc list, however recommend adding all the

others and sending separate letters to them all having them all see the entire CC list-Also recommend

you send receipt required to make sure they get them via USPS or any other service, but not requfred.)



November 12, 2012

Robert Ruggieri
318 Arthur Ct
Newtown Square Pa 19073

rfruggieri@yahoo.com

Mike Trio, Manager
Niewtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.

Newtown Square, PA 19073

NOV 5 2t2
H

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the fof lowing comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, gefting it to this point for our comments. fri summary I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as wriften, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and

negative effects to myand all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

roperty, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of

ewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreemeht describes a design to convey up to a maximum of

330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with rio details.

Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought

there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?
With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expectthe noise will

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station

or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and

through our neighborhood to Camelot

There is no mhtion of how the backup generator power source will' be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposedflow; knovingif there is a powerfailure the problem, it will be at

lS
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Creates a personal impac± as to the value of my home for refinancing and sefling in the future,

besides daily living,
There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010,

the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 t:imes more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a wrftten response to:

@ What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station U6 to increase it to

approximately 3± times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and question5, since I personally am very concerned as

to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

SinceeIy,
S

Your name(s)



November 12, 2012

Mary and Martin Brennan
113 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, Pa 19073

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtowri Township

M: Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our conurients. In summaiy I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerus and

negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPO of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey upto a maximum of 330,950

gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted in the

latest Plan with no details.
Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought

there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?
With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expectthe noise wilt

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will tile Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modifiedbut no detailed

explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station or

replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another line,

etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and through

our neighborhood to Camelot.
There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will be at

least 3+ times bigger problem.
Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.
e There has been a history ofgroundwaterissues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treattnent plant discharges 35,000 GPO, and the treated



sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage beds

were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes stating the

intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010, the

treatment' plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pwnp Station #6 to increase it to

approximately 3+ limes its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marvi lie Property, and then send the sewage

down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have commercial

sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential neighborhoods,

especially when we understood (hat the l)uilder(s) involved were willing to pay par -t of the

additional cost? Why isn't this plan cnrrent:ly being considered?

a What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5± years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as to

the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree with

all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plaii such as additional residential sewerage coming

through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

, >czJ7
Mary and Martin T Brennan

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney



November, 09 2.2

Thomas FCarr and Barbara N Carr

222 Excalibur Drive
Newtown Square Pa, 19073

tobabcar@aoLcom

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio?

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions? ongoing concerns and

negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and In the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response In the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to Include residential and commercial

property, which would require Increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of

330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with no details.

Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought

there is a requirement in ourTown of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?
With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expectthe noise will

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

o There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be mod/fled but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how In respect to digging, adding another station

or replacing the current one with a: larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

tine, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and

through our neighborhood to Camelot.

There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will be at

least 3+ times bigger problem.



Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily lMng.
o There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the intention of retain!ng the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010,

the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase itto

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Spririgton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

' There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as

to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase In the bad odors1 noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense In keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely

..TiL '

4?

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP



NIJV 1421)12

BY: -November_, 2012

Eung Ryong Chol / Youngok Choi
314 Arthur court
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Email address: youngok.choi@comcast.net

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer) have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plant I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have, major disruptions, ongoing concerns and

negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of

330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with no details.
Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought

there isa requirement in our Town of anysewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?
With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expectthe noise will

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station

or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and

through our neighborhood to Camelot.



o There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there Is a power failurethe problem, it will be at

east 3+ times bigger problem.
Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.
o There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage
beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant; because of Its high cost. In 2010,

the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response t:

° What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it to

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

o There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private reidentlaI

neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages Of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as

to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity

Sincerely,

Eung Ryong Choi

YoungokChoi



Print

Subject: FW: 537 Sewer PLan Questions to Comment Period for Newtown Township

From: Mike Trio <triomnewtowntwpdelco.o rg>

Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2012 4:51:08 PM

To: hem.engineers.dportercverizon.net

From: Mark L Kay (personal) [mailto: marklkay@verizon.net]

Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2012 3:58 PM

To: Mike Trio
Cc: jcaffinia@frontrowlaw.com; gummydoc©aol.com; georgeesc@aot.com; ed .partridge@verizon. net;

janawn64@gmail.com; rsokorai@highswartz.com;
emahoney@state.pa.us; 'Louis Dolente III';

ssliwinski@gmail.com
Subject: 537 Sewer PLan Questions to Comment Period for PJewtown Township

Michael

Attached is the Response to the Comment Period for the latest 537 Newtown Township Sewer Plan from the

Springton Pointe Woods Condominium Association. Besides the letter, we also attached a letter sent to Mr.

Sheidrake in 2006, which is referred to in our Response. This is a duplicate of the letter we sent by physical mail a

few days ago and am aware a number of our Homeowners and Taxpayers are also sending letters.

We look forward to your responses,

Thanks

Lou Dolente Ill

http://netmaiLverizon.comlnetniailldriver?nimietshowcanvas
1 of
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November 15, 2012

Lou Dolente, PresidntofSPW Condominium Association

221 Excalibur Drive
Newtown Square, PA 19073

marklkay©verizon.net

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Dear Mr. Trio,
As the President of the Springton Pointe Woods Condominium Association representing 152 units and

approximatly 300 plus voters we have some major concerns and issues with the revised 537 Sewer Plan

out for discussion. We have the following comments, questions and concerns relating to the latest 2012

modified 537 Sewer Plan. We do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town put into this Plan,

getting it to this point for our comments. In summary we disagree with this newly revised 537 Sewer

Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns, omissions and negative

effects to our private residential Community and those neighboring us, especially Springton Pointe

Estates now and in the future.

The problems and issues we have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

We sent a letter to Elizabeth Mahoney of the DEP and copies to the BOS members, that we

never had a response to. The attached letter states the history of groundwater issues in SPW.

There have been groundwater (flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant

discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were

told by an engineer that the seepage beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the

current 537 Sewer Plan has notes stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for

5+ years. We require a response to this issue which 'minimally requires a thorough formal and

reported investigation of these problems and required solution.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010,

the, treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since' this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of

330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with no details.
Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought

there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?



With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expect the noise will

extend over longer hours.
There is the statement in the current Plan that Camelot Pump Station #6 will need to be

modified but no detailec explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding

another station or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or

adding another line, etc. We assume this will require e)ctensive digging down Stoney Brook

Boulevard and through our neighborhood to Camelot.

o There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure, it will be at least 3+

times bigger problem.
o Creates a personal impact as'to the value of our Community's homes for refinancing and selling

in the future, besides daily living.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

We require a response to the attached letter of request to eliminate the SPE Treatment Plant,

sent in 2010 arid now resending it as a question and issue critical to the modified 537 Sewer

Plan, as part of this Open Comment period since it was never responded to and must be

reckoned with for public health, flooding and prior written commitments.

What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it to

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

There wasan alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to go through industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered? This alternative

would then once again, allow for the elimination of the SPE Treatment Plant.

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for over 5 years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

How can the current and to be modified Camelot Pump Station #6 exist approximately 73 ft.

from the nearest home, when we believe the town requires at least 200ft? Especially if it is

going to be modified to handle 3 plus times the total gallons it now processes?

What is the Plan to increase the backup generators for the Camelot Pump Station as it is

modified?

We look forward to the response to these concerns and questions in representing SPW Condominium

Association, since we are personally am very concerned as to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will

have on our taxes, house aridproperty value, the potential increase in the bad odors, noise and effect

on the Community's health. What we find most confusing is the prior plan doesn't even appear as an

alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial sewerage down major streets

vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree with all the other modifications



of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage (Hunter's Run) coming through

Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

s/ni Lou Dolente
President of the SPW Condominium Association

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP
Joseph Catania, Chairman of BOS
H. Ross Lambert, Vice -Chairman of BOS

George Wood, BOS Member
Ed Patridge, BOS Member
John Nawn, BOS Member
Richard Sokorai, Solicitor



November 12, 2012

221 Excalibur Drive
Lou Dolente, President of SPW Condominium Association

Newtown Square, PA 19073

rnarklkay@verizon.net 4'j.
F -4

MikeTrio, Manager '.,

Newtown Township -
'N

209 Bishop HoUow Rd. N
Newtown Square, PA 19073 N

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 fOr Newtown Township

Dear Mr. Trio,
As the President of the Springton Pointe Woods Condominium Association representing 152 units and

approximately 300 plus voters we have some major concerns, questions and issues with the revised 537

Sewer Plan out for discussion. We do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town put into this Plan,.

getting it to this point for our open comment period. In summary, we disagree with this newly 2012

revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns,

omissions and negative effects to our private residential Community (Springton Pointe Woods) and

those neighboring us, especially Springton Pointe Estates now and in the future.

The concerns, problems and issues we have with this Plan as best as we can understand it, are as

follows:
With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expect the noise

and bad odors will extend over longer hours.of each and every day.

o There have been many complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and largely

commercial property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 536,860

GPD of sewage. Our 7 -Party seweragreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum

of 330,950 gallons per day of which it handles about half today. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump

Station expansion or addition as loosely stated in the latest Plan with no details.

o Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought

there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?
There is the statement in the current Plan that Camelot Pump Station #6 will need tà be

modified but no detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding

another station or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or

adding another line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook

Boulevard and through our neighborhood to Camelot.

There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure; it will be at least 3+

times bigger problem.



Creates a personal impact as to the value of our Community's homes for refinancing and selling

in the future, besides daily living, thereby potentiIly lowering the value of lMng in Newtown

Square -

As SPW Board President, I sent a letter to Jim Sheldrake, the Newtown Township Manager on

July
6th, 2010, and received an inadequate response by the Township's Engineer. Ketly & Close

on August
4th, 2010, which basically ignored our concerns. The attached letter that I sent in 2010

discribes the history of groundwater issues in SPW that shouldn't have and still can't be ignored.

There havebeeri groundwater (flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant

discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were

told by an engineer that the seepage beds were designed to be a temporary solution. In fact,

the 2009 Newtown Township Plan provided for the elimination of the Springton Pointe

Wastewater Treatment Faculty. Now, the 2012 current 537 Sewer Plan has notes in the flow

chart stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ more years. We require a

detailed response addressing exactly this issue, which minimally requires a thorough formal and

reported investigation of these problems as required. In fact, D'EP wrote a letter to the

Township on November
20th, 2010 also asking why this Treatment Plant was not being phased

out.
The original 537 Sewer Plan in 2009 was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its

high cost and temporary intent. In 2010, the treatment plant wascosting approximately 4 times

more per thousand gallons then COCA. Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect

maintenance costs to increase further. When Kelly & Close stated that Springton Pointe Estates

will benefit from the economy of scale by the increased users of the COCA system, we interpret

this to mean thateven though the SPE system is costly, these elevated costs will be spread out

among an increasing larger community within SR3, so they will appear to be only a little more

per household. However, if the SPE Treatment Plant is eliminated as originally planned for all

the right reasons, then all of SR3 will benefit from greater reduced rates sooner, versus

increasing.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it to

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the two prior 537 Plans,

to install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to go through Industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost. Why isn't this plan currently being considered let alone the primary

plan? This alternative would then once again, allow for the elimination of the 5PE Treatment

Plant.
How can the current and to be modified Camelot PumpStation #6 exist approximately 73 ft.

from the nearest home, when we believe the town requires at least 200ft? Especially if it is

going to be modified to handle 3 + times the total gallons it now processes?

What is the Plan to increase the backup generators for the Camelot Pump Station as ft is

modified?



We require an adequate detailed response to our attached 2010 letter (versus the non -detailed

response received on August
4th, 2010 from Kelly & Close), where the Association requested to

eliminate the SPE Treatment Plant, as a critical question and issue to the 2012 modified 537

Sewer Plan as part of this Open Comment period. This issue must be reckoned with for public

health, flooding, reducing costs and prior written intentions to convert the SPE Treatment Plant

to CDCA by the Board of Supervisors noted in the minutes of the meeting on December 22', 2004

and in a previous 2009 Newtown Township 537 Plan.

We look forward to the responses to these concernS, questions and issues in representing SPW

Condominium As5ociation, since we are personally very concerned as to the effect this latest 537 Sewer

Plan will have on our taxes, houses, property value, the potentia' increase in the bad odors, noise and

effect on the Community's health. What we find most confusing is the prior 2009 alternative to

eliminate the SPE Treatmeht Plant and run most of the new sewage gallons along Westchester Pike and

down Route 252, doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping

commercial sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential

communities. However, we do agree with all the other modifications in the latest 537 Sewer Plan, such

as additional residential sewerage (Hunter's Run) coming through Camelot not requiring additional

increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

Lou Dolente
President of the SPW Condominium Association

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP

Joseph Catania, Chairman of BOS

H. Ross Lambert, Vice -Chairman of BOS

George Wood, BUS Member

Ed Patridge, BUS Member
John Nawn, BUS Member
Richard Sokorai, Solicitor



221 Excalibur Drive
Newtown Square, PA 19073

July
6th, 2010

Mr. Jim Sheld rake

Newtown Township Manager

209 Bishop HOLlOW Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Re; Response to Open Comments for the revised 537 Plan

Mr. Jim Shekirake,

In regards to the invitation of Open Comments for the new Revised 537 Plan for

Newtown Square, following re our Open Comments and serious concern representing

the 152 units and approximately 300 plus voters at Springton Pointe Woods and many

others in Newtown Square SR3 that are connected to the Springton Pointe Treabient

Plant;

Our most serious concern is that the new Revised 537 Plan, which after reading, clearly

dropped plans and promises for eminating the Springton Pointe Treatment Plant and

connecting these effected homes to a pump station to go to CDCA as previously

committed to in the original 537 Plan based on critical engineering recommendations.

A principle concern was related to the questions about groundwater. As the Springton

Pointe Woods' Board President, I discussed some serious groundwater (flooding)

problems with the Township (see attached "History of Groundwater Issues") over the

past few years. Spnngton Pointe Woods had three (3) homes with flooding problems

that we know about and other homes with ground water issues and over -active sump -

pumps. Approximately 35,000 gallons are handled by the SPE Treatment Plant and

then the treated sewage goes to seepage beds near Camelot. (The Treatment Plant

has a maximum capacily for 150000 gallons - and the Township could add

developments to this Plant, over time malcing the sitUation even worse). We would like

to see this sewage piped away as originally planned and told to the residents who live in

this area. Mr. Custer (a former Board of Supervisor) stated when The Seven Party

Agreement was signed, it was agreed that the plant would only be operated for a

number of years, and then phased out because of its high cost." Following is critical

input from Pat Considine, a Geologist/Hydrologist expeit

"if the SPE treatment plant is discharging 35,000 gpd in the immediate vicinity of the

Camelot development, it is very likely to be impacting water levels in that area.

Incidentally, not only is the water table shallow beneath the site area, but the coefricient

of storage in the aquifer is very low. Am I correct in assuming that somebody must have

completed a mounthng analysis in order to secure the discharge permit.



I as the President of the Springton Pointe Condo Association request to see a copy of

the rnounding analysis report, if orwhen it is completed.

Following are additional reasons why the homes must be included in the new Revised

537 Plan to connect them to CDCA as originally incorporated and promised;

1) Cost - The treatment plant is currently costing approx $12.26 per thousand gallons.

In 2008, CDCA was charging $2.69 per thousand gallons. This is a substantial cost

benefit for homeowners living in SR3

2) We have learned from people involved at the time, that the Springton Pointe Estate's

Treatment Plant was designed as a temporary solution. Based on all the experts

comments referred to in this letter, there will most likely be unexpected additional

expenses and emergencies because of this exclusion, at a greater cost than inclusion in

the new Revised 537 Plan as discussed over the years and promised by the Township.

I am also attaching some articles from the local news regarding past issues and

reservations regarding the Springton Pointe Treatment Plant.

In conclusion, as concerned and long term residences of Newtown Square, our Open

Comments in regard to the new Revised 537 Plan require a thorough formal and

reported investigation of these problems and required solution, that were part of the

original 537 Plan and appear to have been dropped without any explanation or

validation as to why. This creates a totally unacceptable 537 Plan, which forces a prior

temporary solution to become permanent by default and potentially aggravates ground

water problems that can be a public health problem. We look forward to your

immediate response to these critical Open Comments and further modilfications to the

new Revised 537 Plan to address this omission. Therefore, I require a meeting to

discuss this furthers so we best understand how these critical issues will be dealt with

and hopefully restated iRthe revised 537 Plan, as previously promised and required.

Sincerely

Lou Detente

President of the SPW Condominium Association

Cc: Elizabeth Mahoney



November 8, 2012

Scott and Susan Odell
128 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073
ScottOdell DM D@aoLcom

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and

negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of

330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with no details.
Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought

there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?
With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expect the noise will

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, hOw will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station

or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and

through our neighborhood to Camelot.



There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

'arger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem will be at

least a 3+ times bigger problem.

Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.

o There has been a history ofgroundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010;

the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

o What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it to

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since 1 personally am very concerned as

to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercIal

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

(
Scott and Susan Odell

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP



fl NOV 13 fl
' November9,2012

From: MichaeIJ. Stapf, 525 Guinevere Drive, Newtown Square, PA 19073

To: Mike Trio, Newtown Township, 209 Bishop Hollow Rd., Newtown Square, PA

19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

G enti eme n:

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments,
questions and concerns relating'to the latest 2012 modIfied 537 Sewer Plan. I do

appreciate all the hard work you and the Town put into this Plan, getting it to this point
for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly revised 537 Sewer Plan as
written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and negative
effects to the Springton Pointe Woods residential community.

I perceive the problems this plan would create to be as follows:

I understand there have been several complaints from homeowners to the
Association and Township regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and
smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer Plan is a plan to greatly Increase
the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial property,' which
would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of
sewage. Our 7 -Party 5ewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a.
maximum of 330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station
expansion or addition as noted in the latest Plan with no details.

Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75
feet from the closest physical house' and yet be considered for a 3+ times
increase in its current flow. I thought there is a requirement in our Town of any
sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any residential home? Our
residential community should not be a site for industrial wastewater treatment
in myjudgement.

With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we
expect the noise will extend over longer hours. How will the Township resolve
the issues of Increased noise and odors?

There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be
modified but no detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect



to digging, adding another station or replacing the current one with a larger

one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another line, etc. We assume

this wilt require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and through

our neighborhood to Camelot.

° There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be
increased to handle the larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a

power failure the problem, it will be at least 3+ times bigger problem.

If enacted, this expansion may create a personal impact to the value of my home
for refinancing and selling in the future.

There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been
groundwater (flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges
35,000 GPO, and the treated sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We

were told by an engineer that the seepage beds were designed to be a

temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes stating the
intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high

cost. In 2010, the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more
than COCA, per thousand gallons. Since this will be an aging plant, we can
expect maintenance costs to increase.

I would appreciate your addressing the following specific questions:

What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to
increase it to approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected
disruption, increased noise and unpleasant odors to our community at
Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior
537 Plan, to install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville
Property, and then send the sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It

seems to have made more sense to have commercial sewage to come through
industrial and major roads versus private residential neighborhoods, especially
when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay part of the
additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger
Camelot Pump Station, and how will increased noise be mitigated?

Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared

to the disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional
drainage problems which woild remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain

open.



1 took forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am

very concerned as to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house

and property vaJue, the potential increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my
health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan doesn't even appear as an
alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial sewerage
down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I

am opposed to increasing the Camelot facility above its rated capacity.

Sincerely,

Mi chaeapf

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP

Mark L. Kay, SPW Board

Susan Sliwinski, SPW Board

Ann DiGiacomO, WENTWORTH MGT



NovemberJ 2012

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtowri Township
209.Blshop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. .1 do appreciate all th hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and

negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property nowand in the future.

The problems and Issues I have with this Plan as best as I can unde rsta rid It, are as follows:

There have been several complaInts from homeowners to the Association and Township
regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require Increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of
330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with no details.
o Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase In its current flow. I thought
there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?
o With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump StatIon #6, we expectthe noise will

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township rsoIve issues of odors and noise?
There is the statement In the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but rio

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station

or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Storiey Brook Boulevard and

through our neighborhood to Camelot.
There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will be at

Ieast3+ times bigger problem.



Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.

There has been a history of groundwater Issues In SPW, and tnere have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant thschrges 35,000 GPO, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire, Wu were told by an engIneer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a ti,mporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the Intention of retainIng the SPE treatment plant for 5i years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010,

the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than COCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to Increase.

Iherefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase It to

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant &dors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential co5t to us?

There was an alternate 5olUtiOfl proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marvil{e Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. it seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through induStrial and major roads versus prIvate residential

neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional co5t, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain If the plan Is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as

to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 wI ii haveon my taxes, house and property value, the potential

Increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an altei native, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modirlcations of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional Increase beyond Its currerlt rated capacity.

Sincerely,



Chan H. Park
111 Camelot Ln.
Newtown Square, PA. 19073

Email address-chanhpark37@gmail.com

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

Novemb'? 2012

:°:

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to th latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and

negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows

o There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of

330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with no details.
o Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought

there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?
With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expectthe noise will

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station

or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and

through our neighborhood to Camelot.
There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will be at

least 3+ times bigger problem.



Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.
There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has.notes

stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010,

the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

o What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it to

approximately 3+ times its dai!y flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

o There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chster Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Piketo Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as

to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down majorstreets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity,

Sincerely,

Chan &laingja Park

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP



November 11, 2012

Joseph & Rose Rigolizzo
109 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, Pa. 19073
jrigolizzocomcast.net

Mr. Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and

negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township
regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer
Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial
property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of
sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design, to convey up to a maximum of
330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted
in the latest Plan with no details.
Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the
closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought
there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?
e With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expectthe noise will

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?
There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be mothfied but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effectand how in respect to digging, adding another station
or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another
line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and
through our neighborhood to Camelot.
There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the
larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will be at

least 3+ times bigger problem.
Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.



There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater
(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.
The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010.

the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a Written response to:

What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it to

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased nOise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential
neighborhoods, especially when we under5tood that the buikier(s) involved were willing to pay
part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?
What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the
disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as

to the effect thIs 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health, What I find most cQnfusing is the prior plan
doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial
sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage
coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely, '2 p
r ---

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney,DEP; Richard Sokorai; Joseph Catania; H.Ross Lambert; George Wood;

Ed Partridge; John Nawn
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Mr & Mrs Joseph Lebano , ii
231 Excalibur Drive

/
Newtown Square, Pa, 19073

<

Jiebano @verizon.net,nlebano@verizon.net
'N

Mike Trio, Manager
"-.

Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtowri Township

Mr. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put Into this Plan, getting it to thispoint for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as wi'jtter', which.appgars.to have. major disriptions,.ongolng concernsan

negative effects to ny and alo my rçighbos private residejaI property now and inthe future.

The problems and issues I have with thi Plan as bs t en ;ynderstand it, are as follows:

o There have been several corn plaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in.thë latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 536,860 GPD of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of

330,950 gallons per day, The 2Oi Plan requires Pump St?tion expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with no details.

Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical hOuse and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought

there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

resIdential home?
With greater gallons planned to passthrough.Camelot Pump Station #6, we expectthe noise will

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station

or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

line, etc; We assume this will require extensle digging down Stopey Brook Boulevard and

thrdugh our neighbhood to Cnelot.
There is no mention of how the.backup gnerator power source will be increased to handle the

rer pump tation pcgposedflow,lçpowing if there isa power faflurethe. problem, itwilI.be at

rest3+tjmés bigger problen.



o There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it wiU be at

east 3+ times bigger problem.

o Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and seliing in the future,

besides daily living.
There has been a history of groundwater issues in SP\N, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated.

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010,

the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase itto

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5 years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as

to the efFect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on roy health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,
Joseph & Nancy.jbana

1

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP
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November, 2012

You.rName
Ms. Laura Keenari

Your Full Address 507 Guinete Dr
City, State arid Zip L:LLJ Newiown Sq, PA 19073-4433

Email address (L h 4 d / Co/i

Mike Trio, Manager

Newtown Township

209 Bishop Hollow Rd.

Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject; Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan, I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly revised

537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concern and negative

effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

Tho probicins and issues I ha've with this Plan as best as I can understand It, are as follows:

There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township
regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity In handle 586,g60 GPI) of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of 330950
gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted in the

latest Plan with no details.

Confused how the Cairielot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the -

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought

there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?

With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expectthe noise will

extend over longer hours.

Specifical1y how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

http:/Iwentworth.dnsaflas net/generic jile force downoad,asp?FJI ..Cflents%5C cc wentworth%SChtdocs%5C Resources%5C. tmp%5C820180606 11/10/12, 8:32 AM
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There is the statement in the current Plan that The Station will need to be rnodfled but no detailed

explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station or

replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping toRt. 252 or adding another line,

etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and through

our neighborhood to Camelot.

There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will be at

least 3+ times bigger problem.

Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.

There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPO, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage beds

were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes stating the

intetiou of retaining the SPE lxealn3cnt plant for 5+ years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010, the

treatment pliant was costing approximately 4 limes more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant; we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it to

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marvillc Property, and then send the sewage

down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have commercial

sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential neighborhoods,

especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay part of the

additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?

Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as to

the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most conftsing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it Through private wooded residential communities. I agree with

all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage coming

through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity. -

Sincerely,

hItp://wentworFtidnsalias.net/generic file torce download.asp?rII.. .Clienls%5C cc wentworth%5C!tdocs%5C Resources%5C rno%5C8201 80606 11/10/12. 8:33 At
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Your name(s)

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP (this is the required minimum cc list, however recommend adding all the
others and sending separate letters to them all having them all see the entire CC list -Also recommend
you send receipt required to make sure they get them via USFS or any other service, but not required)
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Michael J. Brown
402 Merlin Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073

michabro@wexlordequities.com

Mike Trio, Manager
NewtOwn Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd,
Newtown Square, PA 19073

/ -1oember 8th, 2012

,

d. 1/> 1/

I'

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and

negative effec1s to my and all of my ie1ghbors private residential property now and in the futuré.

The problems and issues I hvewith this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

There have been several cdmplintsfron homeownérstô the Aociatiàn nd Thwnship

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latèsf 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flOw to include residential and commercial

property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of

330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with no details.
Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. 1 thought

there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station, to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?
With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expectthe noise will

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station

or repIacingthecurrentoh*itha larger dhe; replacing ±he piping to Rt. 52 ora'ddthg nóthr

Iin, etc. We ssurnethis will reuire ectenive dig1ngdowh Stoney BrOok'ouIèvard and

'hrough Our neFghborhoodtoCrndlot.
There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

larger pimp'station prOpos'd flow, knowing if thre isã powerfallcir theprobieñ if will be at

least 3+ times bigger problerri.



Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.
There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by .an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010,

the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it to

approximately 3-i- times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to came through industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods, especially when we understood thatthe builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as

to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

Michael J. Brown



November 11, 2012

Manf red Bierschwale
326 Arthur Court

Newtown Square, PA 19073-4426

E-mail: manerik@verizon.net

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,
As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and cOncerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put Into this Plan, getting itto this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and

negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Towiship

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPO of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of

330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with no details.

Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought

there isa requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?

With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expect the noise will

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

o There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station

or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

line; etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and

through our neighborhood to Camelot.



There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem will be at

least 3+ times bigger.

Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.

There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.

o The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010,

the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times morethan CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

o What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase itto

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise arid

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

There was art alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generatorsupport for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?

Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.



I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as

to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 wIlt have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing It through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

Q.

Cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP



flECEVEp
POVt5 21fl2

-

Dr. & Mrs. John E. Balson
500 Guinevere Drive

Newtown Square, PA 19073

jnjbalson@aoicom

November 10, 2012

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtowri Square, PA 19073

Subject; Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Dear Mr. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns
relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town
put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly
revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and
negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows;
There have been several complaints frqrn homeowners to the Association and Township
regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer
Plan is a ptan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial
property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of
sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of
330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted
in the latest Plan with no details.
Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the
closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. Ithought
there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any
residential home?

With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expect the noise will
extend over longer hours.

Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?
There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no
detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station
or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another
line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and
through our neighborhOod to Camelot.
There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the
larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the prOblem, it will be at
least 3+ times bigger problem.



Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,
besides daily living.

There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater
(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPO, and the treated
sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage
beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes
stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.
The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010,
the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.
Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have thefollowing questions looking for a written response to:

o What are the detailed plans on the modification of Carnelqt Pump Station #6 to increase it to
approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and
unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

o There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to
install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Macyule Property, and then send the
sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have
commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential
neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay
part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?
What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump
Station(s)?

o Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for S-i- years compared to the
disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems
which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as
to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential
increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan
doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial
sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree
with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage
coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

T -'-
cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP, Richard Sokoral,
Joseph Catania, H. Ross Lambert, George Wood,
Ed Partridge, John Nawn



November _10_, 2012

Robert Cato
121 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, Pa 19073

rcato@rcatoinc.com

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
20 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

As a. Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and

negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residehtial property now arid in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPO of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of

330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with no details.
Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feetfrom the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought

there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?
With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expectthe noise will

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?
There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station

or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney, Brook Boulevard and

through our neighborhood to Camelot,
* There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will be at

least 3+ times bigger problem.
Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.



There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for Si- years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010,

the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this wil.l be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

o What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it to

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

o What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as

to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

Robert Cato

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP, Southeast Regional Office, 2 E Main St. Norristown, Pa 19401
Richard Sokorai, Township Solicitor, HighSwartz, 40 E Airy St., P0 Box 671, Norristown, Pa 19404

Joseph Caariia- Chairman, 302 Oak Hill Ln, Newtowri Square, Pa 19073

H. Ross Lambert-Vice Chairman, 86 Hunters Run, Newtown Square, Pa 19073

George Wood - 4018 Goshen Rd., Newtown Square, Pa. 19073



Ed Partridge -4 Gartley Dr. Newtown Square, Pa 19073
John Nawn -3772 School Lane, Newtown Square, Pa 19073



November 10_, 2012

Ruth Ann Cato
121 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, Pa 19073

rcato@rcatoinc.com

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtowri Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtowri Township

Mr. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, gethng it to this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly

revi5ed 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and

negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems arid issues I have with thi5 Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

e There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPO of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design'to convey up to a maximum of

330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with no details.
Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3 times increase in its current flow. I thought

there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?
With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expect the noise will

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modi:fled but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station

or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and

through our neighborhood to Camelot.
There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will be at

least 3+ times bigger problem.



Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.
There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010,

the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

o What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it to

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

° There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

e What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
o Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan isforSPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questIons, since I personally am very concerned as

to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

nnCato

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP, Southeast Regional Office, 2 E Main St. Norristown, Pa 19401

Richard Sokorai, Township Solicitor, HighSwartz, 40 E Airy St., P0 Box 671, Norristown, Pa 19404

Joseph Caania- Chairman, 302 Oak Hill Ln, Newtown Square, Pa 19073



H. Ross Lambert-Vice Chairman, 86 Hunters Run, Newtown Square, Pa 19073

George Wood -4018 Gosheri Rd., Newtown Square, Pa. 19073

Ed Partridge -4 GartleyDr. Newtown Square, Pa 19073

John Nawn -3772 School Lane, Newtown Square, Pa 19073



November 10, 2012

Roberti. Pludo
527 Guinevere Drive
Newtown Square, PA 19073

bobpludo@gmaU.com
- / ,,,

id

Mike Trio, Manager

,:.

Newtown Township
N '

209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
'N

Newtown Square, PA 19073
N. 4i'

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, getting It to this point for our comments- In summary I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as writ -ten, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and

negative effec:ts to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

o There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, Vet the response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan Is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require Increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of

sewage. Our 7-Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of

330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with no details.

o Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. I thought

there is a requirement In our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?

o With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expectthe noise will

ectend over longer hours.

Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how ri respect to digging, adding another station

or replacing the current one with a larger ones replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and

through our neighborhood to Camelot.

There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will be at

least 3+ times bigger problem.



Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.
There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, arid the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the curr3nt 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5- years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010,

the treatment plant was costing
approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station 46 to increase it to

approximately 3 times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, Increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Polite Woods and potential cost to us?

There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station Cii West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods,
especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn'tthis plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator
support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and the additional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as

to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house nd property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

Robert .1. P1 do

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP



Mr. and Mrs. Sargeant
522 Guinevere Drive
Newtown Square, PA 19073
rcsargean @yahoo.com

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

November 10, 2012

\

N.
N. 7

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and concerns

relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary I disagree with this newly

revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and

negative effects to my and all of my neighbor's private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer

Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial

property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of

sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximum of

330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

in the latest Plan with rio details.

Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the

closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3 times increase in its current flow. I thought

there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any

residential home?

With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station 6, we expect the noise will

extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but rio

detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station

or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and

through our neighborhood to Camelot.



There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the

larger pump station proposed flow, if there is a power failure the problem will be at least 3

times bigger.

o It has a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,

besides daily living.

o There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

(flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated

sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage

beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes

stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of Its high cost. In 2010,

the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions requesting a written response:

o What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it to

approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and

unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to

install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the

sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more sense to have

commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus private residential

neighborhoods, e5peciafly when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay

part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump

Station(s)?

o Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, and theadditional drainage problems

which would remain if the plan is forSPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very concerned as

to the effect thIs 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential

increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan

doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. I agree

with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.



Sincerely, --
cc. Elizabeth Mahoney DEP
Richard Sokoral, Town Solicitor
Joseph Catania -Chairman
El. Ross Lambert -Vice -Chairman
George Wood
Ed Partridge
John Nawrt



Nissen & Maureen lsakov

November 10, 2012

Mr. Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following comments, questions and

concerns relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. I do appreciate all the hard work

you and the Town put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary I

disagree with this newly revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major

disruptions, ongoing concerns and negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private

residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as I can understand it, are as follows:

There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township

regarding the Camelot Pump Station's noise and smells, yet the response in the latest

537 Sewer Plan Is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow to include residential

and commercial property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to

handle 586,860 GPD of sewage. Our 7 -Party sewer agreement describes a design to

convey up to a maximum of 330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump

Station expansion or addition as noted in the latest Plan with no details.

Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from

the closest physic& house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current

flow. I thought there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at

least 200 feet from any residential home?
o With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we expectthe

noise will extend over longer hours.
Specifically, how will the Township resolve issues of odors and noise?

There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but

no detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding

another station or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to

Rt. 252 or adding another line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down

Stoney Brook Boulevard and through our neighborhood to Camelot.

There is no mention of how the backup generator power sourcewill be increased to

handle the larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the

problem, it will be at least 3+ times bigger problem.
Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the

future, besides daily living.
There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been

groundwater (flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000

GPD, and the treated sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We Were told by an

engineer that the seepage beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the
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322 Arthur Court' Newtown Square  PA 19073 Phone: 610 355-9303 Nisakov1@venzon.net



current 537 Sewer Plan has notes stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment

plant for 5+ years.
The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. in

2010, the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more 'than CDCA, per

thousand gallons. Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to

increase.

Therefore, I have the following questions looking for a written response to:

What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase

it to approximately 3+ times its daily flow, inciudirg the expected disruption, increased

noise and unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Poirite Woods and potential

cost to us?
There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537

Plan, to install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, arid

then send the sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. It seems to have made more

sense to have commercial sewage to come through industrial and major roads versus

private residential neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s)

involved were willing to pay part of the additional cost? Why isn't this plan currently

being considered?
What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger

Camelot Pump Station(s?
Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared to the

disadvantages of the Treatment Plants additional cost, arid the additional drainage

problems which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since I personally am very

concerned as to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property

value, the potential increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most

confusing is the prior plan doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most

sense in keeping commercial sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private

wooded residential communities. I agree with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer

Plan such as additional residential sewerage coming through Camelot not requiring additional

increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

Nissen and Maureen lsakov

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP
Richard Sokorai,
Joseph Catania
H. Ross Lambert
George Wood
Ed Partridge
John Nawn

----.-- - '-- -

322 Arthur Court  Newtown Square  PA 19073 Phone: 610 355-933' Nlsakov1verizonnet



PUBLIC COMMENTS AN]) RESPONSES (2)

(CoMIv[cNT PERIOD FEBRUARY 14,2013 THROUGH MARCH 16,2013)
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March 20, 2013

RID: Response to Public Comments
Act 537 Official Plan Update for
Newtown Township, Delaware County

Dear Mr and Mrs. Derita:

The Township is in receipt of your comments concerning the propose Act 537

Plan. The Townships responses to your comments are set forth below in bold.

We are writing to comment on the current 539 plan for the sewering of locations in

Newtown Township. We are residents of Echo Valley, 336 Crum Creek Lane. The

current plan calls for a pump station, Goshen Rd pump station #3 that appears to be

located at or very close to the ciii de sac at the end of Cruna Creek Lane.

We are opposed to having the pump station located in any proximity to the cul de sac

and are vehement that if it must be placed on the property of 4207 Goshen Rd or 341

Crum Creek Lane, that the access road to it be from Goshen Rd, and innio way will it be

accessed via Cruni Creek Lane.
The neighborhood children of Crum Creek Lane use the en! de sac as a play area.

Currently there is very little traffic and they would be at risk for injury if the pump station

maintenance crew comes weekly for service. The smell and noise of the pump station

will also have a direct health impact on our children, as it will deter them from outside

play anywhere near the pump station. My daughter suffers from migraine headaches, and

cannot tolerate the extra stimuli that can potentially come from having this station near

our home. Another impact of having this pump station placed in its current location is on

our property values. We purchased our home with a septic system with no hope or need

for sewer. Although we understand the need that some neighbors have for sewers, we feel

that it is unfair to decrease our property value so that there's will increase.

If you truly want the best scenario for all residents, prior to approval of this plan,,

please place the Goshen Road Pump Station as far as possible from our neighborhood as

possible and have it accessed from Goshen Road NOT Cruna Creek Lane I In fact, our



suggestion would be for it to be on the property of the Covered Bridge, for least amount

of impact on our neighborhood!
Thank you for your time and attention to our concerns.

There is no reason to believe that locating a pump station on a
property adjacent to the cul-de-sac will decrease the property value of

existing homes on the cul-de-sac. Pump stations are common and necessary

in residential communities for the treatment of sewage. In fact, access to

public sewer will most likely increase your home value. The Township

intends to use the highest quality pumps and technology to mitigate noise and

smell as well enclose the mechanicals will be in a small building that will be

designed to coordinate with the aesthetics of the neighborhood. The access to

the pump station will not create an unsafe traffic situation, and will cause far

less traffic than created by the local residents, mail delivery, or other similar

background traffic. lu addition, if there are particularly bad times for
scheduled maintenance, more convenient times can be coordinated.

.v '

Ivlichael Trio, AICP
Newtown Township Manager

copy: File



Dear Mr. Trio,

We are writing to comment on the current 539 plan for the sewering of locations in Newtown

Township. We are residents of Echo Valley, 336 Crum Creek Lane. The current plan calls for a pump

station, Goshen Rd pump station #3 that appears to be located ator very close to the cut de sac at the

end of Crum Creek Lane.

We are opposed to having the pump station located in any proximity to the cul de sac and are

vehement that if it must be placed on the property of 4207 Goshen Rd or 341 Crum Creek Lane, that the

access road to it be from Goshen Rd. and in no way will it be accessed via Crum Creek Lane.

The neighborhood children of Crum Creek Lane use the cut de sac as a play area. Currently there is

very little traffic and they would be at risk for injury if the pump station maintenance crew comes

weekly for service. The smell and noise of the pump station will also have a direct health impact on our

children, as it will deter them from outside play anywhere near the pump station. My daughter suffers

from migraine headaches, and cannot tolerate the extra stimuli that can potentially come from having

this station near our home. Another impact of having this pump station placed in its current location is

on our property values. We purchased our home with a septic system with no hope or need for sewer.

Although we understand the need that some neighbors have for sewers, we feel that it is unfair to

decrease our property value so that there's will increase.

If you truly want the best scenario for alt residents, prior to approval of this plan, please place the

Goshen Road Rump Station as far as possible fromour neighborhood as possible and have it accessed

from Goshen Road NOT Crum Creek Lane! In fact, our suggestion would be for it to be on the property

of the Covered Bridge, for least amount of impact on our neighborhood!

Thank you for your time and attention to our concerns.

Sincerely,

Marc and Tern DeRita



TowNsHIP OF NEWTOWN
JOSEPH CATAMA, ESQ. DELAWARE COUNTY

CHAIRMAN

EDWARD PARTRIDGE
VICE CHAIRMAN

DR. if ROSS LAMEERT
GEORGE WOOD, ESQ.
JOffi' A. NAWN, P.R.

209 BISHOI' HOLI .0W ROAD
NEWTOWN SQUARE, PENNSYLVANIA 19073

PHONE (610) 3S. -(I200 FAX (610) 356-8722
WWW.NIIWTOWNTWPDELCO.ORG

March 20, 2013

Mrs. Patricia Wilson
4111 Battles Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

RE: Response to Public Comments
Act 537 Official Plan Update for
Newtown Township, Delaware County

Dear Mrs. Wilson:

MICHAEL TRIO, AICP
TOWNSHiP MANAGER

RICH SOKORAI, ESQ.
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It is noted that a number of your questions/comments are predicated by inaccurate
statements. By not addressing each incorrect assumption, the Township is in no way
agreeing with these statements. In bold below are the responses to the comments/questions:

The public notice is inadequate. The public notice specifies that comment is restricted
only to that portion of the plan that was changed to provide gravity sewer service to the entire
Echo Valley area and to a change in a proposed ordinance. Many other significant changes were
made to this latest version. They include changes to capacity allocations again, changes to
capacity allocations to pump stations, relocations of pump stations and changes to the Executive

Summary.

This comment is not correct. The notice of the proposed plan was published in
October of 2012. Significant public comment was received. The Township also held
multiple meetings about the plan. The Township considered the public comment and made
several changes to the Plan, some minor and some substantial. Although there is no
requirement to publish a new notice before adoption of the plan and submission to the
PEP, the Township wanted to take the extra step of doing to ensure that everyone had the
opportunity to review changes if they chose to do so. The public notice advises that
changes were made. It highlights the more substantial changes. It does not restrict public
comment to only those changes that were highlighted in the notice as you suggest.

The public notice is contradicted by information provided in the plan. That is, the public

notice references an allocation of 8l3Sgpd for Hunt Valley, the flow allocation chart provided

with the plan notes 7350gpd.
The flow allocation chart at Appendix L erroneously did not reflect the 3 additional

properties. Appendix L should have reflected a flow allocation of 8,138 gpd. The notice is



correct and the chart has been corrected.

The pump station at Melmark is newly noted as 'Private" It is not clear what that means

and why it has been designated with this notation.

It is a privately owned pump station

The Executive Summary references Ashford as having 460 units when the development

was approved at 449.

460 is intended to reference the number of EDU's assigned, not the number of
approved residential units. This correction has been made.

There has been a change to the capacity proposed for the Ashford pump station.

The capacity of the pump station has not changed, but the amount of flow to that

pump station was increased.

lots.

There has been a change to the capacity for Hunt Valley to include 3 additional residential

Correct.

There allocation for the Previously, it was 2365.

It is now 2lOOgpd. There are at least 9 homes in that area -allocation should be at least 2365. At

the Municipal Authority meeting on March 4, 2013, Mr. MacCombie indicated that the proposed

Somerset development's sewage facilities plan would include extending service to the Dogwood

Area. He indicated that they would put in the infrastructure prior to 537 plan approval.

The allocation was decreased by 1 EDU because the Suburban Swim club was
initially included as an additional property, but it was verified that it was already
connected to public sewer, so the additional EDU was not required for the Dogwood area.

It is not clear whether the Somerset infrastructure will be completed prior to plan
approval, but will be completed before connection.

Plan does not include a letter provided by BPG concerning their flow allocations. It is

included with this comment letter.

Comment noted.

It is not clear where the line from Goshen Road will be located on the Ashford (Liseter)

property. With no indicator of the proposed building lots on the map provided, it is not clear if

the proposed plan is feasible.

The Township has an easement to access the Ashford Pump station. In addition,
Ashford has agreed to cooperate with the Township to provide a new route to the pump



station from Goshen Road to minimize cost. The subdivision and land development plans
were used to coordinate the proposed location of the portion of the proposed Goshen Road
sewer line on Ashford's property. The proposed connection is feasible. The planned
location has been provided to Ashford and they have not objected. The subdivision plan is

a public record.

The township's survey of commercial entities appears to be inadequate. Note those

surveys provided to Campus Blvd. commercial properties. They received the same survey as
residents. In one case, the responder noted that there were 300 residents at the property. Among

many other issues with this plan, this is not adequate planning.

The Township believes this is adequate for this Plan.

Although the public notice restricted the comment the township wished to receive, I also

offer the following as further comment following the township's response to the public comment

I provided when the plan was initially made available to the public in October, 2012:

Concerning my question 1-I asked this question because during the months of township

planning, no updates were provided to residents. When the plan was fmally produced for public

comment, the plan was considerably different from any previous proposed plan updates. It is

unclear how this plan evaluated various alternatives. Rather than provide the evaluated
alternatives, the response to my comment was to suggest that "sound engineering judgment and

common sense" was the methodology. It would appear as though this engineer believes that the
prior engineers proposed a plan that did not utilize sound engineering judgment.

That statement that no updates were given to Township residents is not correct.

The Township held the first of many public presentations on the Plan on August 13, 2012,
which was attended predominantly by residents from the Echo Valley and Florida Park
communities. Also, please refer to the table of "Public Outreach and Community
Meetings" in Appendix CC. It is not clear what comment you are referring to as having
been responded to and it is certainly not in any context to provide accurate insight into
what point you are attempting to make. You are entitled to your own opinion regarding
the judgment of prior engineers, but the Township has not commented on this subject.

2. I understand that the Whitehorse development is not complete. It is in the plan

update area and was in the original plan to be included in the service area. As there has been

much said by this engineer that including all in the service area would make the cost better for

all, I think that this area should have been included in the plan. The fact that the development is

not complete would seem to make this area even more important to include. It has also been

stated that this area has newer on -lot systems. This development is now approximately 9 years

old. In the latest version of the plan provided(Feb. 13, 2013 version), it appears as though the

Whitehorse residents were surveyed. This survey indicated that there were already at least 2

suspected malfunctions. Additionally, it may be that this development is the best path to provide

sewers to Melmark. The proposed plan update should provide planning for this area.



Your comment is noted.

3. The engineer persistently states that this is a plan update. Since Act537 requires

comprehensive planning for the entire municipality, this should be a comprehensive pian update.

Your comment is noted.

4. The engineer has selected the alternative of choice for Hunters Run without

finding out the usability of the existing system. It would appear as though the selected alternative

was made based on supposition, not fact. This latest version (Feb. 13, 2013 version) of the plan

also suggests that the residents of Hunters Run will be responsible for the maintenance of their
collection system. It is not clear why they are being asked to continue this responsibility once

they are connected to the public sewer system. It is also not clear if there are other areas of the

township that will be responsible for their collection systems.

Your comment is noted.

5. 1 do not believe that this response to my comment/question is accurate. It is not

clear that any visual field observations have taken place in the process of completing this
proposed update. Additionally, Mr. MacCombie indicated at a meeting for residents that he had

not completed an alternatives comparison for this area. The topography of the homes in the

westerly portion of Echo Valley no more lends itself to gravity sewer as a viable option, in my

view, than all other areas of Echo Valley. Mr. MacCombie's proposal for this area clearly has

been designed solely to accommodate Melmarks desired sewer design. in 2004 a plan for gravity

sewer in Echo Valley was proposed. It would provide gravity sewers for the entire neighborhood.

It required 17 homeowner easements as well as a pump station in an area not desired by

homeowners. The township abandoned this plan. Mr. MacCombie now proposes a partial gravity

system for EV(very, very few 1EV homes are to be connected to this line). However, this line,

which would service Melmark requires 12 homeowner easements and a pump station

approximately 100 feet from an 1EV residentts home. It also impacts wetlands and Crum Creek.

This plan does not appear to be the best alternative for public sewer in this area. Now in this

latest version(Feb. 13,20 13) of the plan, Mr. MacCombie now proposes a gravity system for all

of the Echo Valley neighborhood. As drawn, it is not clear that this plan is feasible. It is not clear

how close the newly proposed location for the Goshen Road Pump station is to a resident's home

and how this pump station will be accessed. It is still not clear why MacCombie has chosen to

provide sewer service to Melnark via the Echo Valley neighborhood.

As to the majority of your comments in this section, they are noted. With respect to

your comment about field observations, they were made both initially and following public

comment, including private tours of individual yards coordinated with residents. The plan
is feasible. Any wetland disturbance will be minimized through careful design.

6. In fact, this is a comment to the plan. The township has indicated that a

reallocation of flow for BPG is to be conveyed via RHIvI. However, there is no indicator that an

agreement for this flow has been executed. Additionally, as the DEP is aware, RHM currently



has an issue of overflow for which they are proposing a tank. Without the commitment by R}LM

to talce this flow, the capacity from BPG should be included in Newtown Township's 537

planning.

There is no "additional" flow. The re -allocation was approved by DEP.

7. As you are aware from prior appeals testimony and agreement that was provided,

BPG has indicated that they have a legal agreement that provides them with 267,000gpd

capacity. I do not believe that this response is an accurate indicator of the township's obligation

for capacity for BPG. The inekided letter from BPG attorney to the township indicates that BPG

has not legaHy given up the capacity allocated for their development. Additionally, BPG has not

made any land development changes.

Your comment is noted.

8. Given that Mr. MacCombie had not accurately included all capacity allocations in

Appendix L and seine of which he has indicated that he has corrected in further responses to my

public comment, this plan still does not accurately depict Newtown capacity needs and existing

commitments. As a result, this response is not accurate. This latest version(Feb. 13, 2013) has

changed the capacity allocations yet again. I am including copies of flow allocations which have

been provided in prior versions of the plan as well as this latest version. It is my view that

Newtown should be providing accurate capacity needs.

They appear to be changing allocations without adequately documenting the basis for the

change. I have also included an updated version of one of the exhibits provided in the appeal of

the previous plan. It notes the latest proposal for capacity allocations.

Your comment is noted. The corrections associated with removing 1 EDU from

Dogwood and adding 3 EDUs from Hunt Valley Circle are not substantial changes in

relation to the 961,97 gpd addressed by this plan.

9. As of this letter, there is no indicator that BPG had the necessary sign -offs to

allow additional flow to be conveyed by the RHM systems. Additionally, unlike some previous

planning, this proposed plan impacts both wetlands and special protection waterways more

significantly.

See No. 6 above. The system will be designed to minimize wetland impact.

10. As this plan presumes a commitment by RHM affiliated municipalities, Newtown

should have provided this plan for their review.

Your comment is noted.

13. This response concerning Melmark, I believe, is very misleading. The chosen

alternative for Melmark requires 450 LF to get to a gravity pipe in Echo Valley and then



Melmark's flow winds its way through the township to get to the CDCA manhole via the Echo

Valley(EV) neighborhood, to Goshen Road, over and through the SPWWTP pump station,

through that neighborhood to the Camelot Pump Station. I believe that this response is

misleading. It seems to me that this is the longest route for Melmark.

Your observation is incorrect and misleading. The flow goes largely through lines

already needed for other areas and goes to the Goshen Road Pump Station and then to the
Ashford Station. The Township!s prior response was in no way misleading.

14. This response is inaccurate, I believe. As proposed, Melmark's flow is going

through a pipe that is in EV. This pipe is being proposed for the most part to carry Melrnark's

flow. My question was to try to understand why Mr. MacCombie proposes this very long route

for Melmark and then appears to have designed the route with very little benefit to residents of

EV but with tremendous impact to these residents. Additiohally, this route requires 12 easements

in EV as well as an easement for a pump station that appears to be approximately 100 feet from

an EV resident's home. None of these easements have been sought. It is unclear' how Mr.

MacCombie can presume that this is the best alternative without any idea of cost.

- Your conclusion is not accurate. Many homes are using the subject lines. It is not
appropriate to obtain easements at this stage of the process.

15. This part of the proposed plan was incomplete and not available during the public

notice/comment period. This as well as with other changes and updates that Mr. MacCombie has

made since the public comment period should have caused the township to advertise the

proposed plan again to include public comment for the entire plan. This latest public notice

dictates that public, comment is only 'being accepted for a portion of the plan's changes. I would

ask the DEP to direct the township to advertise for another 30 day public comment period to

include allowing public comment for any and all aspects of the proposed 537 plan.

Notice of the proposed plan, and change to the proposed plan, were published and

the plan was made available for public inspection. Your connnents are presumably the
result of reviewing the initial proposed plan and the changes to the proposed plan.

IS. I believe that this response is very misleading. Mr. MacCombie has suggested at

more than one meeting that pump stations can be moved(and in one case has indicated that he

has moved it, yet I asked the township where it has moved, they have not answered the question).

I believe that Mr. MacCombie wants to lead residents to believe that the locations of pump

stations are not determined in this part of the planning process. Given my experience with the

previously proposed pump station on the Ashford property, I believe Mr. MacCombie is not

being forthright with residents in an attempt to dispel their concerns. In this latest version of the

plan (Feb. 13,2013), it appears as though significant changes have been made to the locations of

pump stations. These changes should have been noted in the public notice with public comment

sought on the proposed location changes.

Your comnients about the integrity of Mr. MacCombie and his intentions are flatly



rejected. Your statements are misleading. Mr. MacCombie has explained that exact

locations of pumps and sewer lines are determined in the design phase.

21. The response indicates that Episcopal has filed the necessary change to their

conveyance route in their sewer module with the DEP. However, there is no status indicator on

the DEP's website E -facts file for Newtow Township and/or Episcopal.

Your comment is noted.

22, This was not a complete response. I asked this question because the flow

allocation for the EV neighborhood keeps changing. Additionally, this plan does not seem to take

into account any in -fill in the various neighborhoods.

Your comment is noted.

25. This appears to be an inaccurate response. I am including with the response letter

a copy of Appendix "L" from the plan provided during the public comment period. The reference

to Springton Pointe Estates (which as noted is an existing neighborhood and is serviced by the

SPWWTP) says beyond 5 years. The township's response is contradicted by the provided

appendix

The prior referenced questions and my additional questions/comments concerning them

reflect only some of my concerns about this proposed plan. Additionally, as a result of my

questions numbered 15, 52, 67 and 92, the township has changed the plan. They have not

advertised a new public notice period to allow residents to review and comment on all of the plan

changes. Rather, the public notice limits the scope of public comment.

I am particularly concerned as it appears to me that there is still an issue of allocation of

capacity which the township has not adequately addressed. This plan as proposed reduces

capacity in some areas, increases it in others, and as published left out some areas that are already

serviced by the CDCA. During the public comment period and at the public meetings I have been

available to attend, township officials have again indicated that the plan can change. They have

also offered that changes to pump station locations can be made during the part 2 permit process.

Since first writing this letter, Mr.MacCombie has indicated that he has made some changes to the

Appendix L. In fact, he was not accurate in his statement about Springton Point homes. He had

also left out the existing flows for GreenDriar, Dudie Drive and Mary Jane Lane which in a prior

plan were 13,125 gpd.

As a result of changes to the allocated capacity appendix as well as other changes, I

believe that Newtown should be asked to publish notice of the proposed plan again for public

comment.

Your comment is noted. Springton Pointe Estates is indicated to be connected

within ñve (5) years. The flows referenced were included. Your request to republish the

notice will serve no purpose other than to needlessly delay PEP consideration of this plan.



The notice published was fair notice.

25. Mr. MacCombie's response to this question was completely inaccurate. He
apparently now knows that this is th case and has made some changes to the plan. Those
changes have not been made available for public comment.

Your statement is incorrect and misleading. The plan has not changed in this
regard. As previously stated, "the "Springton Pointe" development on the south side of
Gradyville road is designtd to be beyond 5 years. This is separate from the "Springton
Pointe Estates," which is serviced by the WWTP, which is situated north of Gradyville
Road. The Plan decommissions the Springton Pointe Estates WWTP (aka Stoney Brook
WWTP) and replaces it with proposed Pump Station #5 is proposed to occur within 5
years." A typographical error on a chart was corrected with the change in the proposed
plan.

3D. Given the capacity issues at RHM, I think that ignoring SAP's development plans
does not meet the requirements ofAct537. At the very least, Newtown should be woricing with
RHM to understand how to meet the needs of all residents aud developments in Newtown
Township.

Your comment is noted.

32. I believe that my statement the
implementation schedule specified in the Consent Order and Agreement.

Your comment is noted.

33. Again, I do not believe that this proposed update meets the requirements of Act
537 planning. The township has ignored areas for which they should be planning and those areas
in question may be able to be serviced by the CDCA. Newtown Township should be working
with RHM to determine the best possible planning for all areas of the township.

The Township has not ignored areas.

35. I asked this question because the Municipal Authority indicated that the permit for
the SP wastewater treatment plant had lapsed. Additionally, since statements were made in this
proposed plan about the sewer system's monitoring that I believed to be inaccurate, I commented
about it.

At meetings with residents, township officials heard from residents near the Camelot
pump station about odors as well as malfunctions.

This as well as comments I provided numbered 36-38 were made in response to
statements made in the township's proposed plan. Additionally, Newtown's representative to the
CDCA indicated that a need for upgrade of one of CDCA's pump stations would be needed if
much of the flow proposed was to happen within the next 5 years. The township and/or CDCA



should be asked to make clear how much capacity is truly available in the next 5 years.

Your comment is noted.

39. I made this comment as Newtown seems to think that they are not required to
ensure that those with problem on -site systems should be required to fix them. As Newtown is
not in a position to construct a sewer system at this time, I would ask the DEP to require that they
ensure that on -site systems are not polluting.

Your comment is noted.

41. Act 537 requires cooperation between municipalities. Edgmont and Newtown
could work together to get a better sewage facilities plan for both townships. Edgmont's proposal
to bring sewage facilities through Newtown should be cause for plamiing for both Newtown and

Edgmont.

Your comment is noted.

43. The township has not answered my question. Please require that the township
accurately answer this question.

Your comment is noted.

45. It is my contention that parts of the plan which have been designed with the
developers and institutions, in fact, do not represent the best plans for the entire community both
technically and comprehensively. Specifically, the design consideration for Melmark , the design
considerations concerning the SPWWTP (Springton Pointe Waste Water Treatment Plant) and
the design considerations for the BPG development.

Your comment is noted.

47.-5 0. This plan does not meet the requirements of Act 537 concerning costs.
Estimates are not verifiable. There is no financial alternative of choice nor is there any
contingency financing method specified. The plan suggests that there will be contributions
provided by developers. However, other than the Ashford development, there appear to be no
agreements with developers or institutions concerning their financial commitment to the plan.
Additionally, the tap in fee is said to just be an estimate and overall plans for paying for the
system are not apparent.

Your comments are noted.

51. Please confirm by reviewing the 7 party agreement that the response from the
township is accurate. It is not how I understand the agreement.

Your comment is noted.



52. Again, apparently changes have been made to the capacity allocations in the plan.
I would ask that the DEP pay careful attention to this public comment as well as to the townships
response to public comment, I still believe that the township's capacity allocations are inaccurate.
Please ask that the township provide proof that they are adequately planning for the capacity
needed.

Your comment is noted.

55. The township did not answer my question. I am asking that the DEP carefully
review this documentation.

Your comment is noted.

56. Given that the manhole to which much of Newtown's capacity will connect is in
Marple Township, I believe that it is important that Marple Township specifically address their
confirmation and approval of this plan as it will possibly have an effect on future planning for
Marple Township.

Your comment s noted.

57. The maps available during the public comment and provided with the plan were

)
not readable. Please ask that the township provide legible maps. It was not indicated with the
plan provided to the public that they could access the colorized maps at the Township. With the
new version of the plan(Feb. 13,2013), the maps are now more readable. However, the township
has not made these maps part of the notice for public comment.

The maps were legible. Improved maps were also nade available to the public and
were also included with the plan change, for which notice was published.

62. I do not believe that the response given to my comment here is accurate. There is
no documentation accompanying this plan from the developers that reductions in capacity will
meet the needs of their proposed developments. And, in fact, testimony at my prior appeal
suggests that BPG believes they have a legal commitment for capacity of 267,000 gpd. Also,
capacity allocations should match developments proposed. Nothing has changed in the zoning or
proposed plans of these developers

Your comment is noted.

64. Again, the plan needed to be changed. In my view, Newtown should be required
to advertise the pian again for another 30 day public comment period.

Fixing this small inconsistency did not change the plan to sewer this area. In
addition, while not required, the change was made and notice that the plan was changed
was re -advertised.



65. Capacity allocations for those currently served and included in the service of the

SPWWTP should be checked. In addition to Springton Pointe Estates, Newlown's Municipal

Authority has allowed connections to this plant from Hempstead Road and Hempstead Circle as

well as Bishop Hollow Road.

These connections were considered.

66. Please review this issue and the township's response.

Your comment is noted.

67. Again a change was made to the proposed plan and it was not readvertised.

The plan was re -advertised.

68. None of the proposed ordinances have been advertised publicly nor have they

been discussed or adopted.

Denied. The proposed ordinances have been discussed publicly and have been

appended to the proposed plan, which was advertised, for public review. They will be
submit-ted to the DEl' for review with the proposed plan. if the DEl' finds them acceptable,
they will be advertised and considered for adoption. If the DEl' requests changes, they will

be considered before adoption.

92. Again, the plan was changed and was not readvertised for public comment.

The plan was re -advertised.

Very

MIchael 11'rio, AICP
Newtown Township Manager

copy: File



iJVE
Patricia A. Wilson
4111 Battles Lane

\'

MIi 01 ZU1

Newtown Square, Pa 19073

March 6, 2013

Dear Mr. Trio:

offer the following public comment in response to the notice provided on February 13, 2013

concerning Newtown Township's proposed 537 plan update:

The public notice is inadequate. The public notice specifies that comment is restricted only to that

portion of the plan that was changed to provide gravity sewer service to the entire Echo Valley area and

to a change in a proposed ordinance. Many other significant changes were made to this latest version.

They include changes to capacity allocations again, changes to capacity allocations to pump stations,

relocations of pump stations and changes to the Executive Summary.

The public notice is contradicted by information provided in the plan. That is, the public notice

references an allocation of Sl38gpd for Hunt Valley, the flow allocation chart provided with the plan

notes 7350gpd.

The, pump station at Melmark is newly noted as "Private" It is not clear what that means and why it has

been designated with this notation.

The Executive Summary references Ashford as having 460 units when the development was approved at

449.

There has been a change to the capacity proposed for the Ashford pump station.

There has been a change to the capacity for Hunt Valley to include 3 additional residential lots.

There has been a change in the allocation for the Dogwood Area. Previously, It was 2365. It is now

2lOOgpd. There are at east 9 homes in that area-allocation should be at least 2365. At the Municipal

Authority meeting on March 4, 2013, Mr. MacCombie indicated that the proposed Somerset

development's sewage facilities plan would include extending service to the Dogwood Area. He

indicated that they would put in the infrastructure prior to 537 plan approval.

Plan does not include a letter provided by BPG concerning their flow allocations. It is included with this

comment letter.

It is not clear where the line from Goshen Road will be located on the Ashford(Liseter) property. With

no indicator of the proposed building lots on the map provided, it is not clear if the proposed plan is

feasible.

The township's survey of commercial entities appears to be inadequate. Note those surveys provided to

Campus Blvd commercial properties. They received the same survey as residents. In one case, the



responder noted that there were 300 residents at the property. Among many other issues with this

plan, this is not adequate planning.

Although the public notice restricted the comment the township wished to receive, I also offer the

following as further comment following the township's response to the public comment I provided

when the plan was initially made available to the public in October, 2012:

Concerning my question 1-I asked this question because during the month5 of township planning, no

updates were provided to residents. When the plan was finally produced for public comment, the plan

was considerably different from any previous proposed plan updates. It is unclear how this plan

evaluated various alternatives. Rather than provide the evaluated alternatives, the response to my

comment was to suggest that "sound engineering judgment and common sense" was the methodology.

It would appear as though this engineer believes that the prior engineers proposed a plan that did not

utilize sound engineering judgment.

2. I understand that the Whitehorse development is not complete. It is in the plan update area and was

in the original plan to be included in the service area. As there has been much said by this engineer that

including all in the seriice area would make the cost better for all, I think that this area should have

been included in the plan. The fact that the development is not complete would seem to make this area

even more important to include. It has also been stated that this area has newer on -lot systems. This

development is now approximately 9 years old. In the latest version of the plan provided(Feb. 13, 2013

version), it appears as though the Whitehorse residents were surveyed. This survey indicated that there

were already at least 2 suspected malfunctions. Additionally, it may be that this development is the

best path to provide sewers to Melmark. The proposed plan update should provide planning for this

area,

3. The engineer persistently states that this is a plan update. Since Act537 requires comprehensive

planning for the entire municipality, this should be a comprehensive plan update.

4. The engineer has selected the alternative of choice for Hunters Run without finding out the usability

of the existing system. It would appear as though the selected alternative was made based on

supposition, not fact. This latest version(Feb. 13, 2013 version) of the plan also suggests that the

residents of Hunters Run will be responsible for the maintenance of their collection system. It is not

clear why they are being asked to continue this responsibility once they are connected to the public

sewer system. It is also not clear if there are other areas of the township that will be responsible for

their collection systems.

5. I do not believe that this response to my comment/question is accurate. It is not clear that any visual

field observations have taken place in the process of completing this proposed update. Additionally, Mr.

MacCombie indicated at a meeting for residents that he had not completed an alternatives comparison

for this area. The topography of the homes in the westerly portion of Echo Valley no more lends itself to

gravity sewer as a viable option, in my view, than all other areas of Echo Valley. Mr. MacCombie's

proposal for this area clearly has been designed solely to accommodate Melmark's desired sewer



design, In 2004 a plan for gravity sewer in Echo Valley was proposed. It would provide gravity sewers for

the entire neighborhood. It required 17 homeowner easements as well as a pump station in an area not

desired by homeowners. The township abandoned this plan. Mr. MacCombie now proposes a partial

gravity system for EV(very, very few EV homes are to be connected to this line). However, this line,

which would service Melmark requires 12 homeowner easements and a pump station approximately

100 feet from an EV resident's home. It also impacts wetlands and Crum Creek. This plan does not

appear to be the best alternative for public sewer in this area. Now in this latest version(Feb. 13, 2013)

of the plan, Mr. MacCorn bie now proposes a gravity system for all of the Echo Valley neighborhood. As

drawn, it is not clear that this plan is feasible. It is not clear how close the newly proposed location for

the Goshen Road Pump station is to a resident's home and how this pump station will be accessed, It is

still not clear why MacCombie has chosen to provide sewer service to Melmark via the Echo Valley

neighborhood.

6. In fact, this is a comment to the plan. The township has indicated that a reallocation of flow for BPG

is to be conveyed via RHM. However, there is no indicator that an agreement for this flow has been

executed. Additionally, as the DEP is aware, RHM currently has an issue of overflow for which they are

proposing a tank. Without the commitment by RHM to take this flow, the capacity from BPG should be

included in Newtown Township's 537 planning.

7. As you are aware from prior appeals testimony and agreement that was provided, BPG hs indicated

that they have a legal agreement that provides them with 267,000gpd capacity. I do not believe that

this response is an accurate indicator of the township's obligation for capacity for BPG. The included

letter from BPG attorney to the township indicates that BPG has not legally given up the capacity

allocated for their development. Additionally, BPG has not made any land development changes.

8. Given that Mr. MacCombie had not accurately included all capacity allocations in Appendix L and

some of which he has indicated that he has corrected in further responses to my public comment, this

plan still does not accurately depict Newtown capacity needs and existing commitments. As a result,

this response is not accurate. This latest version(Feb. 13, 2013) has changed the capacity allocations yet

again. I am including copies of flow allocations which have been provided in prior versions of the plan as

well as this latest version. It is my view that Newtown should be providing accurate capacity needs.

They appear to be changing allocations without adequately documenting the basis for the change. I have

also included an updated version of one of the exhibits provided in the appeal of the previous plan. It

notes the latest proposal for capacity allocations.

9. As of this letter, there is no indicator that BPG had the necessary sigri-offs to allow additional flow to

be conveyed by the RI -IM systems. Additionally, unlike some previous planning, this proposed plan

impacts both wetlands and special protection waterways more significantly.

10. As this plan presumes a commitment by RHM affiliated municipalities, NJewtown should have

provided this plan for their review.

13. This response concerning Melmark, I believe, is very misleading. The chosen alternative for

Melmark requires 450 If. to get to a gravity pipe in Echo Valley and then Melmark's flow winds its way



through the township to get to the CDCA manhole via the Echo Vafley(EV) neighborhood, to Goshen

Road, over and through the SPWWTP pump station, through that neighborhood to the Camelot Pump

Station. I believe that this response is misleading. It seems to me that this is the longest route for

Melmark.

14. This response is inaccurate, I believe. As proposed, Melmark's flow is going through a pipe that is in

EV. This pipe is being proposed for the most part to carry Melmark's flow. My question was to try to

understand why Mr. MacCombie proposes this very long route for Melmark and then appears to have

designed the route with very little benefit to residents of EV but with tremendous impact to these

residents. Additionally, this route requires 12 easements in EV as well as an easement for a pump

station that appears to be approximately 100 feet from an EV resident's home. None of these

easements have been sought. It is unclear how Mr. MacCombie can presume that this is the best

alternative without any idea of cost.

15. This part of the proposed plan was incomplete and not available during the public notice/comment

period. This as well as with other changes and updates that Mr. MacCombie has made since the public

comment period should have caused the township to advertise the proposed plan again to include

public comment for the entire plan. This latest public notice dictates that public comment is only being

accepted for a portion of the plan's changes. I would ask the DEP to direct the township to advertise for

another 30 day public comment period to include allowing public comment for any and all aspects of the

proposed 537 plan.

18. believe that this response is very misleading. Mr. MacCombie has suggested at more than one

meeting that pump stations can be moved(and in one case has indicated that he has moved it, yet I

asked the township where it has moved, they have not answered the question). I believe that Mr.

MacCombie wants to lead residents to believe that the locations of pump stations are not determined in

this part of the planning process. Given my experience with the previously proposed pump station on

the Ashford property, I believe Mr.MacCombie is not being forthright with residents in an attempt to

dispel their concerns. In this latest version of the p!an(Feb. 13,2013), it appears as though significant

changes have been made to the locations of pump stations. These changes should have been noted in

the public notice with public comment sought on the proposed location changes.

21. The response indicates that Episcopal has filed the necessary change to their conveyance route in

their sewer module with the DEP. However, there is no status indicator on the DEP's website E -facts file

for Newtow Township and/or Episcopal.

22. This was not a complete response. I asked this question because the flow allocation for the EV

neighborhood keeps changing. Additionally, this plan does not seem to take into account any in -fill in

the various neighborhoods.

25. This appears to be an inaccurate response. I am including with the response letter a copy of

Appendix "L" from the plan provided during the public comment period, The reference to Springton

Pointe Estates (which as noted is an existing neighborhood and is serviced by the SPWWTP) says beyond

5 years. The township's response is contradicted by the provided appendix.



The prior referenced questions and my additional questions/comments concerning them reflect only

some of my concerns about this proposed plan. Additionally, as a result of my questions numbered 15,

52, 67 and 92, the township has changed the plan. They have not advertised a new public notice period

to allow residents to review and comment on all of the plan changes. Rather, the public notice limits the

scope of public comment.

I am particularly concerned as it appears to me that there is still an issue of allocation of capacity which

the township has not adequately addressed. This plan as proposed reduces capacity in some areas,

increases it in others, and as published left out some areas that are already serviced by the CDCA. During

the public comment period and at the public meetings I have been available to attend, township officials

have again indicated that the plan can change. They have also offered that changes to pump station

locations can be made during the part 2 permit process. Since first writing this letter, Mr.MacCombie

has indicated that he has made some changes to the Appendix L. In fact, he was not accurate in his

statement about Springton Point homes. He had also left out the existing flows for GreenBriar, Dudie

Drive and Mary Jane Lane which is a prior plan were 13,l25gpd.

As a are result of changes to the allocated capacity appendix as well as other changes, I believe that

Newtown should be asked to publish notice of the proposed plan again for public comment.

25. Mr. MacCombie's response to this question was completely inaccurate. He apparently now knows

that this is the case and has made some changes to the plan. Those changes have not been made

available for public comment.

30. Given the capacity issues at RHM, I think that ignoring SAP's development plans does not meet the

requirements of Act537. At the very least, Newtown should be working with RHM to understand how to

meet the needs of all residents and developments in Newtown Township.

32. I believe that my statement is accurate. In fact, the township is not meeting the implementation

schedule specified in the Consent Order and Agreement.

33. Again, I do not believe that this proposed update meets the requirements of ACT537 planning. The

township has ignored areas for which they should be planning and those areas in question may be able

to be serviced by the CDCA. Newtown Township should be working with RHM to determine the best

possible planning for all areas of the township.

35. I asked this question because the Municipal Authority indicated that the permit for the SP

wastewater treatment plant had lapsed. Additionally, since statements were made in this proposed

plan about the sewer system's monitoring that I believed to be inaccurate, I commented about it.

At meetings with residents, township officials heard from residents near the Camelot pump station

about odors as well as malfunctions.

This as well as comments I provided numbered 36-38 were made in response to statements made in the

township's prDposed plan. Additionally, Newtown's representative to the CDCA indicated that a need for

upgrade of one of CDCAs pump stations would be needed if much of the flow proposed was to happen



within the next 5 years. The township and/or CDCA should be asked to make clear how much capacity Is

truly available in the next 5 years.

39. I made this comment as Newtown seems to think that they are not required to ensure that those

with problem on -site systems should be required to fix them. As Newtown is not in a position to

construct a sewer system at this time, I would ask the DEP to require that they ensure that on -site

systems are not polluting.

41. Act537 requires cooperation between municipalities. Edgmont and Newtowri could work together

to get a better sewage facilities plan for both townships. Edgmont's proposal to bring sewage facilities

through Nléwtown should be cause for planning for both Newtowri and Edgmont.

43 The township has not answered my question. Please require that the township accurately answer

this question.

45. It is my contention that parts of the plan which have been designed with the developers and

institutions, in fact, do not represent the best plans for the entire community both technically and

comprehensively. Specifically, the design consideration for Melma rk , the design considerations

concerning the SPWWTP(Springtori Pointe Waste Water Treatment Plant) and the design considerations

for the BPG development.

47.-50. This plan does not meet the requirements of ACT537 concerning costs. Estimates are not

verifiable. There Is no financial alternative of choice nor is there any contingency financing method

specified. The plan suggests that there will be contributions provided by developers. However, other

than the Ashford development, there appear to be no agreements with developers or institutions
concerning their financial commitment to the plan. Additionally, the tap in fee is said to just be an

estimate and overall plans for paying for the system are not apparent.

51. Please confirm by reviewing the 7 party agreement that the response from the township is accurate.

It is not how I understand the agreement.

52. Again, apparently changes have been made to the capacity allocations in the plan. I would ask that

the DEP pay careful attention to this public comment as well as to the township's response to public

comment. I still believe that the township's capacity allocations are inaccurate. Please ask that the

township provide proof that they are adequately planning for the capacity needed.

55. The township did not answer my question. I am asking that the DEP carefully review this

documentation.

56. Given that the manhole to which much of Newtown's capacity will connect is in Marple Township, I

believe that it is important that Marple Township specifically address their confirmation and approvalof

this plan as it will possibly have an effect on future planning for Marple Township.

57. The maps available during the public comment and provided with the plan were not readable.

Please ask that the township provide legible maps. it was not indicated with the plan provided to the



public that they could access the colorized maps at the Township. With the new version of the plan(Feb.

13, 2013), the maps are now more readable. However, the township has not made these maps part of
the notice for public comment.

62. I do not believe that the response given to my comment here is accurate. There is no

documentation accompanying this plan from the developers that reductions in capacity will meet the

needs of their proposed developments. And, in fact, testimony at my prior appeal suggests that BPG

believes they have a legal commitment for capacity of 267,000gpd. Also, capacity allocations should

match developments proposed. Nothing has changed in the zoning or proposed plans of these
developers

64. Again, the plan needed to be changed. In my view, Newtown should be required to advertise the
plan again for another 30 day public comment period.

65. Capacity allocations for those currently served and included in the service of the SPWWTP should be
checked. ri addition to Springton PointeEstates, Newtown's Municipal Authority has allowed

connections to this plant from Hempstead Road and Hempstead Circle as well as Bishop Hollow Road.

66. Please review this issue and the township's response.

67 Again a change was made to the proposed plan and it was not readvertised.

68. None of the proposed ordinances have been advertised publicly nor have they been discussed or

92. Again, the plan was changed and was not readvertised for public comment.

Sincerely,

.O UiL/-
Patricia A. Wilson

Attachments:

Letter from BPG
Email from Mike Trio to Mark Kay
My annotated Appendix 11L" and previous flow allocations documents
Appeal Exhibit concerning capacity allocations updated to include recent allocations provided
Information about proposed sewage facilities planning waiver-It is not clear how this developer can be
provided with a waiver given that Newtown is under order to revise their 537 plan



3pm Stewart
Attorneys at Law

November 28, 2011

VIA EMAIL & FIRST CLASS MAIL
Miehael Sheridan Esquire
Sheridan, Bracken & Wenice, LLP
101 West Baltimore Avenue
P.O. Box 1940
Media, PA 19063

Gregg I. 4deImn
Direct Dial: (610) 941-2552
Direct Fax: (610) 684-2001

Email: gadelmankap1aw.com
www.kaplaw.com

Richard C. Sokorai, Eqrire I
ugh, Swartz Roberts & Seidel, LLP
40 East Airy Street
Norristown, PA 19404

RE: Newtown Township - Newtown Township Sewer Authority; BPG Sewer Capacity

Dear Mike & Rich

In connection with the Township's current revisions to its draft Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan

("Act 537 Plan"), BPG wishes to inform the Township and the Authority that at this lime BPG

does not require the Act 537 Plan to provide for the full 267,000 gallons per day of sanitary

sewage capacity that was agreed to be provided to BPG under the Settlement Agreement

between BPG and the Township, Rather, BPG believes that the 185,000 gallons per day of

sanitary sewage capacity previously allocated under the Township's prior Act 537 Plan (that

was approved by DEP in 2009 but later rescinded by the Environmental Hearing Board) is

sufficient at this time. In accordance with the tentative plan approval for Ellis Preserve, as

each section is submitted for final approval, BPG will demonstrate to the Township that

adequate sanitary sewage capacity has been allocated/purchased.

Si rely ours

GLA:kds

Kaptln Slewart MnlofTReIIer & Stgtn, PC
Officc.o In

Union Meothig Cwporuto Conlor
Pcnnylvonla

910 Harvoot Doivo, P.O. Box 3037
Now Jezooy

Bin, Boil, PA 19422-0765
23250]9V1

610.260-6000 Oct
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Patti Wilson

From: Regi [regi_6615©verizon.netj

Sent: Friday, January 25, 2013 5:57 PM

To: 'Paul Guest'

Cc: pawils@comcast.net

Subject: RE: 537 Sewer Plan Meeting Change

The Sunshine Law likely is still not considered by the manager or the BoS. I just emaUed Susan Slwlnski saying
the BoS was evidently poled. I do not think poling is proper.
Regi

From: Paul Guest [mailto:pglawfirm@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, January 25, 2013 2:31 PM
To: pawils@comcast.net; regi_6615©verizon.net
Subject: Re: 537 Sewer Plan Meeting Change

When, where, how and who, do the Supervisors meet to decide things like moving pump stations and having
special meetings?

Don't they know about the Sunshine. Act.
Paul

Original Message ----
From: pawils <pawils@comcast.net>
To: pglawfirm <pglawfirm©aol.com>
Sent: Fri1 Jan 25, 2013 11:20 am
Subject: Fwd: 537 Sewer Plan Meeting Change

FYI

From: "Regi" <regi 661 5@verizon.net>
To: "Mark L Kay" <marklkay@strikeforcetech.com>, liwiriskgmaU.com, "Ann DiGiacomo"
<adigiacornowentworthmgLcon>, "Jonathan Hoffman" <jonhoffmanl I 7©gmail.corn>, "Allan
Fisher" <springland©live.com>, "Louis Dolente Ill" <loudol03@gmail.com>
Cc: "Larry Fischer" <lawrence.fischer@gmail.com>, "Linda Gabell" <)grealtorIverizon.net>,
"Joseph Catania" <jcatania@frontrowlawcom>, jsweeney©northmarq.com, "R. lopez"
<Rusty_I @verizon.net>

Sent: Friday, January 25, 2013 10:46:48 AM

Subject: RE: 537 Sewer Plan Meeting Change

To All:
The Municipal Authority monthly meeting Is always scheduled for the first Monday of the month. The meeting
room for Monday, February 4 was already reserved for the MA. Where will the MA meet? Interested parties
should be advised of this scheduling conflict.
Regi

From: Mark L Kay [mailto:rn.rklkay.@stfIkefQrceLech.com]
Sent: Friday, Januar' 25, 2013 9:41 AM
To: ssliwinski@gmail.com; regi_6615@verizon.net; 'Ann DiGiacomo'; 'Jonathan Hoffman'; 'Allan Fisher'; 'Louis
Dolente III'
Subject: 537 Sewer Plan Meeting Change

1 Mike Trio just called me to tell me the Board of Supervisors just decided to NOT have the 537 Sewer Plan
Approval meeting on this Monday's January 28th, BOS meeting, instead there will be a special meeting for that

1/27/2013
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on the following Monday, February 4th either 7PM or 7:3 OPM.

Also Mike agreed that he is placing a call into Aqua to have them test and if detect ordor issues as we mentioned
at our prior special 537 meeting br SPW and SPE, he will instruct theni to add whatever is necessary to fix the
issue now, not just wait till the new pump station is built.
Also Mike said the BOS has inti-iicted him and Macombe, wl)en designing the new piitnp stations (specific to our
Camelot #6 Pump Station), to move them as further away as possible from the houses within what can be done
without having to redesign the plan. In talldrig to Macombe he thinks that there should be room to move some
number of feet further away, but won't know until the design phase is done.

Ann, therefore we need to send out another email blast today just.saying:
"Approval for the 537 Sewer Plan has been moved to its own meeting on Monday, February 4th at the Town
Board Meeting room by the library. The time has not been set yet but most likely will be 7 or 7:30pm. We will let
you know when it is finalized."

Thanks
Mark

Mark L. Kay, Chairman & CEO
StrikeForce Technologies, Inc.
1090 King Georges Post Rd. Suite #603
Edison, NJ 08337
Email: Marklkay@strikeforcetech.com
wwwSrikeForcetech .com
www.GuardedlD.com
(a) (732) 661-9641 x225
(f) (732) 661-9647
(c) (610) 246-4276

PLEASE VISIT STRIKEFORCE AT OUR BOOTH AT THE 2013 RSA SECURITY SHOW AT THE MASCONE

CENTER IN SAN FRANCISCO, CA., MONDAY EVENING FEB. 25TH - THURSDAY FEB. 28TH AT BOOTH #

539

THE PA TENTED "OUT -OF -BAND" AUTHENTICATION COMPANY

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email and any attached documents contain information which is PRIVILEGED,
PROPRIETARY and CONFIDENTIAL, are protected by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C.
Secionts 2510-2521, Federal and State copyright laws, and are intended only for the use of the addressee(s)
named herein. No part of this document or any attachments maybe reproduced or transmitted without
permission from StrikeForce Technologies, Inc. Thank you for your cooperation.

1/27/2013



1he folFowng is a tabulation of Future Flows into the CDCA system.

Upper Crum Watershed Area - Attachment 17

Flow Summary for entrance Into CDCA

Last Revised: 5-17-07

Newtown Towr:sliip Flow Cor,/rflulion Flowpj
EDU

Jjpd/262.5)
Projected Flow info

CDCA

PHASE I - PUMP ST,4 ill DuPont Property- ASI-IFORD DEVELOPMENT Built Out

PS #1 will pump to exisrinq,praviiy in El/is Ave to Carrie/al PS ____________ ___________

_________
___________

_________________
____________________

Echo Valley. Boot Roar). WoIn ian Drive. Gosben Roar!, Phillips

Episcopal Academy

a 000)

11,000

221

42

June 2009

September 2008

DuPont Rouse Ashlord Development
115,000 438 October2009

The Preserve, Stoney Knoll
40,000 152 Max Build Out - Future

PS #1 Subtotal: 224,900 653 ________________

CamelotPS'
____________________________________________

E,,stlflg

________
135,000

________
__________ __________________

BPG Property (s,000) _______ ______________

Cornerstone
41,000 ___________________

SOmerset
85,000

__________
___________________

Camelot PS" 446,000

__________

1699 ____________________

J4L4PI!<
0 ____________

I Camelot PS - Proposed Total Flow 670,000 2552 ___________________

PHASE IA - PUMP STA #2jW CHESTER PK AND CRUM CR/f) ________ ________ ________________

PS #2 wit! pump to existing gravity in Stoney Brook Blvd to Springlon Poin(e Treatment

P/ant (SPTP)
_________________

Florida Park

_________
21.000

_________
80 January 2009

DeBotton Proper! v in New/own Township,p_wnhouse Development 400 June 2009

Old Masters Development
100,000 381 June 2009

Newtown Business Campus (s000II 133 ___________________

Subtotal: 261,000 994 ___________________

EdgmontFlowsW.ChesierPk.
117,000 448 June 2012

PS #2 Proposed Total Flow: 378,000 440 ___________________

Stoney Brook Blvd, Old Forest, Hunter's Run 0 January 2012
V

PS #3 (SPTP)

___________
35,000 133 _________________

PS #3 Proposed Total 413,000 1,573
V

_________________

PHASE 2 PUMP STATION #4 ________
Lianbolien, Bishop Hallow, Springton Pointe 1000 38 V

-

Edgmont Flows Gradyville Road 233,000 688 June 2012

Newtown Subtotal: 976000 *

Edgmont Subtotal 350,000 1,333 ___________________

______
New/own and Edgmont total flow to CDCA: I ,326000 5,051

'These projections ware based upon coordination with developers, property owners and the needs assessments,

Camelot existing allocated flow to COCA = 250000 gpd per Seven Party Agreement.

It is proposed that SPTP be converted to a Pump Station (PS#3) upon satisfaction of Seven Party Agreement - August 2012.

Page 8 of 18
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fnternal, Pre.Declslonai, Deilberelional Memo DRAFT

J<ELLY & CLOSI lJG1NEMS 5/10/2010
n ic FIJS

Upper Crum Creek Fiowa- i1ewtown Township

Row ProjectIons
DESCRIPTION UNITS EDU GPO

Echo Valley Sevice Area (i,, j -j) 224 262.5 8,8O0

Florida Park Area 60 262.5 21,000

Huntei's Run 76 262.5 10,950

Hunt Valley Circle Area 30 262.5 7875

Melmark School . 25,000

Episcopal Academy i1009
- -

1

AhfordDev5iopmenI rJti h/ -ii. '140
,,..

ii5000-
BPG -. 267,000

Netlonal Developers flairyIiic W - - 0 000

MviHSltè
I 4L ArZ4 i

Oldo Masters Silo

lFowSeasons' radyvJIieFtesd

Campus Boulevard ''Vc -oi1, 3. 000 28000
CAMELOT PS

Nwtown Heights 160 262.5 42.000

Newtown Woods 130 262.5 34i25
DudIo,reonbrier,&MaryJene 50 262.5 13i25
Puito Residents & Commercial District 140 . 43,100

Paperrolll-Aihortos Restaurant& Terrazza cond9rninklrns (108)..' zi 65.000

I.2/Papermlll - Somorset 4LL. 80000

TOTAL'CURRE'NT FLOW PnOJEC1ON 1,066,975

Flow Allocation under 12-21 -2007 Agreement 961,975

Additional Flow from UPT Agreement (Attachment 15) 100,000

Total Flow Capacity to C.D.C.A. 1,061,975

Difference: -7,000

Future Flow Areas, Not to Be Sewered

Existing Whltehorse Properties, Farrier, Bridle Ln, Withers Ln. 51 2625

Garrett Williamson '1,000

1ospy Hollow, Frog Hollow, Sprihgton Polnte Drive, Langolien (30
Additional Units In Merple) 74 262.5 19,425

p1on Pointe WWTF Service Area 3000

QPMNTh13OR4d 2O7MI 7p1Mth.,n OP Fbw,IJ1W,A O7 O.4.00IOOU
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NT 13 0-0

CRLF 5. D515I FRG1KGIIS..'J..a,fl.-.,...r,l,, 55jM,

Upper Crum Creek Fiowe- Newiown Townehlp 2/28/2011
Flow Projeollorte - Special Study Plorido Park

GALLONS / DAY
PROPOSm) APPROVED ECIIO 10e6 liME SCIIEDIJLEFOR

I/VISE OF PEVELOPETSYIff / LOCATION 005CRIPTIOIS ISooII 0/5/5/ 00/Jo EOU'I DEVELOPED DEVELOPED REMAINING EDO'.

Echo \ioIJoy Sov0 Ama Puicting NoIhbosrioou SpsluI Study 67 HolDer) 17,087.00 67.00 67,00 200.00 206,00 1-5 Ysi 4 0
PrlrkJo Ports Awe Es/sting Nelghbothood (Special Study -DO Homes) 21,00000 60,00 00.00 97.00 91.00 1-6 YIo,J,ç

Huntoru un EuIulIg Nelghbortiocid (Not ki pecioI SIudy 0.00 0.00 0.00 76.00 76.00 1-D Yso

F-ltJnl VnliayCi.ise Nsa E sling Nolhhonttood (1/al ki Spocial Study) 0.00 0.110

'

0.00 28,00 29.00 1.5 Vie

MalniOrlI Sohoop - ., EskIlii Sotihol (Net In Spoclot Study) 11.00 0.00 0.00 95.Z't 65.24 0-0 VIe

-
- EaloIJn 0ntIol (Not La SpnabLSedy 900

i!

6.00 0 1.60 41.60 i'D-V - -

'IU'(F n1"' ct ota LI.1'..'. -'-n- ,' ............ - - - -

EstnllCnmmerntI1AEi(NoIlp0l/5ISrud! ' , O.U0L,-.,.
I '.151

: Jà9" , l''}'5., I-( '. -' " ...tso)
' 99.à5-W.

s-td4.. ...1 riQd
fri

pacIty In COCA! betcora Syatem 38,587.50 906,850.00

OT PS (EXISTING & FAFER FLOW) _j80D.S0 280,0110.00

EDU = 282.5 GALLONS / DAY TOTALS 163,567.50

OF, cMuntclpat'N11130-BR.vtoedS-21-07 AcE 037 Ptwi/1II-Tabuletlon at t°IsWctIV Future Chart Pans 3,/a

Flow Allocation under 12-21 -2007 Agreement

1,056,623.71
77/,.j..L7 '

081.975

Total Plow Capeo)!ylo C.D.C.A. (Surreal) U1fi75

Flow Associated wIth Spoalsi Studies 163,587.50

\0// ,1/

Ploase Note: No Additional Flow Will Be Allowed To Enter The System Until
Pemilhed Sy The Deparlmenl.
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Path Wilson

From: pawils@comcast.net

Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2013 7:14 AM

To: mwilson97@comcast.net

Subject: Waiver from the sewage facilities planning

Authorize Resolution for Sanitary Sewer Capacity Reaijc.ation for SomersetiTerrazza
Develqpment:

Greg Adelman, Esq., representing the applicant, explained that Terrazza Phase II
andSomerset are now tied together. A waiver from the sewage facility planning is requested
as sewage for the combined development has decreased. Mr. MacCombie reviewed the
agreement and the resolution. Solicitor explained the process. Mr. Partridge made a motion
to authorize approving the resolution, as stated, and for the Manager to execute the
processing document. Mr. Nawn seconded the motion and the vote was
unanimous. The motion carried.

2/8/2013
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Patti Wilson

From: pawfls©comcastnet

Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2013 7:16 AM

To: mwson97©comcast.net

Subject: Requirements for subdivisions proposed to be served by public sewers --

What are the requirements for subdivisions proposed to be served by public sewers?
Sewage faciUties planning is not required for subdivisions proposing service by public sewers
when the following
conditions are met:
1. DEP or a delegated agency has determined that the existing collection, conveyance and
treatment facilities
are in compliance with the Clean Streams Law and related rules and regulations.
2. DEP or a delegated agency has determined that the permittees of the receiving sewerage
facilities have
submitted information under Title 25, Pennsylvania Code, Chapter 94, that documents that the
existing
collection, conveyance and treatment system does not have either an existing hydraulic or
organic overload
or a five-year projected overload.
3. The applicant has provided written certification from the permittees of the receiving
coHection, conveyance
and treatment faciUties to the municipality where the subdivision is located that there is
capacity to receive
and treat the sewage flows from the applicant's proposed new land development and that the
additional
wasteload will not create a hydraulic or organic overload within the next five years.
4. The municipality where the project is located has a current, approved sewage facilities plan
that is being
implemented. The official plan of the municipality may not be under an order from DEP to
submit an update
revision or special study for the proposed subdivision area.

1/30/2013
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March 20, 2013

RE: Response to Public Comments
Act 537 Official Plan Update for
Newtowu Township, Delaware County

Dear Mr and Mrs. Toerian:

The Township is in receipt of your comments concerning the propose Act 537
Plan. The Townships responses to your comments are set forth below in bo1d

I am writing to you regarding the planned sewer pump station that apparently will
be situated at the end of Crum Creek Lane in the Echo Valley neighborhood. My family
lives at 334 Crum Creek Lane which is the second house from the end of this street.

We are deeply concerned about the location of this pump station as it will without
question deeply affect our property values. When we chose to purchase this home 10
years ago it was because we wanted a quite pristine location with as little traffic as
possible, since our first home was on a noisy, busy road unsafe for our little children.

Just as one pays a premium to own an ocean front property or a home with great
views we paid a premium to buy our current home with its ideal location. Since
purchasing our home we have made a considerable additional investment in with a large
addition and complete renovation and upgrade of the entire house and property. If the
township chooses to go ahead and place the pump station in our Cul-de-sac it will be the
equivalent of deciding to constructing oil drilling platform one half mile off the beach of
Stone Harbor New Jersey! We are also concerned that there wifi be a through street
constructed connecting Crum Creek with Goshen which will result in a large increase in
traffic.

There is no reason to have the pump station situated with access from Crwn Creek
Ln as there is ample land to build the station on Goshen Rd with access from Goshen
across from the Bartrana Bridge or better yet on that unused piece of bridge land where it
will not affect any current home owner. The noise associated would also be less of an
impact as it would blend with the existing traffic noise.



Our septic system as well as the majority of the homes in Echo Valley are in
working order and it is unfair for our Cul-de-sac to be punished so that a few of our
neighbors who have problems can elevate the value of their homes.

We hope you will take our legitimate concerns seriously and expect that the
township will be able to come up with a more sensible location for this pump station
without legal intervention.

There is no reason to believe that locating a pump station on a
property adjacent to the cul-de-sac wifi decrease the property value of
existing homes on the cul-de-sac. Pump stations are common and necessary
in residential communities for the treatment of sewage. in fact, access to
public sewer will most likIy increase your home value. The Township
intends to use the highest quality pumps and enclose the mechanicals will in a
small building that will be designed to coordinate with the aesthetics of the
neighborhood. The pump station will bear no relation or similarity to an oil
drilling plat1rm. The access to the pump station will not create a thru-way
to Goshen Road

Very J'r(i1)y)ou

MicI*i1 Trio, AICP
Newtown Township Manager

copy: File



March 14, 2013

Dear Mr. Trio,

I am writing to you regarding the planned sewer pump station that apparently will be situated at the

end of CrumCreek Lane in the Echo Valley neighborhood. My family lives at 334 Crum Creek Lane which

is the second house from the end of this street.

We are deeply concerned about the location of this pump station as it will without question deeply

affect our property values. When we chose to purchase this home 10 years ago it was because we

wanted a quite pristine location with as little traffic as possible, since our first home was on a noisy, busy

road unsafe for our little children.

Just as one pays a premium to own an ocean front property or a home with great views we paid a

premium to buy our current home with its ideal location. Since purchasing our home we have made a

considerable additional investment in with a large addition and complete renovation and upgrade of the

entire house and property. If the township chooses to go ahead and place the pump station inour Cul-

de-sac it will be the eqUivalent of deciding to constructing oil drilling platform one half mile off the

beach of Stone Harbor New Jersey! We are also concerned that there will be a through street

) constructed connecting Crum Creek with Goshen which will result in a large increase in traffic.

There is no reason to have the pump station situated with access from Crum Creek Ln as there is ample

land to build the station on Goshen Rd with access from Goshen across from the Bartram Bridge or

better yet on that Unused piece of bridge land where it will not affect any current home owner. The

noise associated would also be less of an impact as it would blend with the existing traffic noise.

Our septic system as well as the majority of the homes. in Echo Valley are in working order and it is

unfair for our Cul-de-sac to be punished so that a few of our neighbors who have problems can elevate

the value of their homes.

We hope you will take our legitimate concerns seriously and expect that the township will be able to

come up with a more sensible location for this pump station without legal intervention.

Sincerely,

Craig and Lara Toerien

(610) 325-0432
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March 20, 2013

RE: Response to Public Comments
Act 537 Official Plan Update for
Newtown Township, Delaware County

Dear Mr and Mrs. MacLaren:

The Township is in receipt of your comments concerning the propose Act 537
Plan. There is no reason to believe that locating a pump station on a property adjacent to
the cul-de-sac will decrease the property value of existing homes on the cul-de-sac. Pump
stations are common and necessary in residential conimunities for the treatment of
sewage. In fact, access to public sewer will most likely increase your home value. The
Township intends to use the highest quality pumps and technology to mitigate noise and
smell as well enclose the mechanicals will be in a small building that will be designed to
coordinate with the aesthetics of the neighborhood. The access to the pump station will
not create an unsafe traffic situation, and will cause far less traffic than created by the
local residents, mail delivery, or other similar background traffic. In addition, if there are
particularly bad times for scheduled maintenance, more convenient times can be
coordinated.

Ve T ui Yours,

c ad Trio, ATCID

Newtown Township Manager

copy: File



Andrew and Sandy MacLaren
333 Crum Creek Lane

Newtown Square, Pa 19073 V T

15 2Q3 If

Dear Mr. Trio,

This letter is in response to the current 539 plan for the sewer pump locations in Newtown Township.

We are residents of Echo Valley and reside at 333 Crum Creek Lane. The current plan calls for a pump

station at Goshen Rd. (pump station #3) which appears to be located at or very close to the cul de sac of

Crum Creek Lane.

We are opposed to having a pump station located at any proximity to the cul de sac and are vehement

that if it must be placed on the property of 4207 Goshen Rd. or 341 Crum Creek Lane, that the access

road be on Goshen Rd, and in no way will it be accessed from Crum Creek Lane.

The neighborhood children of Crum Creek Lane use the cul de sac as a play area. Currently there is

very little traffic and they would be at risk for injury if the pump station maintenance crew comes

weekly for service. The smell and noise of the pump station will also have a direct health impact on our

children as it will deter them from outside play anywhere near the pump statIon.

If you truly want the best scenario for all residents, prior to approval of this plan, please place the

Goshen Road pump station as far away as possible from our Echo Valley neighborhood and have the

access from Goshen Road NOT Crum Creek Lanel In fact, our suggestion would be to place the pump

station on the property of the Covered Bridge if possible, for the least amount of Impact on our

neighborhood.

Thank you for your time and attention to our concerns.

Sincerely,

;L42//U)
Andrew and Sandy Maclaren
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March 20, 2013

RE: Response to Public Comments
Act 537 Official Plan Update for
Newtown Township, Delaware County

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Pierini:

The Township is in receipt of your comments concerning the propose Act 537
Plan. The Townships responses to your comments are set forth bdow in bold.

My name is Lino Pierini and I own the properties at 341 Crum Creek Road, tax id #
30-00-00549-37, and Lot 19-000 Cram Creed Road, tax id# 30-00-00549-24, in
Newtown Square alone with Adelio Pierini. I am completely opposed to having the
proposed sewer pump located near the cul-de-sac at the end of Crum Creed Road, next to
my property. That location would have an adverse effect on my property value.

The Township does not believe there will be an adverse affect on your
home as the Township intends to use the highest quality pumps and
technology to minimize the noise and smell as well as enclose the mechanicals
in a small building that will be designed to coordinate with the aesthetics of
the neighborhood.

VerY/j

Newtown Township Manager

copy: File
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From: Mike Trio
Sent: Monday, March 18,2013 11:46AM
1To: Holly Neff
Subject: FW: Sewer System Pump
Act 537 comments

From: Barbara White [mailto:Barbl©LNF.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 13, 2013 6:43 PM
To: Mike Trio
Subject: Sewer System Pump

Dear Mr. Trio,

My name is Adello Pierini and I own the properties at 341 Crum Creek Road, tax id #30-00-00549-37, and
Lot 19-000 Crum Creek Road, tax id # 30-00-00549-24, in Newtown Square along with Lino A. Pierini.
I am completely opposed to having the proposed sewer pump located near the culde-sac at the end of Crum
Creek Road, next to my property. That location would have an adverse effect on my property value.

Sincerely,
Adello A. Pierini

file:/IC :\Documents and S ettings\Mrs. Mac\Local S ettings\temp\Temporary Directory 6 for... 3/25/2013


