™ e -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.

e 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. ,

e 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, . .

e 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. ‘

e 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, | have the following questions iooking for a written response to:

e 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




néighborhoods, 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 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 propetty 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. Nuessle:

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 problerﬁs with this .plan are as follows:

1.

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 (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
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
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current conditions while at the same time increasing flow.

Confiised 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 thete 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 residentiak
home. The Plan actually replaces the current pump station at the same 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.

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

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 the line eastward down West Chester Pike and then southward
down Rt. 252 would be far costlier.

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.

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

7.

10.

copy:

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

tQ' 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 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 and Route 252 is far costlier.

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 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. .
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.

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.

Mchad Trio, AICP
Newtown Township Manager

File
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Mike Trid, Manager
Newtown Township

209 éishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

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

Mr. Trio, -

In addition to the comments noted below in this letter, | was personally involved as the Board
President of our community concerning the unsettled waterbeds behind our hpmes on Wiltshire. Jim
Sheldrake 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 Pulte was also present. '

It was our considered opinion that any aggressive changes to the grc;und area could cause more
problems and was highly unpredictable. We all felt that once we got the water re-routed it wasin
everyone’s best interest to stop any further digging.

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer | have the following 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 this point for our comments. In summary | 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 | have with this Plan as best as f 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 handie 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. | thought
there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any
residential home? ' )
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»  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. '

e 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 prohlem. '

o 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.

e 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, | 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?

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)? ) 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.

| look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since | 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 inthe bad odors, noise and efféct on my health. What | 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. | 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 Mitchell & Regina Mitchell
Cc. Elizabeth Mahoney

PA Department of Environmental Protection
Southeast Regional Office

2 East Main Street

Norristown, PA
19401

Boe M
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December 27, 2012

Mr. & Mrs. Mitchell
501 Guinevere Drive
Newtown Square, PA 19073

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

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Mitchell:

The Township is in receipt of you.r 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 Sheldrake 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 arid was highly unpredictable. We-all felt that ence we got the water re-routed it
was in everyone's 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 Station's neise and smells, yet theresponse 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 ecapacity to handle 586,860
GPD 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
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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) in¢reasing the flow at the pump station will
actually work to decreasé 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 te improve
ciirfent 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 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 current pump station at the same
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 cutrent 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.
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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 modification of the existing generator at the Camelot ]?ump
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 te 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

Springten Pointe Estates ("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 solutien. 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 the 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 and
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 the 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

M gha(:yfﬁﬁo, AICP

N&wiown Township Manager

copy: File
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Comments regarding 2012 Newtown 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 c_>f making that connection.

As representatives of all the residents of Newtown Square, | would think you, as Supervisors and Town
manager would put their wellbeing, convenience, life style first. We just do not understand why the
current Act 537 plan has a large sewer line going into and through our re5|dent|al area and in addltlon to
that building a large pump station right in the middie of 2 residential communities. What are we thlnklng
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 that when this sewer pro;ect gets constructed that it is going to cause
inconvenience for all cutlzens of the area. It is a big project and-a needed project! The impact of the
¢onstruction 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 nonresidents 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.

Rosemary & John Gray

Thank You 65}14//‘7/'/44// 57

CC Elizabeth Mahoney, PA Department of Environmental Protection
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December 27, 2012

Mr. & Mrs. Gray
5 Cherry Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

RE:

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

Dear Mr. & 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 still be required at the proposed
Jocations 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 oders; 2) the Township intends to install an odor contro] system
that will be provided with the modified pump station; and 3)the Township ntends
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 inereasing flow. Further Township
intends on working with community to make the structures aesthetically consistent
with the neighborhood.

Lastly, with respect to disruption during construction, N
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 mot included in the

additional cost of this alternative versus the alternative of choice. The width of



" Mr, & Mis. Gray

Act 537 Official Plan Update
12/277/2012
Page 2

Stoney Brook Blvd will allow construction without major disruption.

copy: File
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Mr. Michael Trio

Township Manager
Township of Newtown

209 Bishop Hollow Road
Newtown Square, PA 15073

Dear Mr. Trio:

My wife, Anne and | 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 ins;tall
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:
e This neighborhood generates barely 10% of the total sewage to be accommodated by
this pump station.
o 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.

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



Thank you for your participation and cooperatfon.

Sincerely,

et

Jeffrey S. French

26 Stoney Brook Blvd.

Newtown Square, PA 19073
610.325.5464

Email: jfrench@ballinger-ae.com

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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December 27, 2012

M. Jeffrey S. French
26 Stoney Brook Blvd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

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

Dear Mr. French: .

The Township is in receipt of your letter dated November 12, 2012 raising comments and
questions to thé 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 eur side yard, we had hoped that these 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 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
neighborkood. The fact that more sewage will pamped through this station will not
have a deleterious affect on your quality of life. The pump station will replace with
existing WWTP, which will be more aesthetically pleasing and require less
maintenance or disruption to your life.. Also, with respect to the pump station itself,
steps will be taken to ensure your quality of life including: 1) higher flow at the



Mr, Jeffrey S. French
Act 537 Official Plan Update
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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 ins€all 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 neighborhoed.

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 anticip ated 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 pit.:ture? 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.
Task you to please demand a reconsideration of this current proposal.
Thank you for your participation and cooperation.
Mifhal frio, AICP
Newtown Township Manager
copy: File
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Subject: FW: 537 Plan
From: Mike Trio <triom@newtowntwpdelco.org>
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2012 4:46:20 PM
To: rsokorai@highswartz.com, hem.engineers.dporter@verizon.net

----- Qriginal Message-—-- :

From: Linda Cavanaugh [mailto:lindarcav@comcast.net]
Serit: 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
. thembers, in goed conscignce, approve a plan that takes over 300,000 GPD
of séwzge from the muiti million dollar Marvill Commercial Center, the
Newtown Square Corperate Ceriter, the Newtown Business Genter 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
\Eccn'_sideratian 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. !
urge all of the Newtown Township supervisors to act on a more reasonable
approach to this issue. -

Linda Cavanaugh
. 19 Stoney Brook Blvd
Newtown Square, PA 19073

J

http://netmail.verizon.com/netmail/driver?nimlet=showcanvas 1of)
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December 27, 2012

Ms. Linda Cavanaugh
19 Stoney.Brook Blvd. -
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Ms. Cavanaugh:

In response to your email dated November 13, 2012, below are responses to your
questions and 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 portien of
Stoney Brook Blvd,. How can township members, in good conscience, approve a plan that takes
aver 300,000 GPD of sewage from the multi-millioi dollar Marvill ‘Cogmercial 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. .

Newtown Township Manager
copy. File
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: verizon Print
Subject: FW: 537 plan
From: Mike Trio <triom@newtowntwpdelco.org>
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2012 11:48:50 AM
To: hem.engineers.dporter@verizon.net

From: jpmrhp@aol.com [mailto: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@gmail.com;

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

Mr. and Mrs. Joseph Mcllvaine
106 Stoney Brook Blvd

Newtown Square, Pa. 19073

)

M_r. Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township
209 Bishop Hollow Rd.

Newtown Square, Pa.- 19073

Dear Mr. Trio et alii,

My wife and | are hemeownets/taxpayers in the Springton Pointe Weods 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 purmp station in our development. As we understand it, the sewage will then
take a circuitous route thraugh our neighborhood and necessitate the installation of undergreund pipes causing
tearing up of our streets and land. The kicker of this whale plan is that appreximately only 10% of the flow would
be that-emanating from our residents in Springtan Pointe.

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

http://metmail.verizon.com/netmail/ driver?nimlet=showcanvas# 1 of:



to allow other peoples sewag‘e to pass through! 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'tit 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 will be much more amenable for all concerned.

We look forward to a positive response to this e-mall,

Sincerely,

Joseph and Martha Mcllvaine

)

http://netmail verizon.com/netmail/driver?nimlet=showcanvas# ] 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 yeur 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 take a circuitous route
through out 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 woilld 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 htt_p:/ﬂneﬁnail.veri'zoh.conﬂneﬁnaiUd;iver?-ninﬂerhowcanvas# 1 of 2
expensive homes in this area because of the quality of life, and to imposé something like this,
would put a major blight on the commaunity. Please reconsider this 537 plan. '

There is an alternaté solution which seemingty is being gverlooked. 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
ciroumventing neighborhoods? The back end of the Newtown Corporate Center could send its
sewage via the existing punip station inn 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
préb]ems and unanswered questiens. 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
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Mr. & Mrs. Mcllvaine

Act 537 Official Plan Update
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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 community 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.

4

A,
. wﬁe!}?i’%% 'AIC
NewfowntFownship Manager

copy: File
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November 13, 2012

John and Mary Dougherty
414 Merlin Road
Newtown Square

PA, 19073

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township

209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Mr. Trio:

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

As Newtown Square homeowners and taxpayers, we are irery 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.

% 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



/ John and _Li{flary Dougherty

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 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 in the.marville 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 your township are urging you to make the right decision. Please actasifyou -

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

9
"F’{’/’Z/PA} s

a”

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney,
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December 27, 2012

Mr. and Mrs. John Dougherty
414 Merlin Road .
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Mr. & Mrs, Dougherty:’

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:

J 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 tg se¢ the pride of ownership and
what a wonderfiul 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 ata 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 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. :

. 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
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urge you to aceept the Marville property proposal. It is enly fair that those résidents
already in the area not be hurt by an extension of a sewage plant necessitited by
increased building permits. Those who will be puilding in-the future can purchase with
the full knowledge of the sewage plant and real estate will be priced accordingly hurting
no one fiitancially. We have a residential area to be proud of and we can ghargntee that

there will be a mass exodus if this sewage treatment expansion goes ahead in our
development. :

There is no intention of treating the sewage from your pertion of the commuiity 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 atea foo. Perhaps not
immediately but in a few years when the equipment i older. How damaging it would be.
to the forests and the large wooded areas near oux 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 wefe located in the marville area the damage
would be mitigated given that it does not invélve a residential area or woods.

There is no intention of treating the sewage from yoox portion of the community or
other portions of the community at Springton Pointe Estates. ‘The waste will merely
be pumped to a yemote 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 responsé would be appreciated. We would be ha'ppy to meet with you to

address our cenceins 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.

copy:

Very T, IS,

Michael T'rio, AICP
Newtown Township Manager

File
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From: . rick.m.koenig@comcast.net -~ f&{ o Py i fﬁ(
Sent:- Thursday, November 15, 2012 12:34 PM : fﬁ'-'--. o c
To: - Mike Trio; Holly Neff o T =
Cc: rick.m.koenig@comcast.net; hem.engineers@verizon.net; rs_okorai@highswar(z.com
Subject: . Comments on 537 Plan '

Attachments: Comments on 537 Plan.docx

Dear Mr. Trio:

Please find attached my comménts and questions coencerning thé 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.

Sincerely,

Richard Koenig

195 Hunt Valley-Circle
Berwyn, PA 19312

Cell phone: 610-213-0725

11/15/2012



November 14, 2012

Michael Trio (triom@newtowntwpdelco.org)
Township Manager

Newtown Township

209 Bishop Hollow Road

Newtown Square, PA 19073

- Ccvia email only:

Holly Neff (neffh@newtowntwpdelco.org)
Newtown Township

Richard Sokorai (rsokorai@highswartz.com)

Township Solicitor

- Newtown Township

David Porter, E.IT. (hem.engineers@verizon.net)
Herbert E. Mac Combie, Jr., P.E.
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 guestions 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 consilting engineers the plan was o run the sewer main

* along the street. The system was to work under low pressure, with eachllhousehold

equipped with a grinder pump.

Although that original intent is still noted in the revised Plan, that Plan now

highii‘ghts a preferred option. This other option relies on a sewer main—not 4
lateral, but the main—that would bisect Hunt Valley Circle and cross the entiréty of
my residential property from front to back.

" -more



-2-

Nevertheless, I continue to advocate sewer service for our neighborhood. Even
though the revised Plan now puts the séwer main across my property, [ look .
forward to working with the Township and its co nsulting engineers to make a
success of the Plan for everyone involved. '

The revised Plan-does, however, raise many questions for which [ 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?  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 property, considering not
only the width of the ditch for the sewer main but also of the property the tovwnship -
needs to acquire to gain werking access for construction crews and equipreent, both
during installation of the main and later durinig 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 my property?

.- 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 follewing 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 and laterals connected to it?

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 ] 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, |
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 bein 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 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 neighbortioods. Might this idea be revived?

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 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 Iooking 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 [ would like to get answers to the questions above as soon as possible. Jam
requesting that the Township notify me, preferably by email

. (rick.m.koenig@comcast.net), of any news and any hearings related-to 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.

Yy 5 -
£y el ;é%
Richard Koenig j

195 Hunt Valley Circle
Berwyn, PA 19312

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

Mr. Richard Ko enig
195 Hunt Valley Circle
Berwyn, PA 19312

RE:

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

Dear Mr. Koenig:

The Township is in receipt of your letter dated November 14, 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 O 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 recommendations, which
may vary depending upon the pump selected.

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 polyvinyl
chloride (PVC) pipe with connection to an 8-irich or 10-inch diameter PVC gravity
main. Low pressure sewers typically require a 1% 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
diapeter 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
specific location of the main will be finalized during design of the system prior to the
bidding.

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

This will also be finalized 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 T assume that the lateral from my house could be constructed at the same time the
main is installed? '

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

What would be the width of the easement across my property, considering not only the
widih of the ditch for the sewer main but also of the property the township needs to. .
aoquire to gain working access for comstruction ‘crews and equipment, both during
installation of the main and later during-amy 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 necess arily needs to be disturbed.

What would I be paid when the Township condemns my pro;')erty 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 M.
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10.

1.

12.

13.

14,

MacCombie suggested that you would not be entitled to compensation. This is not
aceurate. 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 general
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 Conirol plans -

which limit disturbancé. 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. '

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.

How does the Township proposé to repair and redlandscape 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.

What will be the Tawnship’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 Hiability, and that I would bear no liability.

Liability depends on the circumstances under which the break occurred.  The
Township and/oxr Municipal Authority could be held liable if they cause the break,

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 -occuxs approximately every several years and on an as needed
basis. ]

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

The project will be publicly bid.

What is the best guess as to when construction will start in Funt Valley Circle and when
the project will be completed?
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15.

Construction could begin as early as summer or fall of 2014 if the Plan is not
appealed after approval from PA DEP.

What is the expected useful 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. c

As for financing the construction, my understanding is that the Towanship, 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 and/or grinder pumps are privately

‘owned by the homeowners. The Township is investigating potential ways to reduce

the initial financial burden on property owners that will require grinder pumps.

I believe these questions about financing and contracting arrangements deserve answers. I
do mot 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.

Whétever_ 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. )

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.m koenig@comcast.net), of any news and any hearings related,to 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. ’/ ‘

I

MfdaelFhio, AICP .
Newtown Township Manager



AECEIVE]
\NOV L B 2002

BY. —

November 14, 2612

Cherie Dolan

138 Camelot Lane

Newtown Square, Pa. 19673
cbjc@comcast.net

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township

209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, Pa. 19673

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer plan 2012 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 a much 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?

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

am disgusted with the thought of a LOWER HOUSE VALUE!

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

am disgusted with the possibility of increased TAXES!

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

my health.

HHHHH

PLEASE DO NOT INSTALL THE MUCH LARGER CAMELOT PUMP STATION ACROSS THE STREET FROM MY
HOME ! ' -

Sincerely,

Cherie Dolan



)

L —

MICHAEL TRIO, AICP

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
TOWNSHIP MANAGER
JOSEPH CATANIA, ESQ. _
- CHAIRMAN - RICH SOKORAT, ESQ.
. . TOWNSRIP SOLICTEOR
DR. H. ROSS LAMEERT Township ef Newtown ANTECING.
e ) N ZV?'EOBEShSOP HOH;VX fi%%%g ) * TOWNSHIP ENGINEER
ewtown Square, / -
GECRGE WOOD, ESQ.
EDWARD P mmE{fQ@ 610-356-0200 _ ?Nnaggxc msgsm&og
ID%IN A NAW']I%I. P.E wwwnewtowntownship.org am].nml Lcmm]spéci'on
December 27, 2012
Cherie Dolan -

138 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Ms. Dolan:

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

questions and commients regarding Act 537 Plan for Newtown Township.

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

directly across the street from the existing Pump Station.

1.

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 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 will be provided with the modified
pump station; and 3) the Township intends to use superior pamps than those
currently used, with variable frequency drives (which also save enmergy) and
submersible pumps, all of which wills sexve to jmprove current conditions while 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. '

The NOISE coming from the Pump is loud!
See response to No. 1.

If the electricity goes off and the generator fails, the FLOW into the nonworking Pump
DOES NOT STOP!

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

WY is a much larger Pump handling commercial sewage being installed on a
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RESIDENTIAL 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 Hickoiy Lane Pump Station (CVS, Uno Chicage
Grill, Cadillac dealership). Further, the modifications to the pump station discussed
in No. 1 will improve conditions. ’

5. This will affect the DESIRABILITY of my home!
The changes will be beneficial.

6. How 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, Iam very concerned about how th¢ 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 HOME!

Mict ﬁel/@/o, AICP
Newtowr Township Manager

copy: File
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Holly Neff

From: Mike Trio : ﬁ;&

Sent:  Thursday, November 15, 2012 5:10 PM VR &y

To: 'Dave Porter - &é A Y Ef@
Cc: Holly Neff - &’f;,\__ & f@? Ffﬁj
Subject: FW: Act 537-Springton Pointe Estates . b e ‘if

From: Jean Ruggieri [mailto:jeanruggieri@comcast.net]

Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2012 3:59 PM

To: Mike Trio -

Cc; jeatania@frontlaw.com; gummydoc@aol.com; ed.partridge@verizon.net; janawn64@gmail.com;
georgeesq@aol.com; emahoney@siate.pa.us '

.Subject: Act.537-Springton Pointe Estates

Hello, )
| am a resident of Springten Pointe Estates and have just become aware of Act 537 and how it will affect

pur community. Springton Pointe Estates Is presently already handfing the detour traffic due to the
closure of Gradyville Road,” Apparently there is no bridge reconstruction date in site. New, there are
plans to dig up Stoney Braok Blvd to.install @ pump stafion. | usually drive down Stoney Brook Blvd from
Rishop Hollow Road o get inta my neighborheod along with hundreds of: people coming to and from the
Newtown Square Corporate Campus. Wil ail these people he forced o take Bishop Hollow Road to West

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

not cornpleted-before the construction of the Springton Pointe Pump Statién this will be a nightmare
(putting heavy equipment vehicles for a long. period time where there are young children playing). |
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 commiunity. Since the
Marville Property is sitting there doing nothing, this appears to be a more viable solution. | am requesting
that you would rethink the construction af this pump statien in the SPE coramunty. Thank you. Jean
Ruggieri:

Jean Ruggieri
All Walls & Ceilings, Inc.

- wavw.allwallsus.com

610-356-6500
610-356-6505 FAX

. [Qan[uggie[i@oomcastgei

11/16/2012
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Subject: FW: Act 537-Springton Pointe Estates
From: Mike Trio <triom@newtowntwbdeIc'o.org> .
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2012 5:10:01 PM

To: hem.engineers.dporter@verizon.net
CC: HNeff@newtowntwpdelco.org

From: Jean Ruggieri [mailto:jeanruggieri@comcast.net]

Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2012 3:59 PM

To: Mike Trio ' .

Cc: jcatania@frontiaw.com; gummydoc@aol.com; ed.partridge@verizon.net; janawn64@gmail.com;
georgeesq@aol.com; emahoney@state.pa.us h

Subject: Act 537-Springton Pointe Estates

Hello,

_ 1am a resident of Springton Pointe Estates and have just become aware of Act 537 and how it will affect our
Y community. Springton Pointe Estates is presently already handling the detour traffic due te the closure of

-/ Gradyville Road. Apparently there is no bridge: réconstruction date in site. Now, there are plans'to dig up Stoney
Brook Bivd fo install a pump station. | usually drive down Stoney Brook Blvd fram Bishop Hollow Road to get into
my neighborhgod along with hundreds of people coming to and fram 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 gguipment vehicles for a long period time where there are young
children playing). | 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. | 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

http://netmajl.veﬂzon.c.omﬂ:mtmaﬂ/driver?njmlerhowca.nvas# 1of
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December 27, 2012
Jean Ruggieri

5 Old Forest Road
Newtown Square, PA" 19073

Dear Ms. Ruggieri:

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

] 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 Sqiare Corporate Campus, Will all these people be forced to take
Bishop Hollow Read to West Chester Pike causing-a total back-up in the heart of Newtown Sguare?

" If the Gradyville Bridge is niot completed before the construction of the Springton Pointe Pump

Station this will be-a nightmare (putting heavy equipment vehicles for a long period fime 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. '

The repairs to the Gradyville Road bridge will be completed before construction of the sewer
lines 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 Chester Pike and Rt. 252, in addition to adding over $5M 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 come through the SPE lines.

: Newtown Township Manager
copy: File



Holly Neff

From: : Mike Trio

“Sent: _ Thursday, November 15, 2012 8:41 AM
ﬁo:A Holly Neff
Subject: o FW: Act 537 sewer changes

————— Original Message--—--

From: rsboxerk9@aol.com [mailto:rsboxerkS@aol.com] ’
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2012 8:23 AM

To: Mike Trio .

Cc: jcatania@frontlaw.com; gummydoc@aol.com; ed.partridge@verizon.net; janawnéd@gmail.com;
georgeesq@aol.com; 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
anyone's standaxds a very annoyingd neighbor, There is constant 24 hour a day "buzzing"
coming from that vicinity, the censtant traffic of small to tractor trailer size trucks
aceessing the common drive knocking down neighbors mailboxes to almost having to use my
driveway to maneuver their trucks te back down the access driveway, alarms, and the -
pccasional 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
honths of phone ealls 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.

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 swimming peel 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..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.

Thank you-for your attention in this matter.

Chris and Rosemarie Schell
23 ‘Stoney Brook Blvd
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December 27, 2012

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

Dear 1\/Ir..& Mis. Schell:

The Township is in receipt of your email dated November 15, 2012, raising commments
and questions to the proposed Act 537 Plan. Responses are below. '

_ . When we bought our house in 20(_)0 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 repiaced with a pump station in the
early stages of the project. : '

As a temporary industrial néighbor 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 tiacter trailer size trucks accessing the common drive
kriocking down neighbors mailbpxes 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
quch a nuisance to the neighbors and this corfinunity it is alsurd to consider erecting a larger

. facility in the residential area and not remeving what is currently there which was the original
plan. It took neighbors over § months of phone calls to have aqua fix & probiem 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 will 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
will be provided with the pump station; pumps with top of the line motors with variable
frequency drives (whick also save energy) and submersible pumps, the mechanicals will be
enclosed in a small building to minimize poise 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 neighborhoed -

. 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 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. Ilook 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 developers. '

1 Tito, AICP ,
ewtown Township Manager -

copy: File
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_November 15, 2012

3 o

Mike Trio, Manager

y Ve
Newtown Township AQV 1’5‘ 20 E}‘
209 Bishop Hollow Rd. . 2 4
Newtown Square, PA 19073 \\H

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. | do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town
put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary | 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 | have with this Plan as best as ] can understand it, are as follows:

s Thete have been several complaints from homeowners to the Asseciation 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 weuld reguire increasing the maximurn capacity 10 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.

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. [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 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 Statlon will need to.be modified but no
detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect ta digging, adding anpther station
or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 952 or adding another
line, etc. . We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and
through our neighborhood to Camelot. ' -

s There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the
Alargér pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will be at
least 3+ times bigger problem. ' g

o 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 proundwater
{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 tempaorary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes
stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years. ’



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.

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

Therefore, | 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 expécted disruption, increased noise and
unpleasant cdors to our community at Springtdn Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

« There was an alternate sclution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to
install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marvillé 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 is for SPE plant to remain open.

| look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since | personally am very concernad as
.. tothe effect this 537 Sewer plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potentia)
j\ increase in the bad odors, noise and éffect on my health. What [ find mast 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. | agree
with all the other modifications.of the |atest 537 Sewet Plan such as additional residential sewerage
coming through Camelot not requiring additional inérease beyond its current rated capatity. :

Sincerely,
Kelly and Barker Davis

104.Stoney Brook Blvd
Newtown Square, PA 19073

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP

. -t
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December 27, 2012 |

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

F

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Davis:

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

As a Mewtown Square homeowner and taxpayer 1" have the following comments,
guestions and concerns relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. T do appreciate all
the hard work you and the Town put into this Plan, getting it to this peint for our comments. In
summary I disagree with this newly revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have
major disruptions, ongoing concems and negative effects fo 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:

1. 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 inereasing the maximum capatity to handle
586,860 GPD of sewage. Qur 7-Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up
‘o & maximum of 330,950 gallohs per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pumnp Station
expansion or addition as noted in the latest Plan with no details. B

Under the Plan, the pump station is 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 redunces 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
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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. : '

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 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. '

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

Please see the answer to No. 1 above.

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 respeet to digging, adding another
station or replacing the current onie with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or
adding another line, ete. 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 désign 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. )

There is no mention of how the backup generator power souice 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 will be determined during design and bidding of
the system. Further, the pump station will have alarms and redundancy.

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.

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 wers told by an engineer that

the seepage beds were designed to be a temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer
Pla has notes steting the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.

This Plan proposes to decommission the WWTP and replace it with a pump station
within five years. '

The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In
2010, the tréatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per
thousand gallons, Since this will-be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs 10
increase. ' '

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

10.

11,

within five years.

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, iheluding the expected disruption, increased
noise and unpleasant odors to out community at Sprinigton Pointe Woods and potential
cost to us? -

Please see response to No. 1 and 5 above.

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

Plan, to install & pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then

send the sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 9572. 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
consideted?

The Plan is approximately $5M less costly to the residents and Township compared
to the running lines down West Chester Pike and /Route 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
Purnp Station(s)?



Kelly & Barker Davis
Act 537 Official Plan Update
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Please see No. 6 above,

Please explain the advantages in retaining the SPE Plant for 5+ ye;'u-s 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.

1 look forward to the response to these concerns and guestions, since I personally am very
concertied as to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and
property value, the potential incraase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health.
What I find most confuging is the prior plan doesn’t eveh appear as an alternative, which
seems to make the most sense in-keeping commercial sewerage dowm major streets vs.
flowing it through private woodéd 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.

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 rouite is not an acceptable
alternative. j

copy: File
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November 15, 2012

Denise DelPizzo Braud

" 136 Camelot Lane

Newtown Square, PA 19073
Email: ddel®a@aol.com.

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 p'ond 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 | back out of my
driveway, | 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.-

e  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 Plan requires a Pump Station, which cannot possibly be the necessary 200 feet from the closest house
—mine.

s  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?

s  Inthe 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 1am disabled. My husband and | both suffer with severe chronic lung conditions. When the station is
spewing, we cannot go outside. What will happen if you increase the capacity?

e There are already several homes for sale on Camelot in this tough market. Would you buy mineg, if you
knew of this plan?

Yes, this plan might be the most efficient. No, itis not the best one or the right one. Please consider the people
involved. \ ‘

Denise DelPizzo Braud

cc. Elizabeth Maho;'\ey, DEP ,



N

)

MICHAEL TRIO, AICP

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
. TOWNSHIP MARAGER
JOSEPH CATANLA, ESQ. .
CHATRMAN 3 4 RICH SOKORAL, ESQ.
' 5 : - TOWNSHIP SOLICITOR
DR H ROSS LAMBERT - Towhnship of Newtown STANTEC INC.
VICE CHATRFERSON . . 209 B}shs?p HOU(})}K R1%aod73 TOWNSHIP ENGINEER
ewtown square
GEORGE WGO0D, ESQ. d
T An'rmgggﬁ . 610-356-0200 . e . BUILDING INSPECTION
. = UNDERWRITERS, INC.
JOHN A NAWN, PE. _ www.newtowntownship.org EUILDING INSPECTOR
December 27, 2012

Ms. Denise DelPizzo Braud
136 Camelot Lane
Newt_own,Square, PA 19073

Dear Ms. Braud:

In response to your letter dated Novein_berIIS, 2012 below are responses to your.
questions and comiments 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
cumrent substation on Camelot Lane. If 1batk out of my driveway, I will back directly into theirs.
Over: the years, my family bas 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 eur 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 will be provided with the modified pump station; and 3) the
Township intends to wuse 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 (CVS, Uno Chicago
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Act 537 Official Plan Update
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Grill, Cadillac dealership). Further, there are sewage discharge gunidelines 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 necessary 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 is an aesthetically
consistent manner to the neighborhoed. There is no necessary 200 feet distance.

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

recovered from a catastraphie flood in 2008, The current sespage beds near Wiltshire
certainly couldn't handle an increased discharge. Where is this additional water expected
to go?

There is no increased local water discharge from the Plan. The Waste will be
pumped to a remote location for treatment.

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? ‘

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?

. i

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.

Copy.

Very Tri Urs,

Michhél Thio, AICP
NeWtown Township Manager
File
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November 15, 2012

Newtown ‘Townsh.ip Board of Supervisors
Attn: Mike Trio, Township Manager
209 Bishop Hollow Rd. -

_Newtown 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 submitting as requested.

Very truly yours,

- - ) _
f/;
George Chittenden, Board Member

Hunters Run Owners Association



Hunieﬁfg@ 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 ACT 537 Flan

Dear Mr. Trio:

. This letter is in response to the Public Notice for the Newtown Townéhip 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.

R

- 1. What are the current Tap-in fees and Annual user fees?

2. Are the current Tap-in fees based on ene (1) individual dwelling equals one (1) tap in
fee? Or are the Tap-in fees based on 262.5 gallons equals one (1) Tap-in fee?

3. Can a different-methed 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 yeatly?

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 Plar indicates that “Hunters Run is scheduled to receive public sewers, via
retiring and abandoring the existing system and installing & gravity line to the facilities in
Stoney Brook Boulevard.”

A, Please claﬁﬁ 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
_J C _have the Hunters Run system abandoned?



November 14, 2012

. Mr. Michael Trio, AICP, Township Manager
RE: Newtown Township ACT 537 Plan
Page 2 of 2

C. Has an evaluation been conducted to determine if a gravity sewer line can be installed

from. Hunters Runto 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? '

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?

. 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?

_ 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 Construction Cost Estimate for Camelot P.S. Service Arca Opt 1, which includes

some wotk 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

il/mgz A~

cc:

Ms. Elizabeth Mahoney, Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
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December 27,2012 .

Mr. George Chittenden

Hunters Run Owners Association, Inc.
83 Hunters Run

Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Mr. Chittenden:

In'response to your letter dated November 15, 2012 below are responses to your
questions and comments regarding Act 5 37 Plan for Newtown Township.

This letter is in response to the Public Notice for the Newtown Township Official Act
537 Plan/Executive Summary Dated Qgtober 2012. The Homeowners Assoeiation 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.

i. 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 (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. Cana 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 the infrastructure of the system and are calculated
iii accordance with the Munijcipality Authorities Act 53 Pa.C.8.A. §5607 and is mot
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 cests 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 Temain. ‘

More specific details will be available when the system is actually 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. Isitthe responsibilit}./ 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 béen 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.
E. Will easements need to be obtained ‘from adjacent property owners to allow for the

installation of the propesed gravity sewer? If easements are needed is it the responsibility of
the Township or Hunters Run Homeowners Association to obtain the easements?

Easements are reqaired from any property owner on whose property construction will
occur or infrastructure will be placed. Any easements will be the responsibility of the



Township and/or Municipal Authority.

. ‘What portions of the proposed gravity sewer to serve Hunters Run will be owned and

maintained by the Township?

The Municipal Authority only intends to take dedication of, and maintain, the lines that
tie the existing Humter’s Run System into the Stoney Brook Boulevard line.

. Will the Township own and maintain the existing collection system within the Hunters Run

development or only the proposed new gravity sewer system?

The Newtown Township Municipal Authority does not intend to own or mairtain the
existing collection system. '

. 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
from the future users and advice of the bond consultant.

. 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 currently connected to
public sewer and will be shared via the common tap-in fee and in the sewer user rates.

. 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 by the Municipal Authority. The
debt service will ultbmately be paid by tap-in fees a quer‘ fees s by all new users.

Midhadf Trio, AICP
Newtown Township Manager

copy: File
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W . : Mr. and Mrs. josgpﬁ ‘P.,C(cmcl_. - . . J 2‘?1? fv’d ?
' 4 Mill Court” e é}/
"“Newtown Square, PA 19073 \*-\“

“Wovember 15, 2012

Township of Newtowrn
209 Bishop Hollow Road.
“Newtown Square, PA 19073

Attn: Mr. Michdel Trio
Township Manager

Re; 2012 Newtown Township Act 537
. Submission (Sewer Changes) .
i Dear ’Mr Trio:

"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.

Sincerely,

e and bpdiew @&,7

Joseph and Andrea Clancy_

cc: Elizabeth Maﬂcmel_
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Mr. & Mrs. Joseph P. Clancy

4 Mill Court

Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Clancy:

Township of Newtown
209 Bishop Hollow Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073
610-356-0200

www.newtowntownship.org

December 27,2012

_ MICHAEL TRIO, AICP

TOWNSHIP MARAGER

RICH SOKORAL E5Q.
TOWNSHIP SOLICITOR.

STANTEC, INC.
TOWNSHIP ENGINEER

BUILDING INSPECTION

UNDERWRITERS, INC.
BUILDING INSFECTOR

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
movre disruptive to the entire community.

copy: File

Michagdl Trio, AICP

Newtown Township Manager |
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December 27, 2012

Mr. Kerry Slattery
112 Stoney Brook Blvd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Mr. Slattery:

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 Toll
Brothers Development {originally} in Springton Pointe Woods. We know that there was another
solution praposed 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 neighiberhood gits in WETLANDS and was continually surrounded by
water sincé the beginming of the housing constrisctions. 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 (vead 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 T ownship to develop
the best system for the entire community. Rupning 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 will be sensitive
to all environmental concerns and the altermative route you suggest has its own
environmental concerns.

ichdgf Trio, AICP -
Mewtown 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 the Act 537
Official Plan Revision of Newtown Township, Delaware County Sewerage Facilities Plan Update

for Newtown Township dated October 2012.

I. General Comments Regarding Planning 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.

Ouestion One (1): Why has the Township not explored the cost differences between
installing forcemains along the West Chester Pike and Route 252 Corridor in lieu of the
proposed path as shown on the Plan?

Question Twe (2): Have the construction estimates taken into account the difficulty of
construction the system as proposed? It does not appear that the removal of trees, deeper
gravity 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
‘teration 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.

Ouestion Four (4): Why was the earlier route abandoned?

. 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 -
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 a pump 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 of the existing SPWWTP (including its fields)
with respect to:

a. its current and future functioning and efficiency;

b. the timing, nature, and cost of ongoing maintenance and capital improvements
to be required by the SPWWTP. '

Ouestion 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 a
pumping station and sending the development’s flow to the C.D.C.A. system?




" D. Easements: The prbposed 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 Eight (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.

E. R

Ouestion Ten (10): How does the Township intend on constructing the Springton Pointe
Pump Station, given the limited area descrzbed by the easement for the existing WWTP?

Regarding the Location of Propesed Pump Station No. Five (“Springton Pomte”) 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
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 4™ 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”). Where specifically does the Township propose to
place Proposed Pump Station No. Five (“Springton Pointe”)? What other locations, if any,
were considered or remain under consideration?

Ouestion Twelve (12): With respect to the proposed location for Proposed Pump Station
No. Five (“Springton Pointe”), 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



how it is otherwise subject to municipal control. Please also identify any contemplated
eminent domain action.

Question Thirteen (13): Does the Township 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
identify 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”)?

' .Ouestion Fifteen (15): How, if at all, is the SPEHOA s retainage Basin A on lands
surrounding the SRWWTP expected to be impacted?

Ouestion 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?

. Environmentally: The plan will result in the disturbance of sensitive areas, such as
" wetlands, floodplains, wooded areas, steeply sloping lands, areas with shallow ground 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 (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 PNDIL

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 (1 7): Has the Township done any field studies to verify the location of
wetlands in these areas?

Question Eighteen (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?




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, 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.

Ouestion 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?

Ouestion 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?

. Mechanically: 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 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 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. '

Ouestion 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



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 T ownship considered alternatives that do not route
flow through the Camelot Pump Station?

H. Time of Construction: The permitting 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 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 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 Rislk: 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?

I1. General Comments Regarding thie Act 537 Plan

A. Easements: 1t 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 Twenty-Eight (28): Does the Township know, definitively, how many easements
will be required for this project?

By our count:

Hunt Valley Circle: Six (8)
Echo Valley Development: Twelve (12)
Goshen Road Area: Zero (0)
Boot Road Area: Eight (8)
Manille Properties: Six (8)
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 Boulevard: 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 E”) lane was prepared to provide water
service to Hunt Valley Circle.

Ouestion Twenty-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. '
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Question Thirty (36): Has the Township appréached PADEP with regard to whether or not
they want proof of Implementability, as far as rights or ownership of easements?

Question_Thirty-One (31): Has the T ownship approached any of the affected property
owners regarding the easements? .

Ouestion Thirty-Two (32): What alternatives has the Township considered in lieu of 107
easements?

Ouestion Thirty-Three (33): Does the Township have any estimate as lo the cost of 107
easements?

. 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 /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 project.

Ouestion Thirty-Four (34): Has the Township contacted PADEP to determine if the “Large
Project” approach will be adequate? ’

Additionally, the U.S. Fish & Wildlife letter, dated July 11, 2012 which is part of “Attachment
M to the PNDI research, required that the 537 Planners identify all wetlands within 300 feet
of the project area.

Ouestion Thirty-Five (35): Has the Township begun to address the concerns of the U.S. Fish
& Wildlife?

Ouestion 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 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.”



QOuestion 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.”

yuestion Thirty-Eight (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.

buestion Thirty-Nine (39): How did the authors of the plan confirm that the informatioh 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

of existing watercourse and environmentally sensitive areas?

Ouestion Forty-One (41): How can the Township be certain the Floodplains elevations and
locations are accurate?

Ouestion Foriy-Two (42): Were the plans based on field survey or tax maps?

Question Forty-Three (43): Were there c'my adjustments to the plans to fit the topographic
information, the parcels and the FEMA information together? If so, how much adjustment

was performed?
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D. Sanitary Sewer Flows — “Attachment L.”

“Attachment L” contains a list of “Project Names,” neighborhood or development areas. The
adjacent column contains information about the Plan Status, and the third column contains
information about the Total Flow in Gallons per day.

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 performed by the
Pennsylvania American Water Company within the Coatesville area Wastewater Treatment.
Plant Sérvice 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.

Ouestion Forty-Four (44): Is the May 29, 2008 PADEP available? Why is it not part of this
plan?

10



Total . Total Flow
ot ol Mokl Bl

gpd) Allocation
Echo Valley Development ) 35,700 136 ' 262.500
Goshen Road Area 5 9,975 38 262.500
Boot Road Area 8,400 32 262.500
Florida Park 33,338 127 262.504
Hunt Valgy Circle 7,350 28 262.500
Hunter's Run 19,950 76 262.500
Carmpus Boulevard 26,000 99 262.626
Sgringten-Pointe Estates 35,000 133 263.158
Tow nship Park Area (Bishop Hollow Road} 1,050 4 262.500
Dogw ood Area 2,365 9 262.778
Melmark 25,000 95 263.158
Episcopal Academy 11,000 42 261.905
Ashford Developmeznt 115,000 460 250.000
BPG 185,000 705 262.411
National Developers Realty, Inc.
1a. Marville Existing 3,500 13 269.231
1b. Marville Site Proposed 83,950 320 262.344
2. Olde Masters Froperty 78,100 298 262.081
3. The Four Seasons 9,450 36 262.500
Camelot P.S.
Camelot P.S. Existirig Flow s 71,900 ————
Pulte Residents & Commercial 43,100 164 262.805
Existing Albertos Restaurant 1,520
Existing Phase One Terrazza Condos 20,600 103 200.000
Pioposed Somerset / Cornerstone
250 Apartments @200 gpd 50,000 250 200.000
137 Tow nhomes @ 225 gpd 30,825 137 225.000
Remaining Flow not Assigned 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 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 Poite Estates WWTP is actually
166 units, which would put the flow need at 166 x 262.5 = 43,575 gpd, not 35,000 gpd.

11



Question Forty-Five (45); Did the Township physically count the existing building and
vacant lots in the Springton Pointe WWTP Service Area?

' Question Forty-Six (46): How does the T ownship 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, 494x262.5=129,675 gpd.

Question Forty-Seven (47): Did the Township physically count the existing buildings and
yacant lots in the Camelot PS Service Area?

Question Forty-Eight (48): How does the T ownship plan 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 Forty-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.

Ouestion Fifty (50): Does the Township intend to remove this item, since there is no
remaining flow under the Seven Party Agreement?

Question Fifty-One (51): How does the Township justify the reduction of flow from the
National Developers Realty properties?

. Pump Sg’arion Design

Question Fiftv-Two_(52): Has the Township given any consideration to the design
possibility of abandoning the Wiltshire Pump Station?

Question Fifty-Three (53): Does the Township have any preliminary concept as to how
large a Pump Station would be at the Springton Pointe Site?

12
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‘Ouestion Fifty-Four (54): Did the Township 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.

Ouestion 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 Township plan to install the Newton Hunt Pump
Station next to a water body?

Ouestion Fifty-Seven (57): How does the Township plan to install the Florida Park Pump
Station next to a watercourse and floodplain? '

F. Tapping Fees

Page 43 of the executive summary states that “tap in fee” will be between $4,500.00 and
$6,000.00.

Ouestibn Fifty-Eight (58): Will existing users that are currently connected to the public
system be required to pay a tapping fee? The Municipal 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?

Ouestion 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 adjusted for 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?

Ouestion Sixty-Three (63): Will any of the parties of the Seven Party Agreement be asked
to share in the cost of the expansion of the Camelot Pump Station?

13
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G. Alternatives & Options

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 IT 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. Concems 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

14
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December 27, 2012

Mr, Raymond Lopez

President, Springton Pointe Estates Home Owners Association
22 0ld Forest Road '

Newtown Square, PA 19073-3936

RE: 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 Asseciation.’
Following please find responses to the guestions and comments contained in your letter. . It is

noted that'a number of your questions/comments are predicated by inaccurite statements. By not
addressing each incorrect assumption, the Township is in no way agreeing with these statements.

L General Comments Regardin Planning 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 & FExpenses: The proposed route will cost the system users the expense of
instailing regional pump stations, in remote areas, with the added expense of the
Springten 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 infragtructure is proposed to be -installed along
watercourses 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 fraffie,
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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.

Question One (I}): Why has the Townsh‘ip not explored the cost differences between
installing forcemains along the West Chester Pike and Route 252 Corridor in lieu of the
proposed path as shown on the Plan? o . .

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 Pike/Route 252 Route would cost over $5M more than the selected

alternative.

Ouestion Two (2): Have the construction estimates taken into account the difficulty of
construction the system as proposed? It does not appear that the removal of trees,
deeper gravity lines or working in flood prone areas or sieep slopes have 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.

Question 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 detérmined at the time the project is bid.

Regarding the Route to e Followed by the New Collection System: The last draft
‘teration 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
59 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 earlier route abandoned?

This plan speaks for itself. There was no earlier route. A new planning team took a
fresh look at various alternatives and selected 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 - 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 Checldist call for full 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:

Ouestion Five (5):  For what ‘reason or reasons was i determined that the Plan
would call for keeping the SPWWIP operative rather thept converting it to a pump station
and sending the sewage flow from: the Springton Pointe Estates development sent to the
CD. C.A. system. :

~ The WWTP is proposed to be decommissioned and replaced with Pump Station
Number 5. - '

Question. Six (6): What evaluation was made 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 35.year range. The SPE WWTP has been in operation
for over ten (10) years.

b. the fiming, nature, and cost of ongoing maintenance and capital
improvements to be required by the SPWWTP.
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Because the SPE WWTP is to be abandoned, your question is not
applicable to this Act 537 Plan. o

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 timé, it is typically less costly to users.

Question Seven ( 7): What will be the current and future ¢ost impact 10 the residents of
Springton Pointe Estates of maintaining the SPWWTP in service rather than converting it
to o pumping station and sending the development’s flow to the C.D.C.A. system?

Question is not applicable see #5 and #6.

Easements: The propesed routes will require easements to which neither the Authority,
nor the Township eurrently have rights of access or utility installation. The acquisition of
these easements will require considerable legal, engineering and administratien cests.
Additionally, the easements will most likely adversely affect the resale value of the
properties across which they lie. The casement across the Springton Pointe Property to
the Camelot Purnp Station has a limited area, with no practical Teom 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 2
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 Eight (8): Has the T owhship given consideration 10 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 (3): 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 rnumbers 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
Tower as well as higher easement acguisition costs.



—

Mr, Raymond Lopez
Act 537 Official Plan Update
12/27/2012

Page 5

Ouestion 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 WWIF?

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 aliow for its decommissioning while the
pump station is being constructed. : .

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 only 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 4" 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 (ot 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 mew pump station is intended to replace the existing Wastewater Treatment
Plant (WWTP) and not to coexist beside the WWTP.

Ouestion Eleven (11): The Plan does not precisely provide the location for Proposed
Pump Station No. Five (“Springton Pointe”). Where specifically does the Township
proposeé to place Proposed Pump Station No. Five (“Springton Pointe”)? What other

‘locations, if any, were considered or remain under consideration?

The exact location has not been determined at this time other than it will bé located
where the current WWTP is located. No other locations are being considered for
Pump Station No. 5 under the selected alternative. Becatise the WWTP site
provides for the lowest pqint;wiﬂ:tin,the existing collection system. -

Question Twelve (12): With respect to the proposed location for Proposed Pump Stdtion
No. Five (“Springton Pojnte”), 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 how it is otherwise. subject 10 municipal control. Please also identify any

- contemplated eminent domain action.

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 Township believe that the Township or Authority hold

any . easements over properly in the Springton Pointe ‘Estate development which
easements may be employed in connection with facilities contemplated by the Plan? If
so, please identify 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 comveyance 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 (I4): 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 comstruction bidding but the pump station will be smaller than the
current WWTP. Possible area of 30" x 60°.

Ouestion Fifteen (15): How, if at all, is the SPEHOA's retainage Basin A on lands
surrounding the SRWWTP expected lo 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.

Ouestion Sixteen (16): It is not clear from. the Plan how homes and. residents in ‘
Springton Pointe Estates, particularly those in the vicinity of the SPWWIP, will be
impacted hy roise, odor, incréased shared driveway usage, and activity relating to the
Proposed Pump Station No. Five (“Springton Pointe "), What assessment was performed
in thar regard, what impact is possible, and what ameliorative sieps are contemplated?

Léss 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. *

Environmentally: The plan will result in the disturbance of sensitive areas, such as
wetlands, floodplains, wooded areas, 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 (Geﬁeral 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 PNDL. '

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.

Quéstion 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 Eighteen (18): What is the Townsﬁip '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?

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, 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 construcrion? 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?

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. '

Ouestion Twenty (20): His the Township accurately depicted the Floodplain elevation
on the plans? The plans currently show houses along Guinevere and Excalibur Drive

“within the floodplain. How con the Township be satisfied that the floodplain lines are

accurate?

Yes. The floodplain, parcels (and townhouses), and topography were obtained from

" Delaware County GIS. There is some inaccuracy in some parcel in the Springton

G.

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 co ordinates.

Ouestion Twenty-One: (21 Has the Township confirmed the darum from the
topographic information found on.the “4ppendix F* and associated plans mateh 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.

"Mechanieally: The proposal describes the installation of & new ten (10) inch gravity
mhain down Campus Boulevard and through Stoney Brook Boulevard. The proposal does

n6t describe how, or if the existing eight (8) inch or existing (12) inch lines will be used

.or abandoned. Potentially, three gravity lines will fraverse the Campus-Stoney Brook

Boulevard roadways. Additionally, the mains will be required to install very deeply,
since the low peint 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 roauiway, 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
quok_Boulevard.

The proposal will require upgrades to the Camelot Pump Station, which is an ides which
has heen proposed, explored and eventually abandoned during the five years since
Newtown became a member of C.D.C.A.

The original désign of the Cam'elot 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 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 equipment (aid 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 Twenty-Three (23): Has the Township considered alternatives that do not
route flow through the Camelot Pump Station?

Yes. The West Chester Pike/Route 252 route was considered and is anticipated to
be a greater impact to the community, including the Springton Pointe Woods and
Camelot Lane residents. '

Time of Construction: The pefmitting 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 aréas 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. I

Ouestion Twenty-Four (24): Would not a less time consuming option be appropriate
givén, consideration to the fact that previous 537 efforts sought to minimize siream
erossings and disturb environmentally sensitive areas?

The West Chester Pike/Route 252 route would likely be as time consuming, if not
more, because of PennDOT 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 PennDOTs
policy to not allow road opening permits for a minimum of three (3) years after
paving has been completed.

Regarding the Issue of Buffer Areag: 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 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 winimum of 400 feet from all property lines or residences in the Springton
Pointe Estates development?

" No. Proposed Pump Station No. Five will be situated at the location of the existing

II.

WWTP. The Township is making every effort to minimize impact of this plan to all
residents of the Township.

Question Twenty-Six (26): If not; why is the 400 foot buffer area not being maintained
with respect to Springton Pointe Estates?

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.

Regarding the Division of Risk: By accumulating 337,000 gallons of sewage and
concentrating it af the Springton Pointe Estates pump station, rather than distributing the
collection in other locations, the risk of @ 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?

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 and their backup systems. An increased flow does
equate to increased risk. '

General Comments Regarding the Act 537 Plan
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_Ea_sefnents: 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.

Ouestion Twenty-Eight (28): Does the Township know, definitively, how many
easements will be required for this project?

No. ’ A

By our count:

Hunt Valley Circle: Six (6)
Echo Valley Development:  Twelve (12)
Goshen Road Area: Zero (0)
Boot Road Area: Eight (8)
Manille Properties: Six (6)
Olde Masters: Four (4)
Garret Williamson Properties: One (1)
Newtown Corporate Campus: Two (2)
Florida Park Senice Area:  Sixty-One (61)
Hunters Run Area: Two (2)
Stoney Brook Boulevard: 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 E”) lane was prepared to
provide water service to Hunt Valley Circle.

Ouestion Twenty-Nine (29): Does the Township know who owns the land between Echo
Valley and Hunt Valley Circle? :

Yes, Lands N/L of Gerald J. Leimkubliler, Jr. and Karen Hall, 170 Hunt Valléy
Circle, Tax Map ID No. 30-14-002-001

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 Township approached PADEP with regard to whether or
not they want proof of Implementability, as far as rights or ownership of easements?

No.
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Question Thirty-One (31): Has the Township approached any of the affected property
owners regarding the easements? : :

No.

Ouestion Thirty-Two (32): What alternatives has the Township considered in liev of 107
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.

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 casé-by-case
hasis as specific projects commeénce. 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 Jor erosion and sediment pollution
control and NPDES permitting, ete., 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 Township contacted PADEP to determine Iif the
“Large Project” approach will be adequate? '

No.

Additionallj), the US Fish & Wildlife letter, dated July 11, 2012 which is part .of -
“Attachment M” to. the PNDI reséarch, required that the 537 Planners identify all
wetlands within 300 feet of the project area.

Qualified professionals will be consulted to conduct the appropriate surveys at the

" time of design of the proposed system.
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Question Thirty-Five (35): Has the Township begun 1o address the concerns of the U.S.
Fish & Wildlife?

Yes.

Oue_szion Thirty-Six (36): Does the Township plan to delineate wetlands using actual
fleld 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 plannirig purposes.” ‘

Ouestion Thirty-Seven (37): Satisfactory to whom? To the USFW? To the PADEP? To
the Delaware County Conservation District?

Satisfactory for reasonable engineers in the planning process.

) K 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.”

Ouestion Thirty-Eight (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 from 2009.

Ouestio.n Thirty-Nine (39): How did the authors of the plan confirm that the information
has been accurately shown on the uttached 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 technolegy. 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, insirance target marketing, natural

resource/environmental ‘analyses, and real estate development. and 'tatjgia‘i;'ing.l

3
.._.AEEI\M. Map Service Center, https://msc.fema.gov/webapp/wcs/stores/servlet/info?storeld=10001&catalog1d=10001&langId=- '
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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
interseetion of Campus Boulevard and Stoney Brook Boulgvard) and alse 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 thropgh existing houses in somié developments. (See Springton Pointe Woods).
The plans proposes sewerage infrastructure within four tributary strearns to Crum Creek:
Lewis Run, Reese Run, Preston Run & Hunter’s Run. All of which drain to the Crum
Creek and the Springton Reservoir: .

Ouestion Forty (40): Have the authors considered ary option that do not require
disturbance of existing watercourse and énvironmentally sensitive areas?

Other options were considered, however, all involve potential impacts to
watercotirses or other emvirommentally sensitive areas. The propose Plan, although
with its own potential environmental iinpacts, is the greatest benefit to the Township
as'a whole and is the most economical.

Ouestion 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 plons 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 seweis 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 adjusiment, was performed? -

No adjustments were made. The GIS data is tied to state plane coor'dinates.

Sanitary Sewer Flows — “Aftachment L.” _

“Attachment L7 contains a list of “Project Names,” neighborhood or development areas.
The adjacent column contains information about the Plan Status, and the third column
contains information about the Total Flow in Gallons per day.

3
dréjcontentﬁ)ro ductQ3FAQ&title=Q3 %2OFAQ&parent‘=product1nfo&parentTitle=Product%2OInformation (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 performed by the
Pennsylvania .American Water Company within the Coatesville -area Wastewater
Treatment Plant Service Area. The “Total Flow” eolumn 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. *

Question Forty-Four (44): Is the May 29, 2008 PADEP available? Why is it not part of
this plan? '

. o Total Total Flow
Project Name Flow Total Unit; (gpd) / Total
(gpd) of Allocation] Unlts ?f
Allocation
Echo Valley Development 35,700 136 262,500
Goshen Road’Area i | 9.975 38 262.500
BootRoad Area : 8,400 32 262.500
Florida Park - 33,338 | 127 262.504
Hunt Valley Circle ., 7,350 28 262.500
JHunter's Run ' 19,950 | 76 262.500 .
Campus Boulevard i 26,000 99 262.626
.E.ip'ringipn Fointe Estates 35,000 133 263.1568
Tow nship Park Area (Bshop Hollow Road) | 1,050 4 " 262.500
Dogw ood Area ’ 2,365 9 262,778
Meimark 25,000 95 263.158
Episcopal Acadeny 11,000 42 261.905
Ashford Development 115,000 460 250,000
BPG 185,000 705 262.411
National Developers Really, Inc.
1a. Marville Exlsting . -3,500 13 269,231
1b. Marvllle__§'ite Propesed 83,950 320 | 262.344
2, Olde Masters Propery 78,100 298 262.081
3, The Four Seasons ) 8,450 36 262.500
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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 te 2002, a flow of 262.50 (gpd) is récommended 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’ fributary 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.

Question Forty-Five (45V: Did the Township physically count the existing building and
vacant 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.

ey Rt el Lo -
Gamelot P.S. Existing Flow s . 71,900 4 . I

Pulte Residents & Commercial _ . 1 43,100 1 164 262.805
Existing Abertos Restaurant | 1820 | L
Existing_@a.sa'Oqg__'_l'errazza' Condos 20,600 103 . 200.000 '
-_ . o — i —— - e — . — |
Proposed §0Amsrse't_/ Cornerstone . ! o |
250 Agirtments_@_?.oo gpd y 50,00(_)_ 250 200900_,
137 Tow nhomes @ 225 gpd 30,825 137 ;. 225000
Romaining Flow notAssigned | 28775 | 126, 224805
Remalning from 7 — Party Agreement 3280 | 15 | 218887 !

S

Ouestion Forty-Six (46): How does the Township plan to address the flow needs of the
Springton Pointe WWIP Service Area?

By coﬂstructi-ng 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 Township residential communities that are tributary to the Camelot P.S.

_ 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 units). These areas comprise
a flow need of ' : :
2664564172 = 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?
No. The Camelot PS is metered and flow annually reported in accordance with
Chapter 94 requirements.
Question. Forty-Eight (48): How does‘the 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 CD.C.A. |
Ouestion Forty-Nine (49): What provisions does the Township have to accommodate for
the lack of inadequate capacity?
The Plan provides for sufficient capacity.
There is no “Remaining Flow” from the Seven Party Agreement.
Question Fifiy (50): Does the Township intend to remove this item, since there is no
remaining flow under the Seven Parly Agreement?
No. First of all, there have been recent changes to the Terrazza/Semerset 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.
Ouestion Fifty-One (51): How does the Township justify the reduction of flow from the
National Developers Realty properties? '
The National Developers Realty provided a letter detailing the flow needs of their
pending development. : )

E. Pump Station Design

Question Fifty-Two _(52): Has the Township given any consideration to the design
possibility of abandening the Wiltshire Pump Station?

It is not being considered as part of this plan.
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Ouestion Fifty-Three (33): Does the T ownship have any preliminary concept as to how
large a Pump Station would be 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.

Ouestion Fifty-Four (54): Did the Township give any consideration fo using the existing

" four inch line, which runs between the Springton Pointe Estates WWTP and the Camelot

Pump Station? This liné could easily.convey the flow: from both Springton Pointe Estates

. and Hunter's Run.

YVes. However, the line will need to be upgraded to accommodate the additional
flow. :

‘Question Fifty-Five (55): How does the T ownship plar 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 would be situated within the area presently occupied by the
WWTP and would be smaller than the WWTP, The line fo the Camelot pump
station would be in the same Jocation as the existing line referenced in Question 34.

Ouestion 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 and floodplain?

The existing Camelot PS is situated approximately 65 feet from Hunters Run and
approximately 50 feet from the ﬂp_od_plain of Hunters Run.

Tapping Fees

Page 43 of the executive summary states that “tap in fee” will be between $4,500.00 and
$6,000.00. :

r

Question Fifty-Eight (58): Will existing users that are curre-ntljy. connected to the public
system be required to pay.a tapping fee? The Municipal Authorities Act would seem to
preclude this as an option for the Township.
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No.

Question Fiftp-Nine (59): Will future users with lower unit flow allotments (200 gpd,
225 gpd, 250 gpd) be chirged a different “tap in fee” than users who are allocated 262.5
gallons?

No. Users will be charged per EDU, 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 -&’evef@pers 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 Ashford/Liseter
community is constructing its own sewer infrasfructure and then getting a eredit
towards its pre-rata share of the infrastructure for these improvements. Other
developers, will simply pay a tap-in fee for individual homes.

Question Sixty-One (4 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 adjusted for this sewer project?

The tap-in fees for all propérties in this service area will be the same. Properties
that are already connected will not be charged a new tap-in fee.

Ouestion Sixty-Two (62): Will ateas with existing sewer infrastructure be given a credit
for already having sewerage? (Hunler's Run). Who will pay to abandon the Hunter's
Run system? Is that part of the project 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.

Ouestion Sixty-Three (63): Wil any of the parties of the Seven Party Agreement be
asked to share in the cost of the expansion of the Camelot Pump Station?

The members of the 7-Party Agreement will not be paying a tap-in fee. Costs not
covered by tap-in fees will be reflected in sewer rent rates.

Alternatives & Options

For the areas South of West Chester Pike, the Township should give consideration fo
installing a system of pump stations and forcemains along West Chester Pike, Bishop
He':ﬂow Road or Newtown-Street Road instead of the route :chosen in the alternate of
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choice.

The option of installing mains in the PennDOT right-6f-way system, allows fuller control
of the project with regards to mechanical feasibility, permitting, costs, time and
gnvironmental clearances. Additionally, the needless loss of trees and disturbance of
envirorimentally semsitive 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 Il Permit, under which it operates today. '

There are alternatives explored in the plan, but only limited design alternatives have been
given for flow peth 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 hoise, 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
PennDOT’s policy of no road opemings 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
ag part of the design of the system. Lastly, quality of life issues will be improved

with the re-designed pump statious:

aeitael” filo, AICP
Newiowrf Township Manager

copy: File
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Subject: FW: Newtown Township 537 Plan Comments
From: Mike Trio <triom@newtowntwpdelco.org>
Sént:'Thursday, November 15, 2012 8:40:33 AM *
To: rsokorai@highswartz.com, hem.engineers.dporter@veriion.net

" From: mahahl@comcast.net [mailto:mahahl@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2012 8:37 AM

To: Mike Trip
Cc: jcatania@frontrowlaw.com; gummydoc@aol.com; ed.partridge@verizon.net; janawn64@gmail.com;

georgeesq@aol.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.

Sincerely,

A. L. Holmstrom

tn+//netmail Verizon:com/netmail/driver?nimlet=showcanvas# . . _ . _ L ., 1ofl
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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 thrbu_gh 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 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
Lime 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 buil.ding a new pump station at the WWTP and eliminating a major expansion of the
Camelot pump station, the Township has significant offsetting cost savings.



ﬁ)iscontinued ‘WWTP Use

| served as President of the Springton Pointe Estates Community Sewer Association prfor to
dedication of the facilities to Newtown Township in May, 2007. For five years | had close
oversight of the operation of the wastewater treatment plant (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 | 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 | believe make a cogent case for proceeding to shut

-down the WWTP and fransfe_er wastewater to DELCORA for processing. Cost, environmental risk,

and potential environmental liability are the factors | propose to briefly address.

£,

Cost: At the time of the lmplementatnon 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 Pointe Estates presents a greater
environmental risk than the DELCORA option. This is not unigue 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
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. urge
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you to incorporate two changes to the plan. First; use the alternate sewage collection and

" routing plan which | have briefly described above. Secondly, incorporate the cessation of the
operation of the Springton Pointe Estates WWTP on the soonest possible date.

Respectfully,

Allan L Holmstrom

Allan L. Holmstrom

cc: Ms Elizabeth Mahoney
Pennsylvania Department of Enwronmental Protection
Sewerage Planning Supetrvisor, Water Management

Raymond Lopez,
Pres;dent Sprmgton Pomte Estates Homeowners Association
Newtown Township Supervisors

Joseph Catania

Ed Partridge

Ross Lambert

John Nawn

. George Woods
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December 27, 2012

Mr. Allah_ L. Holmstrom
6 Laurel Lane _
~Newtown-Square, PA~ 19073 -~ .= . 3

Dear Mr. Holmstrom:

In response to your November 15, 2012, below are responses to your qu;estions and
comments regarding Act 537 Plan for Newtown Township.

I appreciéte‘ the opportunity to comment on the Township’s Act 537 Plan submission.
My comments focus on two issues:

The unnecessary intrusion 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 Iocation 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 efffuent 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 reute 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 expansion of
the Camelot pump station, the Township has significant offsetting cost savings.

A pump station will be required at the location of the current WWTP regardless as
tn your suggested alternative in order to connect Springton Pointe Estates to-the central
system. Also constructing lines.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 sysiem
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 (WWTF) and a role’in supperting

" Hhe Tawnship's worthy goals of providing waSteWater frianagement services for its residentsyin -~

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 construetion 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 T believe make a cogent case for proceeding to shut
down the WWTP 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 inelude
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 Pointe Estates l.aresents 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
Towaship 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 incerporate 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 will then be pumped to )
the Camelot Pump station as you suggest. By way further reply, see the previous response.

Michael frie, AICP
Newtown Township Manager

copy: File
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Subject: Fwd: Fwd: Public Comment on Oct 2012 537 Plan
From: MacCombie Engineers <heni.engineers@verizon.n'et>
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2012 1:10:43 P

To: hem.engineers.dporter@verizon.net

------------ Forwarded message --—-—--—--
From: Mike Trio <triom@newtowntwpdelco.org>

Date: Nov 16,2012
Subject: Fwd: Public Comment on Oct 2012 537 Plan
To: rsokorai@highswariz.com <rsokorai@highswartz.com>, hem.engineers@verizon.net

<hem.engineers@verizon.net>

Sent from my Samsung Epic™ 4G Touch

* --———-- Original message -—--—-—-
/}Subject:Public Comment on Oct 2012 537 Plan
~” From:Jim Curcio <jimcurcio@hotmail.com>

To:Mike Trio <triom@newtowntwpdelco.org>
Cc:Joe Catania <jcatania@frontrowlaw.com>,Ross Lambert <gummydoc@gmail.com>,George Wood

<george@gwood|aw.net>,ed.partridge@verizon.nét
Dear Mike,

Please find attached my public comment on the 537 plan.
thank you

Jim Curcio
4114 Battles Ln

J

http://netmaﬂ.v"eﬂzon.com/netmaﬂ/driver?njmlet:showcanvas# 1of.



\} ’ November 16, 2012 -

I» - ﬁECEEM’E

To: Newtown Township, c/o Mike Trio, Township Manager /
| 15

From: James and Tricia Curcio B
4114 Battles Lane . BY..._ . e
Newtown Square PA 190732

Re: Public Co}nment on the Oct 2012 Act 537 Plan

Dear Mr. Trio:

We are writing in response to the Townshlp 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 itls 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,
ém and Tricia Curcio
" 4114 Battles Lane

Newtown Square PA 19073

-



. / :
W BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
JOSEPH CATANIA, ESQ-
CHAIRMAN
DI H. ROSS LAMBERT
VICE CHAIRPERSON
GEORGE WOOD, ESQ-

EDWARD PARTRIDGE
JOHN A. NAWN, FE.

James & I‘n’cia Curcio
4114 Battles Lane
"Newtowd Square, PA 19073

Dear Mr. Curcio:

Township of Newtown
209 Bishop Hollow Road

Newtown Square, PA 15073
610-356-0200

www.newtowntownship.org

December 27,2012

MICHAEL TRIO, AICP
TOWNSHIP MANAGER

RICH SORORAL ESQ.
TOWNSHIP SOLICTTOR

STANTEC, INC.
TOWNSHIP ENGENEER

BUILDING INSFECTION
UNDERWRITERS, INC.
BUILDING INSFECTOR

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.
Very Tﬂhy Yours,
.;félmé"ﬁ@, AICP
Newtown Township Manager
) cépy: File
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verizon

\jSubject Ewd: Fwd: 2012 Newtown Township Act 537 Submission
From: MacCombie Engineers <hem.engineers@verizon.net>
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2012 1:09:56 PM
To: hem.engineers.dporter@verizon.net

Forwarded message
From: Mike Trio <triom@newtowntwpdelco.org>
Date: Nov 16, 2012
Subjeet Fwd: 2012 Nawlawn Township Act 537 Submission
To: raakorai@highswartz.chm <rsckoral@highswartz.com>, hem.engineers@verizon.net <hem.engineers@verizon.net>

Sent from my Samsung Eplc™ 4G Touch

Criginal message
Subject2012 Newtown Township Act 537 Submission

From:John Mensack <jmensack@msn.com>

To:Mike Trio ’ )
<triom@newtowntwpdelco.org>,jcatania@frontlaw.-com.gummydoc@aol.com,janawn64@gmail.com,georgeesq@aol.com,emahoney@state.pa.us,ed.partridge@verizon.net .
Cc: * .

November 16, 2012

Mr. Michael Trio

Township Manager

Township of Newtown '
208 Bishop Holtow Road '
Newtown Squars, PA 18073

_Dear Mr. Trio:

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 involved. .

The plan to'ystall a 336,860 gallon per day pemp siation i all the more unnecessary when one considers that our immediate neighborhood will represent less than 10% of
the daily sewage capacity of this proposed facity. Thia-result would be thatSprington 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:

Edhilll the pumping station on the Marville property nearMostard?'s, and then send the sewage down West Chester Pike to Route 252; or

Ahnllihe sewage fram Hunter's Run 'via exlsting piping liptier Stoney -Bt_{adk Bouiava(d to the exising collection well at the current treatment plant, and then add a
bagk-up pump and divarter valve to send the combined sewege to the existing Camaldt 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 18073

cc:.Joseph Catanla
Ross Lambert
_Ed Partridge

John Nawn
George Wood

Elizabeth Mahoney -

s 'Sant from my fPad

Lt T domn 22T wrart o~ metmall/drivertnimlet=showcanvas# - lof



BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MICHAEL TRIO, AICP
. TOWNSHIP MANAGER
JOSEPH CATANIA, ESQ.
CEAIRMAN : RICH SOKORAL, ESQ.
o . . . TOWNSHIP SOLICITOR
DR. B. ROSS LAMBERT Township of Newtown craNTEC.
- . A NC.
VICE CHAIRPERSON g ZV?EOB-I sh;p HOH%VX_ Rlc;z:)c; , TOWNSHIP ENGINEER
. ewtown Square,
GEORGE WQOD, ESQ.
S s R mmamacnon
JOHN A. NAWN, P.E www.newtowntownship.org. BUILDING INSPECTOR
December 27,2012
John & Jane Mensack
20 O1d Forest Road

Newtown Square, PA 19073
Dear Mr. & Mrs. Mensack:

In response to your e-mail dated November 16, 2012, below are responses to your
questions and eocmments 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 Hstates 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
unnecegsary when one considers that our immediate neighborhoed will represent less than 10%
of the daily sewage capacity of this proposed facility. The result would be that Springton Point
Estates would becomie 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, arid 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 fo the existing collection well at the current
treatment plant,-and then add a back-up pump and diverter valive 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

p'arts of the commmunity 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 freatment
plant. ' o ' '

MiclGflai, AlCP -
Newtowr Township Manager

copy: File
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& MATLAWSKI, P.C.

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

'r Of Counsel

~a L Lauren V. Rogan*

‘Paul D, McNichol *
James J. Byrog; Jr.
J. Adam Matlawski

Kelly S. Sullivan £ Ep
Amber L. Burke y.\_‘\,\\ & .:’(2{? ;f

James B. Halligan, II1 . 7
Kelly C. Picithaver S é/’
* licensed to practiée in PA and N ) ' \\"‘-... E

HAND DELIVERY
November 16, 2012

Michael T. Trio

Newtown Township Manager
209 Bishop Hollow Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073

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 Newiown Township of the.objection of Francesco D’ Arro and Scalia
Resario o the Newtown Township Act 537 Plan and proposed ordinance for the sewer
connection requirements. Mz, 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
+o be established on Goshen Road. The sewer connection requirements would cause irreparable
harm to the structural foundation of the Residence 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

1223 N. Providence Road » Media, Pennsylvania 19063
(610) 565-4322 » FAX (610) 565-9531 - info@mbm!lawoffice.com



MCNICHOL, BYRNE,
MATLAWSKI, P.C.

Michael Trio
November 16, 2012
Page 2

House.” Per the report, the Residence has a'significant 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 previously stated, we are respectfully objecting to the Newtown Township Act 527
Plan and the proposed ordinance for sewer connection requirements. In addition, we are
respectfully requesting that yeu 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 respectfully 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 oceur 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 saving 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,

oo —

James J, Byrne, Jr.
Kelly C. Pickhaver

Enclosure . .

Cc:  Pennsylvania Bureau for Historic Preservation
Delaware County Planning Department
Francesco D’ Arro

~ Scalia Rosario
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Delaware County Council
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Delaware County Planning Department
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Township of Newtown
209 Bishop Hollow Road -
Newtown Square,PA 19073
610-356-0200
www . newtowntownship.org

MICHAEL TRIO, ATCP
TOWNSHIP MANAGER

RICH SOKORAI ESQ.
TOWNSHIP SOLICITOR

- STANTEC, INC.
TOWNSHIP ENGINEER

BUILDING INSPECTION
UNDERWRITERS, INC.
BUILDING INSPECTOR

December 27, 2012

James J. Byrne, Jr., Esquire

McNichol Byrne Matlowski

1223 N. Providence Road :
Media, PA 19063 :

. Re: D’ Arrro and Rosario Comme:nts 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’s comments and questions to the Township’s Act 537
Plan. The Township is evaluating proposed ordiriance Ianguage as suggested by you in your

. subsequent correspondence, Axny such change, if approved by the Supervisors, would still require
connection if the homeowners cannot pass an annual sewer inspection, af their own expense. In
addition, the homeownér would have to demonstrate why such & connectiot 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 {0 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 “principal 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 building is from the sewer.) :

#ichdel Trio, AICP
Newtown Township Manager

copy: File



verizon . ‘ Print
Subject: Fwd: Fwd: Springton pointe/ Pumping Station
From: hem.engineers <hem.engineers@verizon.net>
Sent: Saturday; November 17, 2012 9:42:40 AM
To: hem.engineers.dporter@vérizon.net .

Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE Smartphone.

‘Sent from my Samsung 'EpicTM 4G Touch

_) -------- Original message —-——--
Subject: Springton pointe/ Pumping Station
From:"g.costalas” <gcostalas@me.com>
To:Mike Trio <triem@newtowntwpdelco.org>
Cc: '

To Newtown Township Supervisors,

It is alarming to find 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 cbvious 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 very undesirable sight to look at.

I suggest to use the alternate plan to mun up to West Chester pk. in Marville Property and down to Rt. 252
or The Hunters Rum line with existing line under Stoney Brook Blvd. - -

)Wlth 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. '

T trome St 23] werioan eom/metmail/driver?nimlet=showcanvas# 1 of:



George Costalas

y4 Cherry Lane

’Newtown Square, Pa. 19073
610-572-3855 "

N
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MICHAEL TRIO, AICP
TOWNSHIP MANAGER

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

JOSEPH CATANIA, ESQ,

CHAIRMAN RICH SOKORAI, ESQ.

TOWNSHIP SOLICITOR

DR. H. ROSS LAMBERT Township of Newtown 5
VICE CHA{RPERSON ; STANTEC, INC.
209 Bishop Hollow Road TOWNSHIP ENGINEER
GEORGE WOOD, ESG. Nllewtown Square, PA 19073
EDWARD PARTRIDGE 610-356-0200 BUILDING INSPECTION

OHN A. NAWN, P.E. WWW. S5 UNDERWRITERS, INC.
J e newtowntownsnip.or BUILDING INSPECTOR

December 27, 2012
George Costalas
4 Cherry Lane '
Newtown Square; PA 19073

Dear Mr. Costalas:

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 purmping station that is proposed in our
developmenit at this stage of time, the pre planning of this should have begn thought out
years ago. This seems like it is being 2 disruptive project on top of already having the
bridge problem which the township knew about years ago also, it was obvious the bridge
was i need of repair as well. The maffic, 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 ever 1.2 million:dellars
will have a disturbing view of a pumping station in the rear yard which seems very
undesirable sight to loek at. I suggest 1o use the alternate plan to run up to West Chester
pk. in Marville Property and down to R: 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. T have not actually inspected the propesed plans as of yet but will do
S0O. ' .

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 theé existing Wastewater Treatment
Plant. Pumps will be required even in the route that you suggest,

Newtown Tolwnship Manager

copy: File’
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Subject: FW: Comment/objection to proposed Township Act 537 Submission
From: Mike Trio <triom@newtowntwpdelco.org>

Sent: Friday, November 16, 2012 4:03:52 PM
To: rsokorai@highswartz.com, hem.engineers.dporter@verizon.net

From: Steve Wray [mailto:Stephen.Wray@cadient.com]

Sent: Friday, Nevember 16, 2012 12:18 PM
To: Mike Trio; jcatania@frontlaw.com; gummydoc@aol.com; ed.partridge@verizon.net; janawn64@gmail.com;

georgeesq@aol.cdm; emahoney@state.pa.us

Cci leawrayl@aol.com :
Subject: Comiment/objection to proposed Township Act 537 Submission

Importance: High

Newtown Township Supervisors, Manager, and Ms. Mahoney:

_-) Recently, | 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, itis a poorly concepted and highly disruptive option when compared to
numerous existing alternatives available to the township and ts. 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/sewage usage bill that in and of itself had no merit, 1 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 itseif would use less than 10% of the system
capacity, is simply unsupportable. ! urge youto reconsider this plan and g open further pubiic discussion on
plans that represent more logical options for meeting the township’s sewage tréatment needs.

I ook forward to your response. Thank you for consideration of my comments.

Regards,

- ) Steve Wray

htto://neunail.verlzon.comfnetnaﬂ/driver?nimléFshowcanvas# 1of



Stephen Wray | President and Chief Executive Officer

\\}) 2520 Renaissance Blvd, Suite 100, King of Prussia, PA 19406:
p 484.351.2820 484.351.2900 m 610.506.2990

stephen.wray@eadient.com | follow us on: Facebook, twitter, YouTube, Linkedin

Confidentiality Notice: This message is private and confidential and may contain confidential, proprietary
- or legally privileged information. If you have received this message in error or you are not the intended
recipient, please notify us immediately and delete and remove the e-mail and any attachments from your
system. Any unauthorized use or disclosure of the contents of this message or any attachments is not
permitted and may be unlawful. )
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December 27, 2012

Mr. Stephen Wray
4 Hempstead Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dear Mr. Wray:

In response to your email dated November 16, 2012 below are responses to your
questions and comments regarding Act 537 Plan for Newtown Township.

Recently, I have learned of the ptoposed plan to install a 337,000 gallon sewage pump
station within the boundaties of the Springton Pointe Estates residential area in Newtown
Township and to pump this sewage through out 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) & commercial property
(Marville) and/or the potential to reroute existing lines/stations. (adjacent to Route 252) to
accomplish the -same objective? This propesed plan has the appearance of being guided by
politics rather than sound decision meking, 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 “phsntom”
water/sewage usage bill that in and of ‘itself had ne 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% of the system capacity, is simply unsupportable. I
urge you to recongider 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 corﬁments.
The p_fopos'.ed plan is ‘mof based on politics. The Plan was conceived by pianning

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. Runnming 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. ' :

Michaelf i, AIC

Newtown/Township Manager

copy: File



0

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

JOSEPH CATANIA, ESQ.
-CHATRMAN

DR. H. ROSS LAMBERT
VICE CHATRPERSON

GEORGE WOOD, ESQ.
EDWARD PARTRIDGE
JOHN A:{AWN, PE

Mr. and Mrs. Mark Kay
233 Excalibur Drive
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr, & Mis. Jerzey & Susan Sliwinski
312 Arthur Court
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. Jonathan Hoffman
117 Cherry Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

‘Ms. Karen L. Bogosian .
129 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. & Mrs. William H. Albrecht, I
126 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. Richard Alan Winig
412 Merlin Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. Arthur R. Ersner ~
202 Excalibur Drive
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. & Mrs. Al & Cathy Scallon

610 Wiltshire Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Township of Newtown
209 Bishop Hellow Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073

" 610-356-0200

www.newtowntownship.org

December 27,2012

Mr. & Mirs. Susan & Richard Gordon
308 Arthur Court
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. Robert Ruggieri
318 Arthur Ct.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. & Mrs, Mary & Martin Brennan
113 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. & Mts. Thomas F. &
Barbara N. Carr

222 Excalibur Drive
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. & Mrs. Eung Ryong &
Youngok Choi

314 Arthur Court

Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. Lou Dolente, President of
SPW Condominium Association
221 Excalibur Drive

Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. & Mrs. Scott & Susan Odell
128 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. Michael J. Stapf
525 Guinevere Drive
Newtown Square, PA 19073

MICHAEL TRIO, AICE
TOWNSHIF MANAGER

RICH SOKORAI ESQ.
TOWNSHIP SOLIOTOR

STANTECG, INC.
TOWNSHIF ENGINEER

. BUILDING INSPECTION
UNDERWRITERS, INC.
BUILDING INSPECTOR

Mr. Joseph Zeminski, Jr.
144 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. Chan H. Park
111 Camelot Lane ,
Newtown Square, PA 19073

M, & M. Joseph & Rose Ri gonzzb
109 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. & Mrs. Joseph Lebano
231 Excalibur Drive
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Ms. Laura Kéenan
507 Guinevere Drive
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Mr. Michael J. Brown
402 Merlin Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073 .

Mr. Manfred Bierschwale
326 Arthur Court
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Dr. & Mrs. John E. Balson.
500 Guinevere Drive
Newtown Square, PA 19073



Act 537 Official Plan Update

12/27/2012

Page 2

Mr. Robert Cato . Ms. Ruth Ann Cato Mr. & Mrs. Nissen & Maureen Isakov
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Newtown Square, PA 19073 Newtown Square, PA 19073

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

Dear Sir/Madam:

The Township is in receipt of your comment letter related to the Townshib’s proposed
Act 537 plan. Please refer to responses to your comments, which are set forth below.

The problefns and issues we 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 Station’s noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537
Sewer Plan is 2 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 2 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 Pointé 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
contral 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 will serve to improve current conditions, while at the same time
. increasing flow. Furtheérmore, 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 houss and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current



N

e

Act 537 Official Plan Update
12/27/2012 - "

Page 3

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 will not
increase noise or odor, as explained in No. 1 above. '

With greatet 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.

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.

Sp_e_ciﬁcs 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.

There is no mention of how the backup gencrator 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. -

Replacément 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 will be in place will be sufficient to operate whatever
motors and pumps are installed.

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. 1

above and will 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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10,

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 distuption, mereased

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

Refer to re'qunses 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. ‘Hxtending the lines down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252 is far
costlier.

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 10 gO through industrial and major roads versus private
residential hejghborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved
were willing to pay part of the a ditional cost? Why isn’t this plan currently being
considered? : :
The alternative of cheice 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.

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.

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 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
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Mike Trio, Manager . . “ iF

Newtown Township . S ;;{u. /

209 Bishop Hollow Rd. x\“--@"

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. | do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town
put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary | 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 | have with this Plan as best as | 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
Planis 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.

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. | 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?

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.

e 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 selllng in the future,
besides daily living.

e 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

r



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.
.e 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, | 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 fiow, including the expected disruption, increased noise and
unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potentlal 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 seemsto 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)? :

e 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 | 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 | find most confusing is the prior plan
doesn’t even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keepmg commercial
sewerage down major streets vs, flowing it through private wooded residential communities. | 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,
%/X/// e dy m
Mark L. Kay '- ; Hedy Kay

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
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Subject: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Tovx;/nship

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. | do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town putinto this Plan, getting it to
ti3 point for our comments. In-summary | 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
prceperty now and in the future.

The problems and issues I have with this Plan as best as | can understand it, are as follows:
e There have been several complaints from homeowners ta 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. Qur 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 iri 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. | thought there is a requirement in our
_ Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any residential home?

s 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? :

e 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.

e There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the larger pump
station proposed flow, khowing if there is a power failure the problem, it will be at least 3+ times bigger
problem. :

e 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 of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater (flooding) problems
reported. “Fhe SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 G#D, 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. )
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s The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010, the treatment
plant was gosting approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons. Since this will be anaging
N plant, we can expect iaintenance costs to increase.
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‘efore, | have the following questians looking for a written response to:

times its daily flow, including the.expected disruption, increased noise and unpleasant odors to our COMMURITY
at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us? ’

v There was an alternate solution propc;sed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to instail 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 sewapge 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 considerad?
o Whatis the detailed plan to increase the backup generator Support for the larger Camelot Pump Station(s)?
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. ’ .

o What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it to approximately 3+

| fook forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since | persanally am very concerned as to the effect
1his 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on.my taxes, house and property value, the potential increase in the bad edors,
noise and effect on my health. What | 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 streefs vs. flowing it through private

. woaoded residential communities. | agree with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional

\esidential sewerage coming through Carmnelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Jerzy and Susan Sliwinski

e

ce. Clizabeth Mahoney, DEP
Richard Sokorai, Town Solicitor
Joseph Catania '
H. Ross Lambert
. fseorge Wood
Ed Partridge -
John Nawn -

-

ok,
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Mike Trio, Manager e
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. ido apprecfate all the hard work you and the Town putintoe this Plan, getting it to
this point for our comments. In summary | 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 | have with this Plan as best as | can understand it, are as follows:

““ s There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township regarding the Camelot
/p Pump Station’s noise and smells, yet the respense in the latest 537 Sewser 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. ’

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. | 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 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 explanatian
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 fine, etc. We assume this will require extensive-
digging down Stoney 8rook Boulevard and through our neighborhood to Camelot.

e 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, ™ '

@ Createsa 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 Springton Pointe Woods, and there have been groundwaier
(flooding) probiems 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 bads

] 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. - : '



e 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. '

Ierefore, | have the following questions looking for a written response to:

o What.ér_e the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pumnp Station #6 to increase it to approximately 3+
times its dally 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 oh 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 retainirig the SPE Plant for 3+ years compared to the disadvantages of the
Treatment Plant's additional cost, and the additional drainage preblems which would reméi_n if the plan is for
SPWWTP to remain open? What is the basis for determining that the treatmént 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 CDCA? How many homes utlize the SPWWTP? What is the
gallons per day that are treated at the SPWWTP?

I look fqrward to the response to these concerns and questions, since | 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,
\pise and effect on my health. What ! find most-confusing is the prier plan doesn’t even appear as an alternative, which
/Jéems to make the mast sense in keeping commercial sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private

" wooded residential communities. :
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Jerzy and Susan Sliwinski

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP
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Mike Trio, Manager , , \H"

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 Township homeowner and taxpayer | have the following comments, questions and

concerns relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. |do appreciate all the hard work you and
the Township put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary | disagree with
this newly revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongeing
concerns and negative effects to my and all of my naighbers private residential property now and in the

future.

The problems and issues | have with this Plan as best as | 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 te'Include residential and commercial
property, which would reguire 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 of addition as noted
in the latest Plan with no details. .

e |amconfused 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. |thoughtthereis a
requirement in our Township for any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any
residential home? .

« |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 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. C :

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

e The original'plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, bécause 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, | have the following questions looking for a written respanse to:

o Whatare 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 seemsto 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 is for SPE plant to remain open.

I-look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since | 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 | 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,

u

/nsth. /KMV/“‘

Soffathan Hoffman

cc Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP
Richard Sokorai, Esq.
Board of Supervisors
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Mike Trio, Manager November 11, 2012

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, guestions and concerns
relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer plan. 1do appreciate all the hard werk you and the Town
put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. in summary, | 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 | 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 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 fa;ilure 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.



s 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 retajning the SPl_":treatment plant for 5+ years.

* The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. 1n 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.

Therefpre,'l 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 expe'cted 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 adqitional cost? Why isn't this plan currently being considered?

e Whatis 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.

[ logk forward to the response to thesé concerns and questions, since | personally am very concerned as
to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 wiil have on my taxes, house and praoperty value, the potential
increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What | 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. | 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 )
4 t.‘ : : > )
A \558:5%,____.{

Karen L. Bogosian, House located 50-75 yards from Camelot Pumping Station

cc: Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP.
Richard Sokorai
Joseph Catania
H. Ross Lambert
_George Wood
Ed Partridge
John Nawn
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Mr. and Mrs. William H. Albrecht, Ili

. 126 Camelot Lane

Newtown Square, PA 15073
ba.pharma@verizon.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 | have the following 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 this point for our comments. In summary | 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 | 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 increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of
sewage. Our 7-Party sewer agreement deéscribes 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. | thought
there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer purnp 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 replacmg the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another
line, etc. We assume this will require extensive dlgglng 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, knowrng if there‘is a power failure problem, it will be at least

3+ times bigger problem.



e 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 of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have béen groundwater
(flooding) problems reported, The SPE treatment plant discharges.35,000 GPD, and the treated
sewage goes to seepage beds near Wiitshire. 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. g

e 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, | 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?

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?

e What is the-detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump
Station(s)? g

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.

| look forward to the response to these concerns and questjons, since | personally am very concerned as
to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 wili have on my taxes, house and property value, the potenﬁal
increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What | 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. | 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.

villiam H. Albrecht, lli
Christine M. Albrecht

ce. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP. '
ce oo diard Sol oven
o b Pocs LomdrrT



Richard Alan Winig . i
412 Merfin Road . W f /
Newtown Square, PA 19073 ~~ A

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 [ have the following comments, questions and conceérns
relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. Ido appreciate all the bard work you and the Town
puit into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary. I disagres with this newly.
revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concernis 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 iz & plan to greatly inicrease the Pump Station flow to include residential and commercial
property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity te 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 2 Pump Station expansion or addition &s noted in the
latest Plan with no details.

e Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Statin can actually existless than 75 feet from the
closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. [ thought
there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at Jeast 200 feet from any
residential home? ' '

o  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?

e There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be. modified but no detailed
explanation as fo 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,
¢tc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and throngh

, our neighborhood to Camelot. ' '

o 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.



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 freatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the ireated
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. '

e The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010, the
treatment plant was costing approxintately 4 times more ilan CDCA, per thousand gallons. Since
this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs fo increase.

Therefore, | have the following questions looking for a written ;esponse.to

e What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it o
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 Kelty Engineets as part of the prior 537 Plan, t0
install.a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marville Property, and then send the sewage
down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. Tt seems to have made more Sense t0 have commercial
sewage to come:{hrough indusirial and major roads versus private res idential neighborhoods,
especially when we understood that the buildér(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 is for SPE plant to remain open.

1 look forward to the response fo these concerns and questions, since'[ 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 i the bad edors, noise and effect on my health. What I find most confusing is the prior plan
doesn’t even appear as an alternative, which scems to make the most sense in keeping commercial
sewerage down major stregts versus flowing it through private wooded residential communities. Tagree
with atl 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.
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Arthur R Ersner Tt

202 Excalibur Drive
Newtown Square, Pa. 18073
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 | have the following 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 this point for our comments. In summary | 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 | have with this Plan as bestas | 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 weuld reguire 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.

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. | 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 will
extend over longer hours.

Specifically, how will the Township resolve lssues of odors and noise?

e 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. ' .

e 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.
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s Creates a personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,
besides datly living. : .

e There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwéter
(flooding) praoblems 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. .

s 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, | have the following questions looking for a written response to:

e 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?

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

e Please explainthe 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. : )

[ look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since | 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 | 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. | 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,

Gl @

Arthur R. Ersner

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP



Al & Cathy Scallon

610 Wiltshire Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073
scaljr@aol.com

Mike Trio, Manager -
Newtown Township

209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

November _9__, 2012
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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. | do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town
put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary | 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 probléms and issues | 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 respanse 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 maximurﬁ of
330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted
in the [atest 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. | thought
there is a requirement in our Town of any sewer pump station to be at least 200 feet from any
residential home? ' y
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
orreplacing 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.



e Createsa 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 pe an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, | have the following questions fooking for a written‘response to:

n

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?

e Therewasan 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)?

e 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.

| look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since | 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 | 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. | 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,

| N

Your name(s)

cc. Eiizabeth 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 | have the following comments, questions and concerns

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

put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary | 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 | have with this Plan as best as | 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.
«  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. | 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?
e Thereis the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified 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.

e Thereis 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.



e 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 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, | 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?

s 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 Whatis the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump
Station(s)?

e 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.

| fook forward to the response to these concerns and guestions, since | 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 | 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. | 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.

Smcerely, \g LC’I//( %é y_//"w&z_\),\’
K) et e /\/ /LF’A/» by -
YIOUr name(s) ‘ 30% H’Wﬂf&. ar

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 required.)



November 12, 2012

!

Roberf Ruggieri L
318 ArthurCt '
Newtown Square Pa 19073

rfruggieri@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,

As a Newtownh Square homeowner and taxpayer | have the following comments, questions and concerns
relating to.the fatest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. | do appreciate all the hard work yot and the Town
. put Into this Pla n, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary | disagree with this newly
revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongolngconcerns and
hegative effects to my-and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems arid issues | have iwith this Plan as bestas | can understand it, are as follows:.

e There have been several corplaints from homeowners to the Assodiation and Township
regarding the Camelot Pump Station’s noise and smells, yet the response inthe latest 537 Sewer
Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Station flow o include residential and commercial
property, which wouldl require increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of
sewage. Our 7-Party sewer agréement describes a design to convey up tc a maxirum 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 Carnelot _Sewer'f{'ilmp Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the
clasest physical house ant yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. | thought*
there s a requirement in bur Town of any sewer pump station 1o 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?

o Thereis the statement in the current Plan that the Station wili need to be modified but no
detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another statlon
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 genérator power source will be increased to handie the
larger pump statlon proposed flow; knowingif there is a power-failure the problem, it will be at
least 3+ times Bigger problem. o ' B

- b - - .
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o 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 of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater
(flooding) problems repo rted. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated
sewage goes to secpage beds near Wilgshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage
beds were designed to'be a ternparary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes
stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatm_e,nt-plant for 5+ years. _

e 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 majntenance costs to increase.

Therefore, | have the following questions {ooking for a written response to:

e \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 Therewasan alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior £37 Plan; to
install a pumping station on West Chester Pike at the Marvilie Property, and then send the
sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. ltseems o have made more sense 1o have
commercial sewage to come through intlustriai and fnajor roads versus private residential
neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the buiider(s) involved were willingto pay -
part of the additional cost? Why Isn't this plan currently being considered? '

o \Whatis thedetailed 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 compired 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. ’

| iook forward to the response to these conterns and questions, since | 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 | find most confusing is the pﬂcir 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. | 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,

/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

Sut;j ect: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township
Mr: Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I kave the following comments, questions and concerns
relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. 1do appreciate all the hard worl you and the Town
put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In surnmary 1 disagree with this newly
revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major dismptions, ongoing concerns and
negative effeets to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and issues 1 have with this Plan as best s T ¢an 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 inereasing the maximum capatity to handle 536,860 GPD of
sewage. Our 7-Party séwer agreement describes a design to convey up to a maximurm of 330,950
gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted in the
Jatest Plan with no details. ‘

o Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actially exist less than 75. feet from the
closest physical house.and yef 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, . '
Speoifically, 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 to detailed
explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station or
replacing the carrent one with a Jerger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding ancther line,
ete. We-assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and through
our neighborhood to Camelot.

o Thereis no mextion 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 bo 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. ' :

e 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 desigied to be a temporary solution. Now, the curvent 537 Sewer Plan has notes stating the
intention of retaining the SPE treatment plarit for 5+ years.

o The original plan was to' phase out the SPE treatment planit, because of its high cost. In2010, 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 o
approxirnately 3+ times 1s daily flow, including the expected disruption, increased noiss and
unpleasant-odors to our commu ity at Springton Pointe Woods:and potential cost to us?

- @  Thére was an altemnate salution proposed by Kelly Engingers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to
install a pumping station on West Chiestor Pike at the Marville Property, and then senid the sewage
down West Chiester Pike to Rt. 252, Tt scoms fo have made more sense to have conmercial
gewage 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
addifional cost? Why iso't this plan corrently being considered?

e What is the defailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Punop
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 rémain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain.open.

{ look forward to the response to these concens and questions, since I personally am very concerned as to
the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will bave 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 -
dogsn’t even appear as an alterative, which seems o make the most sense in keeping commercial
séweragie down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communilies. 1 agres with
all the other modifications of the latest $37 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerago com ing
through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

Mary and Martin T Brennan

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney
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November, 09 2812
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Thomas F Carr and Barbara N Carr o 5}_

. 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 Sguare homeowner and taxpayer | have the following 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 this point for our comments. in summary | disagree with this newly
revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears ta have major disruptions, ongolng coneerns and
negative effects to my and all of my neighbors private resideritial property now and in the future,

The problerns and issues | have with this Plan as best as | £an understand it, are as follows:

e There have been several eomplaints from homeowners to the Assoclation and Township
regarding the Camelot Pump Station’s noise and smells, yerthe response in the [atest 537 Sewer
Plan Is a plan to gréatly increase the Pump Station flow to. Include residential and commercial
property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handte 586,860 GPD of
sewage. Our 7-Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up te a maximum of
330,950 gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires a Pump Station expansion or addition as noted

_ inthe 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. | 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?

e There s the statement In the current Plan thatthe Station will Aeed 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.

e 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.

222 Excalibur Drive /¢ P \’“:‘?
Newtown Square Pa, 19073 \ & d?@ F

_ tobabcar@aol.com ~ N f»’?f
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. e 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.

e The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In iOlO,
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, | have the following guestions 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?

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. [t seems t6 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?

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

Please explaln 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. -

1 look forward to the respense to these concerns and questions, since | persenaily am very concerned as
to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential
Inérease in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What | find most conifusing i$ the prior plan
doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial
seiverage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wogoded residential communities. | agree
with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such s additional residentlal sewerage
coming through Camelot not requiring additional increase Beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely, - : '

_ cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP
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--~-November __, 2012

Eung Ryong Choi / Youngok Choi -
314 Arthur court .
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Email address: youngok.choi@comcast.net

Mile Trio, Manager
Newtown Township

209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Sduare, PA 19073

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

n

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. | do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town
put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary | 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 | 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 increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of
sewage. Our 7-Party sewer agreement describes a design to con\}ey 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.

e Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the
closest physical house and yet be considered fora 3+ times increase in its current flow. l 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?

e 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
ling, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and
through our neighborhood to Camelct. . ’



e There is na 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
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. .

e  The original blan 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, | have the following questions looking for a written response 1o:

e 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 potentiaf 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?

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 is for SPE plant to remain open.

I took forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since | 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 | find most confusing is the prior plan
doesn’t even appear as an alternatlve, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial
sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. | 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
Youngok Choi



vevrizon rint
Subject: FW: 537 Sewer PLan Questions to Comment Period for Newtown Township

From: Mike Trio <triom@newtowntwpdelco.org>

Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2012 4:51 :08 PM

- To hem.engineers.dporter@verizon.net

From: Mark L Kay (personal) [mailto:marklkay@verizon.net]
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2012 3:58 PM

-To: Mike Trio : .
Cc: j_catania@frontrowlaw.com; gummydoc@aol.com; georgeesc@aol.com; ed.partridge@verizon.net;
janawné4@gmail.com; rsokorai@highswartz.com; emahoney@state.pa.us; 'Louis Dolente IIT';

ssliwinski@gmail.com .
Subject: 537 Sewer PLan Questions to Comment Period for Newtown Township

Michael

___)Attached s the Response to the Comment Period for the latest 537 Newtown Township Sewer Plan from the.
Springton Pointe Woods Condorm inium Association. Besides the letter, we also attached a letter sent fo M.
Sheldrake in 2006, which is referred to in éur Résponse. 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 Il

W,

ht‘tp://nennaﬂ.verizon.com/nétmaﬂ/dﬁver?nimJerhowcanvas 1of
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November 15, 2012

Lou Dolente, President of SPW Condominium Association
221 Excalibur Drive '
Newtown SdUare, PA 19073 . -

marklkay @verizon.net

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township

209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 18073

Subject: Comments onthe 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Dear Mr. Trio, . ] .
As the President of the Springton Pointe Woods Condominiurn Association representing 152 units and

approximately 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 disfuptions, ongoing concerns, omissions and negati've
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 | can understand it, are as follows:

. e 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 Plari 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.”

e 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. :

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. : .

« 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. | 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 expect the noise will
extend over longer hours. : .

o There is the statement in the current Plan that Camelot Pump.Station #6 will need to be
modified but no detailed explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respectto digging, adding
another station or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or
adding ancther line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook
Boulevard and through our neighborhood to Camelot.

e There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the
larger purnp 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, | have the following questions looking for a written-response to:

e We require a response to the attached le1_:ter‘of request to eliminate the SPE Treatment Plant,
sent in 2010 and now resending it as a quéstion 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..

e 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 Therewas 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 o 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. .

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 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.

e How can the current and to be modified Camelot Pump Station #6 exist approximately 73 ft.
from the nearest home, whén 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?

s What is the Plan to increase the backup generators for the Camelot Pump Station as it is
modified?

We look forward to the respoﬁse 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 and property 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. | agree with all the othér modifications



of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage (Hunter’s Run) commg through
Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

s/n/ 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

-

Lou Dolente, President of SPW Condominium Association f‘fg, .
221 Excalibur Drive .{f \'”f\
Newtown Square, PA 19073 I‘f;j;" > .
marklkay@verizon.net " 2N

, . 6—‘;:, g?jf ;. f&w g

. s 7 om. .."'\: s

Mike Trio, Manager A -(%3 };,,}
Newtown Township . ey »"J:FJ}
209 Bishop Hollow Rd. _ "\\ pod
Newtown Square, PA 19073 ’ ~

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

Dear Mr. Tfio, ,
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 yau and the Town put into this Plan, -
getting it to this point for our apen comment périod. 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: '

e 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.

e 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 586,860
GPD of sewage. Qur 7-Party sewer agreement 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.

s 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 There is the statement in the current Plan that Camelot Pump Station #6 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 Jarger ane, 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.

e 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 persenal impaet as to the value of our Community’s homes for refinancing and selling .
in the future, besides daily living, thereby. potentially lowering the value of living in Newtown
Square. . ' _

As SPW Board President, | sent a letter to Iim Sheldréke, the Newtown Township Manager on
luly 6%, 2010, and received a@n inadegquate response by the Township’s Engineer, Kelly & Close

on August 4% 2010, which basically ignoréd eur-cencerns. The attached letter that | sent in 2010
discribes the history of groundwater issues in SPW that shouldn't have and still ca n'tbe ignored.
There have been groundwater (flooding) problems reported. The SPE treatment plant
diseharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated sewage goes1o seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were
told by an engineer that the seepage beds were desighed 16 be.a temporary solution. In fact,
the 2009 Newtown Township Plan provided for the elimination of the Springton Pointe '
Wastewater Treatment Facility. 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 therough formal and

reported investigation of these problems as required. In fact, DEP wrote a letter to the
Township on November 20™, 2010 also asking why this Tredtment Plant was not being phased
out. .

The ariginal 537 Sewer Plan in 2003 was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its
high cost and temporary intent, In 2010, the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times
more per thousand gallons then CDCA. Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect”
maintenance costs to increase further. When Kelly & Close stated that'Springten Pointe Estates
will benefit fromthe economy of scale by the increased users of the CDCA system, we interpret
this to mean that even 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, | 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 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 t0 have made more sense to have
commercial sewage to go through industrial and major raads versus private residential
neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the builder(s) involved were willing to pay
part of the additional cost. Whiy isn"t this plan currently being considered let alone the primary
plan? This alternative would then once again, allow for the elimination of the SPE Treatment
Plant. T '

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 it is
modified? : ' '



e We reqdire an adequate detailed response to our attached 2010 letter (versus the non-detailed
response received on August 4™ 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 Association, since we are personally very concarned as to the effect this latest 537 Sewer
Plan will have on our taxes, houses, property value, the potential increase in the bad odors, noise and
effect onthe Community’s health. What we find most confusing is the prior 2009 alternative to

eliminate the SPE Treatment Plant and run most of the new sewage gallons along Woestchester 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, BOS Member
Ed Patridge, BOS Member
John Nawn, BOS Member
Richard Sokorai, Solicitor



2271 Excalibur Drive
Newtown Square, PA 12073

Juty 8™, 2010 -

Mr. Jim Sheldrake

‘Newtown Township Manager
209 Bishop Hollow Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Re: Response to Open Comments for the revised 537 Plan
Mr. Jim Sheldrake,

In regards to the invitation of Open Gomments for the new Revised 537 Plan for
Newtown Square, following are 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 SR#3 that are connected to the Springton Pointe Treatrnent
Plant: .

Our most serious concem is that the new Revised 537 Plan, which after reading, clearly
dropped plans and promises for eiiminating the Springton Pointe Treatment Plant and .
connecting these effected homes 1o 2 pump station 10 go to CDCA as previously
committad to in the original 537 Plan based on critical engineering recommendations.

A principle concern was related fo the questions about groundwater. As the Springton
Painte Woods' Board President, | discussed some serious groundwater {flooding)
_problerns with the Township {see attached “History of Groundwater Issues™) over the
past few years. Springton Pointe Woods had three (3) homes with flooding problems

. thiat we know about and other homes with ground water issues and ovetr-active sump-
pumps. Approximately 35,000 gallons are handled by the SPE Treatment Plantand
then the treated sewage goes o seepage beds near Camelot. (The Treatment Plant
has a maximurmn capacity for 150,000 gallons - and the Township could add
developments to this Plant, over fime making the situation even worse). We would like
15 see this sewage piped away as originally planned and told to the residents who five 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 expert:

"I the SPE treatment plant is discharging 35,000 gpd in the immediate vicinity of tha
Camelot developraent, it is very likely to be impacting water levels in that area. .
Incidentally, not only is the water table shaliow beneath the site area, but the coefficient
of storage in the aguifer is very low. Am | correct in assuming that somebody must have
completed a tnounding. analysis in order to secure the discharge permit.”

4



fas tﬁg President of the Springton Pointe Condo Association request to see a copy of
the mounding analysis report, if or when 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 $1 2 .26 per thousand galions.
in 2008, CDCA was charging $2 68 per thousand gallons. Thisis a substantial cost
penefit for homeowners living in SR3. ,

2) We have leamed from people involved atthe time, that the Springton Pointe Estate's
Treatment Plant was designed 28 a temporary solution. Based on all the experts :
comments referred fo in this letter, there will most Tikely 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.
| am also aftaching some articles from the local news regarding past issues and
reservations regarding the Springton Pointe Treatment Plant.

in conciusion, as concemed and long temm residences of Newiown Square, our Qpen
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 of .
validation as to why. . This creates a totally unacceptable 537 Plan, which forces a piior
temparary solution to become permanent by default and potentially aggravates ground
water problems that can be a pubfic heith problem. We 100k forward to your
immediate response to these critical Open Commeénts and further modifications foihe
new Revised 537 Plan to address this omissian. Therefore, | require a meeting 1o
discuss this further, so we best understand how these critical issues will bie dealt with
and hopefully restated in the revised 537 Pian, as previously promised and required.

Sincerely,

Lou Dolente

President of the SPW Condominium Association

Cc:  Elizabeth Mahoney



November 8, 2012

Scott and Susan Odell
128 Camelot Lane )
Newtown Square, PA 19073

- ScottOdeHI?MD@aoI.co‘m

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 Plan. | do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town
put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary | 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 | have with this Plan as best as | can understand it, are as follows:

There have been several complaihts 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. | 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? 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.



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 will be at
least a 3+ times bigger problem. : ' : . .

e Createsa personal impactasto 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 .
{floading) probiems 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. E

e The original plan was to phase out the SPE treatrnent 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, | have the following questions looking for a written response fo:

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

e There was an alternate solution proposed by Kelly E_ngineefs 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 Whatis the detailed plan'to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump
Station(s)? T

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

| look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since | personally am very concerned as
to the efféct 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 [ 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. | 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, :

d)a:() O.’w lf/ :

Scott and Susan Odell

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP
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November 9, 2012

From: Michael J. 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
Gentlemen:

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer | 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 | 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 Woeds residential community.

l percéive the problems this plan would create to be as follows:

» | understand there have been several complaints from homeowners to the
Assoclation 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 uptoa
maximum of 330,950 galions 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 a{ctually exist less than 75
feet from the closest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times

increase in its current flow. | thought there is a requlrement 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 my judgement.

*  With greater gallons planned to pass through Camelot Pump Station #6, we
expéct the noise will extend over longer hours. How will the Township resolve
the issues of increased nolse 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 anocther station or replacing the current one with a larger
W 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.

° Theré 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. '

* |f enacted, this expansion may create a personal impact to the value of my home
for refinancing and selling in the future.

s 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 retalning 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.

: ) | 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 would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain
open.



| look Forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since | 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 oders, noise and effect on my
health. What | find most confusing is the prior plan doesn’t éven appear as an
alternative, which seéms to make the most sense In keeping commercial sewerage
down major streets vs, flowing it through private wooded residential communities. |
am opposed to increasing the Camelot facility above its rated capacity.

-

Sincerely,

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP

Mark L. Kay, SPW Board
Susan Sliwinski, SPW Board
Ann DiGiacomo, WENTWORTH MGT



November /5, 2012

Mike Trlo, Manager
Newtown Township
209.8Ishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 15073

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. .| do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town
put into this Plan, getting it to this ‘point for our comments. In summary | disagree with this hewly
revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major disruptions, ongoing concerns and
hegatlve effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The problems and Issues | have with this Plan as best #s | can understand It, are as follows:

e There have been several complalnts from homeowners to the Association and Township
regarding the Camelot Pump Station’s noise and smells, yet the response in the latest 537 Sewer
Planis 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 Statlor expansion-or addition as noted
in the latest Plan with no details. - :

e Confused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Statlon 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. | 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 nolse will
extend ovet longer hours, :

Specifically, how will the Townshlp resolve issues of odors and noise?

e Thereis the statement In the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no-

- detalled explanation as to the cost, effect and how in respict to digging, adding another station
or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the plping 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.

e There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be mcreased to handle the
larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there is a power fallure the problem, it will be at
least.3+ times bigger problem.



)

"f{ooding} problems r

Creates a personal Im

hesldes da_i\y living. i )
There has been a history of groundwater issues In SPW, and tnere have beer groundwater

gported, The SPE treatmant plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated
sewage goes 10 seepage heds near Wiltshire. Wo were told by an engineer that the seepage
beds were designed to be a temporary soliition. Now, the current 537 Sewer plan has notes
stating the [ntention of retainlng the SPE treatment plant far 5+ years.

The origihal pian was to phase out the SPE treatmient plant, hecause of its high cast. In 2010,
the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times rnore than CDCA, per thousand gallons.
Since this will be an aging plant, we cah expect maintenance costs to_increase.

pact as to the value of my hame for refinancing and selling in the future,

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

\What are the detalled plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Statlon #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 a5 part of the prior 537 Plan, to
install a pumping station on West Chester Plke 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
commerclal sewage Lo tome through industrial and major roads versus prlvate residential

‘neighborhoods, especially when we understood that the bullder(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 woutd remaln Jf the plan Is for SPE plant to remain open.

| look ferward to the response 10 these concerns and questions, since | personally am very concerned as
1o the effact this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have' an my taxes, house and proparty vaite, the p_otentlal'
Increase in the bad odors, nolse and effect onmy health, What | find most confusing is the prior plan
doesn’t even appear as an altetnatlve, which seems to make the most sense in keeping commercial

. sewerage down malor streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communitles. | agree
_with alt the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as addltional rasidential sewerage

coming through Camelot not requiring additlonal increase beyond Its current rated capaclty.

Sincerely,




Chan H. Park

111 Camelot Ln. )
Newtown Square, PA. 19073 i _
Email address—chanhpark37@gmail.com N

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 Plan. | do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town,
put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary | 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 | have with this Plan as best as | can understand it,.are as follows:

o There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Assoctation 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. | 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?

e 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.

e There is no miention 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.
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‘Creates a personal imbact as fo 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 ihe 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, | 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 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 | personally am very concern ed as
to the effect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have on my taxas, house and property value, the potential
increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What | find most confusing is the prior plan
doesn’t even appear as an alternative, which seems to malke the most sense in keeping commercial
sewerage down major-streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. | 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, e ‘

i

-.r'-’/.' —?
L (’ t;;.'(’-"‘l/

Chan &'Haingja Park

. cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP
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- Newtown Square, Pa. 19073

November 11, 2012

Joseph & Rose Rigolizzo
109 Camelot Lane

jrigolizzo@comcast.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 | have the followmg comments, questions and concerns

 relating 10 the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. [do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town

put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary | 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 | have with this Plan as best as | 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 Caonfused how the Camelot Sewer Pump Station can actually exist less than 75 feet from the
dlosest physical house and yet be considered for a 3+ times increase in its current flow. | 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?

e Thereis 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. .

e There is no mention of how the backup generator power source wxl| be increased to handle the
larger pump station proposed flow, knowing if there Is a power failure the problem, it wxll be at
least 3+ times bigger probiem.

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



~ e There has been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater

w (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 Pfan 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.

Th'erefore, | have the following questions Iooking'for a written response to:

e. What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to lncrease it ta
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 Plke 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 plam currently being considered?

® Whatis 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 addltlonal cost, and the additional drainage problems
which would remain if the plan is for SPE plant to remain open.

s

I look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since | 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 had odors, naise and effect on my health, What | 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. | 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, / ag_{___, T

etz

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney,DEP; Richard Sokoral Joseph Catanla, H.Ross Lambert; George Wood;
Ed Partridge; .Iohn Nawn
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" Mr & Mrs Joseph Lebano

231 Excalibur Drive , ra ;
Newtown Square, Pa, 19073 _ \\ ‘P-:%)f Vi
Jlebano@verizon.net,nlebano@verizon.net : "\-“ < . ﬂz"
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Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township

209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subjecf: 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 9012 modified 537 Sewer Plan. | do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town
put Inta this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. I summary | disagree with this newly
revised 537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears.to have major disruptions,.ongoing concerns-and
negative effects to roy and all of my rjq:ighbo.rs private‘residentjal property now and inthefuturs,

The problems and issues | have with this Plan as best as | can ynderstand 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 uptoa 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. | thought
thereisa 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?

s Thereis the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified butno
dgtail‘ed e;gpi_anatiqn as to the cost', effect and how in respect to digging, adding another station
or replacing the current one with a larger-cne, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding another

line, ete; We assume this will require extensive digging dawn Stopey Brook Boulevard and
' " through our neighborhood to Carelot: ; o
e Thereis ne 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

" ledist 3+,

times bigger, problem.
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. There is no mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handie 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 apersonal impactas to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,
besides daily living.

s There has been a history of groundwater issues in SFW, 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 intent_ién 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, | have the following questions fooking for a written response to:

e 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?

s 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. Itseems 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 \Whatis 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.

| look forward to the-response to these concerns and questions, since | 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 | 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. | 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,
.losgph & Nancy_Lepan

Mahoney, DEP



November __, 2012 ”

Your Name . N

) ; y Ms. Laura Keenan
Your Full Address @7(. 507 Guinevere Dr
City,Stateand Zip |-~ .| Newtown Sq, PA 19073-4433
* Email address loura ly Q9 (& hotmail. 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

M. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following commenls, questions and concems
relating to the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer Plan, I do appreciate a1l the hard work you and the Town
put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. Insummary ¥ disagres with thits newly reviged
537 Sewer Plan as written, which appears to have major distuptions, ongoing concerng and negative
effects to my and all of my neighbors private residential property now and in the future.

The pro.blcms and issues T have willy (hiy Plan s best as T can understand it, ave as follows:

There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township
regarding the Camélot Pump Station’s noisc and gmetls, yet thezesponse i the latest 537 Sewer
Plan is a plan to greafiy increase the Pump Station flow to include residential and commetedal

. property, which would requite increastng the mékimum capacity ta handle 586,860 GPD of
sewage. Oue7-Party sever agreement describes & design to convey up to 2 maximum af 330,950

gallons per day. The 2012 Plan requires 2 Pump Station exkpamsion or-addition s 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 2 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?

http:#wentworlh.dnsallas net/generic, flie force .downtoad.asp?fll ..Cllents%5C _cc. wentworth®5Chtdocs%5C Resolrces%5C. tmp%5C820180606
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*  Théredsthe statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to e modiffed tut no detailed
explanation as to the cost, effect and how in sespect to digging, adding another statiod or
réplacing the current one with a larger one, teplacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding anather line,

_ete. We assume this will require extensive digging dovm Staney Brook Boulevard and through
our neighborhood to Camelot. : '

*  There is-no mention of how the backup generator power seusog will be increased to handle the
larger pump station proposed flow, knawing if fhere is a power faituce the problem, it will be at
least 3+ times bigger problem. .

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

v There has been 2 history of groundwater issues in SPW, aid there have been groundsater
(flocding) probiems reported. The SPE treatmint plant dischatges 35,000 GPD; and the treated
sewage goea to seepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage beds
were designed to be a femporary solution. MNow, the ourrent 537 Sewér Plan has notes stating the

" intention of retaining the SPE ireatment plast for 5+ years. '

" The original pian was to phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of its high cost. In 2010, the
ireatment plarit was costing approximately 4 times more than CDCA, per thousand gallons.

Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect majitenance costs to increase.
Therefore, I have the following questions locking for & written response to:

+  What arsthe détailed plans on the modification of Camelot Pump Stetion #6 ta increase itto
epproximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected digruption, inereased noise and
unpleasant odors te our commurity at Springton Pointes Woods-and potential cost to us?

*  “Phere wes asi allemate gohution proposed by Kelly Engineers s part of the prior 537 Plan, to
install a pumping station on West Chester Piks at thie. Marvilié Property, and then send the sewage
down West Chester Pike fo Rt. 232. 1t se£ms to have made more sense to have commercial
sewage fo come through industrial and major roads versus private residential neighborhoods,
sspéeially when we understood that tho builder(s) involved were willing to pay part of the
additional cogt? Why isn’t this plan curréntly being considered? -

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

+ " Please explain the advantages in refaining the SPE Plant for'5+ years compared-io the
: disadvantages of the. Treatment Plants additional cost, snd the addilienal drginage problems
which would remain if the plan is for SPE plantto femain open.

1 look fiTwerd to the response to these concams and questions, since I personally-am very goneerned as to
the effect this 537 Sewer Plen 2012 will héve en my taxes, house and property valug, the potenitial

increase in the bad odois, noise and effect on my health. What T find modt confusing js the priar plan
doésn't oven appear as an altesnative; which scams o make the Thost sense:in keeping commercial
sewerdge down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential compaymities. I ‘agres with
all the other modifications of the [atest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional regidential sewerage eoming
through Camelot not requiring additional increase beyond its current rated capacity. .

Sincerely,

5C cc wentworth®%sChtdocs%e56 Resources®%5C IMp%e5C620180606
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Your narne(s)

ce. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP (this is the required minimum cc list, however recommend adding all the
others and sending separate letlers to them all having them all see the entire CC list — dlso recommend
you send receipt required o make sure they gel them via USPS or any other service, but not required,)
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Michael J. Brown
402 Merlin Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073

\ '@,ggmbrer 8th, 2012

Loy,

michabro@wexfordequities.com

Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township

209 Bishop Hollow Rd.
Newtown Square, PA 19073

Subject: Comments on the 537 Sew.er 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 the hard work you and the Town
put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary | 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 nieighbors private residential property now and in the future. v

The probiles and issues | have'with this Plah as best as | can understand it, are as follows:

There have beeri several complaints from homeownérs to the Association and Township
regarding the Camelot Pump Station’s noise and smells, yet the résponse in the [atest 537 Sewer
Plan is a plan to greatly increase the Pump Statiori flow to include residential and commercial
property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to handie 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. | 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 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
of replacing the'current ohd with a larger ofie, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 or adding dncther’

ling, ete. We assurae this will regiire extensive digging dowh Stoney Brook Boulévard and

“ tfirough. 6ur neighborhobd to-Camelot.

There i§'n<_) mention of how the backup generator power source will be increased to handle the
larger pump ‘station’ praposed flow, knowing if there is'a power failure the prolbletn; it will be at

'least 3+ times bigger problem.



* o (Creates a personal impact as to the vaiue 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 bea temporary solution. Now, the current 537 Sewer Plan has notes
stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment plant for 5+ years.

e 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.
Sms:e this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance costs to increase.

Therefore, | have the following guestions 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 wasan altemate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers as part of the prior 537 Plan, to
install a pumplng 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)?

e 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.

| look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since | 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 | 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,

Michael J. Brown



November 11, 2012

Manfred 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

Subje&: Comments on the 537 Sewer Plan 2012 for Newtown Township

Mr. Trio, i
As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer have the following comments, guestions 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 this point for our comments. In summary | 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 neighborg private residential property now and in the future. -

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

e There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township
regarding the Camelot Pump Stativon'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.

s 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. 1thought
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 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. .
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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
Jeast 3+ times bigger. ' g

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

What are the detailed plans on the madification of Camelot Pump Station #6 to increase it to
approximately 3+ times its daity 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? Whyisn’t this plan currently being considered?

What is the detailed plan to increase the backup éenerator 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. :
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[ look forward to the response to these coneermns and questions, since | personally am very concernad as
to the effact this 537 Sewer Rlan 2012 will have on my taxes, house and property value, the potential
incréase in the bad odors, nofse and effect on my health, What | find most confusing is the prior pfan
doesn't gven appear as an alternative, which seems to make the most sense In keeping commerclal
sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. | agree '
with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage
coring through Camelot not requiring additional increase bgvond its current rated capacity.

Sinc.ereh,r,

[
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Cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP
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Dr. & Mrs. John E. Balson
" 500 Guinevere Drive
Newtown Square, PA 19073
injbalson@aol.com

November 10, 2012

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 a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpayer I have the following 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 this point for our comments. In summary | 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 | have with this Plan as best as | 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 Pumnp Station flow to include residential and commercial
property, which would require increasing the maximum capacity to-handle 586,860 GPD of
sewage. Our7-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. '

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. | 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 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 iricreaéed 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 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.

e 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, | have the-féllowing questions looking for a written response to:

¢ What are the detailed plans on the modification of Camelat 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 additienal cost? Why isnt this plan currently being considered?
e \What isthe detailed plaﬁ 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,

l'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 | find most confusing is the prior plan
doesn’t even appear as an alternative, which seemsto make the most sense in keeping commercial
sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. | 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.

Sineerely,
Ay
cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP, Richard Sokorai,

Joseph Catania, H. Ross Lambert, George Wood,
Ed Partridge, John Nawn .
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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. | do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town
put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our'’comments. In summary | 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 | 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 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 expansmn 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. | 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 dlgglng 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

Jarger 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.



g 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.
e 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 toincrease.

Therefore, | 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, includirig 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?

o  Whatis the detailed plah to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump
Station(s)?

e 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 remaiﬁ open.

| look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since | 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 | 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. | 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.

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., PO Box 671, Narristown, 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 Goshen Rd., Newtown Square, Pa. 19073



Ed Partridge -4 Qartley Dr. Newtown Square, Pa 19073
\]‘ John Nawn — 3772 School Lane, Newtown Square, Pa 19073
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Ruth Ann Cato

121 Camelot Lane
Newtown Square, Pa 19073
rcato@rcatoinc.com

. Mike Trio, Manager
Newtown Township

November _10_ , 2012

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 takpayer | have the following 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 this point for our comments. fn summary | 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 | 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 increasing the maximum capacity to handle 586,860 GPD of
sewage. - Our 7-Party sewer agreemerit 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 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,
w hesides daily living. _ . ‘
o There has beena 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, | have the following questions looking for a written responée 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
unpléasant 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 eost? Why isn"t this ptan currently being epnsidered?

e Whatisthe detailed:plan 1o increase the backup generator support for the latger Camelot Pump

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

| look forward to the response to these concerns and questlons, since | 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 heaith. What | find most corifusing is the prior plan
doesn‘t even-appear-as an alternative, which seems to make the mast sense in keeping commercial
sewerage down major streets vs. flowing it through private wooded residential communities. | agree
with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such as additional residential sewerage:
coming through Camelot not requiﬁng additional increase beyond its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,

AnCasto

Ruth Ann Cato

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP, Southeast Regional Office , 2 E Main St. Norristown, Pa 19401
Richard Sokorai, Township Solicitor, HighSwartz, 40 E Airy St., PO 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 Goshen Rd., Newtown Square, Pa. 19073 .

Ed Partridge — 4 Gartley Dr. Newtewn Square, Pa 19073
John Nawn = 3772 School Lane, Newtown Square, Pa 19073
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. 527 Guinevere Drive A
Newtown Square, PA 18073 _ %

November 10,2012

Robert J. Pludo

bobpludo@gmail.com

] . ' Y o ";;
Mike Trio, Manager ' - \ ﬁﬁ,}.ﬁ. t""%_‘b
Newtown Township '\\ s ‘.»“"f"}
209 Bishop Hollow Rd. - ' \ 4,}*"'
Newtown Square, PA 19073 W A

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

Mr. Trio,

As a Newtown Square homeowner and taxpavyer | have the foliowing comments, questions and concerns
relating 1o the latest 2012 modified 537 Sewer plan. | do appreciate dll the hard work you and the Town
put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary | 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 reighbors girvate residential praperty now and in the future.

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

o There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Association and Township
regarding the Camelot Pump ctation'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 handie 586,860 GPD of
sewage. Our 7-Party sewer agreement describes a design to convey up to 3 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. C

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 inérease In its current fiow. f thought
there is a requirement {n our Town of any sewer pump &tation 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?

o There is the statement in the current Plan that the Station will need to be modified but no
detalled explanation as to the cost, effectand how, n respect to digging, adding another station
or replacing the current one with a larger one, replacing the piping to Rt. 252 ar adding another
line, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and
through our nelghborhood to Camelot.

e 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.



B!

o Createsa personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,
besides daily living. '

s 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-englneer 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.

e The original plan was 1o phase out the SPE treatment plant, because of Its high cost. In 201G,
the treatment plant was costing approximately 4 times more thah CDCA, per thousand gallons.
Since this will be an aging plant, we can expect maintenance coststo increase.

Therefore, | have the following guestions looking for a written response to:

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

* approximately 3+ times its daily flow, including the expected discuption, increased nolsa and
unpleasant odors to our community at Springton Pointe Woods and potential cost to us?

e There wasan alternate solution proposed by Kelly Engineers s part of the prior 537 Plan, to
install a pumping station an West Chester Pike at the Marvilie Property, and then send the
sewage down West Chester Pike to Rt. 252. it seemns 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 ist't this plan currently being considered?

o What is the detalled plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger Camelot Pump
Station(s)?

o Pledse explain the advantages in retalning the SPE Plant for 5+ years compared tothe
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 farward to the response to these concerns and questions; since | personally am very concerned as
1o the effect this 537 Sewer plan 2012 will have on ray taxes, house and property vaiue, the potential .
increase In the bad otlors, nolse and effect an my health. Whiat | find most confusing is the ptior plan
doesn’t evéen appear as an alternative, which soerns to make the maost sense in keeping commaercial
sewerage down major streets vs. flowlng it through private wooeded residential communities. | agree
with all the other modifications of the latest 537 Sewer Plan such =5 additional residential sewerage
coming through Camelot not requiring additional ingrease beyand its current rated capacity.

Sincerely,
Robert J. Pthdo ‘

cc..Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP
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Mr. and Mrs. Sargeant j:{‘, i s
522 Guinevere Drive ' &y "',3."‘,,
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rcsargean @yahoo.com . ' "
' \\ s ,.;i’
™~ tﬁifgrf
9"‘\

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 Plan. | do appreciate all the hard work you and the Town
put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary | 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 | have with this Plan as best as | can understand it, are as follows:
e There have been several complaints from homeowners to the Assaciation 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.

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.  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?

s Thereis 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
lirie, etc. - We assume this will require extensive digging down Stoney Brook Boulevard and
through our neighborhood to Camelot.



o Thereis 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.

e |thasa personal impact as to the value of my home for refinancing and selling in the future,
hesides daily living. :

o Therehas been a history of groundwater issues in SPW, and there have been groundwater
(flooding) problems réparted. The SPE treatment plant discharges 35,000 GPD, and the treated
sewage goes to séepage beds near Wiltshire. We were told by an engineer that the seepage
beds were designed to be a termnporary salution. 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, | 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?

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

| look forward to the response to these coneeins and questions, since | personally am very coneerned as
to the affect this 537 Sewer Plan 2012 will have @n my taxes, house and property valile, the potential
increase in the bad odors, noise and effect on my health. What | find most confusing is the-prior plan
doesn't even appear as an alternative, which seems to make the miost sense in kegp,in‘g.-commerciai _
sewerage down major streets vs, flowing it through private wooded residential communities. | 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.
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Sincerely,

o
g

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP
Richard Sokorai, Town Solicitor
Joseph Catania —Chairman

H. Ross Lambert - Vice-Chairman
George Wood

Ed Partridge

John Nawn
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Nissen & Maureen Isakov
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November 10, 2012

nr. 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 Plan. | do appreciate all the hard work
you and the Town put into this Plan, getting it to this point for our comments. In summary |
disagree with this newly revised 537 Sewer Plan as wrltten, which appears to have major
disruptions, ongoing concerns and negative effects to my and al! of my neighbors private
residential property now and in the future. ‘

The problems and issues | have with this Plan as best as | 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 s 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.

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

e 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 of adding another ling, etc. We assume this will require extensive digging down
Stoney Brook Boulevard and through our neighborhood to Camelot.

e 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.

e 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 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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current 537 Sewer Plan has notes stating the intention of retaining the SPE treatment
plant for 5+ years. o

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

Therefore,‘l have the following questions loaking for a written response to:

e 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? .

e What is the detailed plan to increase the backup generator support for the larger
Camelot Pump Station(s}? '

‘e 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.

| look forward to the response to these concerns and questions, since | 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 | 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. | 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, -
: 1

Nissen and Maureen Isakov

cc. Elizabeth Mahoney, DEP
Richard Sokorai,
Joseph Catania
H. Ross Lambert
George Wood
Ed Partridge
John Nawn
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March 20, 2013

Marc and Terri Derita
336 Crum Creek Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

_RE: 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 cul-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 neighborheod 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 tioise of the pumip 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 poténtially come from having thig station near

_ our home. Anather impact of having this pump station placed in-its current location ison

our property values. We purchased our bome 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 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 yon for your time and attention to our cencerns. .
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 pecessary
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 ceordinate 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.

Michael Trio, AICP"
Newtown Township Manager

copy: File



Dear Mr. Trio,

We are writing to comment on the current 539 plan for the sewerlng of locations in Newtown
Townshlp 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'cul 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 cul de sacas 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 havmg
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 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 Terri DeRita
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March 20, 2013

Mrs. Patricia Wilson 1
4111 Battles Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

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

Dear Mrs. Wilson:

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
Summaty.

This comment is not correct. The notice of the proposed plan was published in
Qctober 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
DEP, 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.

Thé public notice is contradicted by information provided in the plan. That is, the public
notice references an allocation of 8138gpd 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 purp station.

The capacity of the pump station has not changed, but the amount of flow to that
pump station was increased.

There has been a change to the capacity for Hunt Valley to include 3 additional residential
lots. '
Correct.

There has been a change in the allocation for the Dogwood Area. Previously, it was 2365.
It is now 2100gpd. 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 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 cofament 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 enginegr 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. Additionaily, 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 plan 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. 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. MacCoribie indicated at a meeting for residents that he had
not compléted an alternatives comparison for this area. The topography of the homies in the
westetly portion of Echo Valley no more lends itself to grav ity 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.

Tt required 17 homeowner easements as well as a pump station in an area not desired by
homeowners. The township abandoned this plan. Mr. MacCombie riow proposes 2 partial gravity
system for EV(very, very few EV homes are t6 be cormnected to this line). However, this line,
which would service Melmark requires 12 homeowner easements and a pump station
approximately 100 fe¢t from an EV resident's home. It also impacts wetlands and Crum Creek.
This plan does not appear to be the bést alternative for public sewer in this area. Now in this
latest version(Feb. 13,2013) of the plan, Mr. MacCombie now proposes 2 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.

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 initiafly and following public
comment, including private tours of individual yards coordinated with residents. The plan
js 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 RHM. However, there is no indicator that an
agreement for this flow has been executed. Additionally, as the DEP is aware, RHM currently
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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
platining.

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 included letter from BPG attorney to the township indicates that BPG
has net legally 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 some of which he has indicated that he has corrected in further responses tomy .
public comment, this plan still does not accurately depict Newtown capacity needs and existing

. commitments. A 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.

’fhey 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.

'Vour comment is noted. The corrections associated with removing 1 EDU from
Degwood and adding 3 EDUs from Hunt Valley Circle are not substantial changes in
relation to the 961,975 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. ,

'Gee 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 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.

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 comments are presumably the
result of reviewing the initial proposed plan and the changes to the proposed plan.

18.  Ibelieve 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
-gtations-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 comments about the integrity of Mr. MacCombie and his intentions are flatly



rejected. Your statéments 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. 1 asked this question because the flow
allocation for the EV neighborhood keeps changing. Additionally, this plan dees 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; bie 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 in a prior
plan were 13,125 gpd. :

As a result of changes to the allocated capacity appendix as well as othet changes, I
believe that Newtown should be asked to pablish notice ef the proposed plan again for public
comment.

Your comment is noted. Springton Pointe Estates is indicated to be connected
within five (5) years. The flows referenced were included. Your request to republish the
notice will serve no purpese other than to needlessly delay DEP consideration of this plan.
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The notice published was fair notice.

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.

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 designated 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.

30.  Given the capacity issues at RHM, I think that ignoring SAP's development plans
does not meet the requirements of ActS37. 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.

Your comment is noted.

32.  Tbelieve that my statement is accurate. In fact, the township is not meeting 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 male clear how much capacity is truly available in the next S years.
Your comment is noted.

-39, Imade 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 planning 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.-50. This plan does not meet the requirements of Act 537 concerming 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 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.

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 is 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 made available to the public and
were also imcluded with the plan change, for which notice was published.

62.  Ido 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 plan 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, Newtown's Municipal
Authority has allowed connections te 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
submitted to the DEP for review with the proposed plan. If the DEP finds them acceptable,
they will be advertised and considered for adoption. ¥ the DEP 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.

Michae! ¥frio, AICP
Newtown Township Manager

copy: File



WEGEIVE
Patricia A. Wilson

4111 Battles Lane E MAR 07 2083 -
Newtown Square, Pa 19073
BY:

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 8138gpd 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
2100gpd. 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.

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 ofthe 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 résidents. 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, | also offer the
following as further comment following the township’s response to the public comment | provided
when the plan was initially made available to the public in October, 2012:

Concerning my question 1—1 asked this question because during the months of township planning, no
updates were provided to résic_:lents. 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. 1 understand that the Whitehorse development is not complete. Itis 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, | 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. { do not belleve that this response to my comment/question is accurate. Itis 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
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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. 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 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. Asyou 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. | do not believe that
this response is an accurate indicator of the townshlp’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
a_Ilocated 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. 1 am including copies of flow allocations which have been provnded in prior versions of the planas
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. | 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 lette}, 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.

10. As this plan presumes a commitment by RHM affiliated municipalities, Newtown should have
provided this plan for their review. '

13. This response concerning Melmark, | believe, is very misleading. The chosen alternative for
Melmark requires 450 |.f. 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. | believe that this response is misleading. It seems to me that this is the longest route for

Melmark.

14. This response is inaccurate, | 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 perlod 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. | 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 |
asked the township where it has moved, they have not answered the question). |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, | 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 jocations of pljmp 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. | asked this question because the fiow allocation for the EV
neighborhood keeps changing. Additionally, this plan does not seem to take into account any in-fill in
the various neighborhoods. t

25. This appears to be an inaccurate response. | 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.
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The prior referenced questions and my additional questions/comments concerning them reflect only
somne 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.

[ am particularly concerned as it appears to e 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 | 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 13,125gpd.

As a are result of changes to the allocated capacify appendix as well as other changes, | 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, | 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. | 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, | do not believe that this proposed update meets the requnrements 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 worklng with RHM to determine the best
possible pl'anning for all areas of the township.

35, | asked this question because the Municlpal 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 | believed to be inaccurate, | 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 | 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 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. | 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, | would ask the DEP to require that they ensure that on-site
systerns are not polluting.

41. Act537 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 planning for both Newtown 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 devélopers 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.

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 | understand the agreement.

52. Again, apparently changes have been made to the capacity allocations in the plan. | would ask that
the DEP pay careful attention to this public comment as well as to the township’s response to public
comment. | 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. | 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, |
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.

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. ldo 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
devélopers

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. In addition to Springton Pointe Estates, 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 ordir;ances have been advertised publicly nor have they been discussed or
adopted. )

92. Again, the plan was changed and was not readvertised for public comment.

Sincerely,

A L )
._._/__/ .«/[:r’l'.v{,-i"« l:-'ﬂ'-»"//z; \j// l/LLI;'-“f (G

Patricia A. Wilson

Attachments: . ' ,

Letter from BPG

Email from Mike Trio to Mark Kay

My annotated Appendix “L” 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
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Stewart

Attorneys at Law

Gregg I, Adeiman

Direct Dial: (610) 941-2552
Direct Fex: (610) 684-2001
Email: gadeiman@kaplaw.com
www.kaplaw.com

November 28, 2011

VIA EMAIL & FIRST CLASS MAIL : .
Michael Sheridan Esquire . Richard C. Sokorai, Esquire /
Sheridan, Bracken & Wenke, LLP High, Swartz, Roberts & Seidel, LLP
101 West Baltimore Avenue 40 East Airy Street ‘
P.0. Box 1940 Notristown, PA 19404

Media, PA 19063 T,
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
(“AcE 537 Plan™), BPG wishes to inform the Township and the Authority that at this time BPG
does not tequire 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 atlocated under the ‘Fownship’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 Preservé, as

* each section is submitted for final approval, BPG will ‘demonsirate to the Township that

adequate sanitary sewage capacity has been allocated/purchased.

Knplin Stewart Meloff Relfer & Stein, PC . Officesin
Union Mesting Corporat¢ Cenler | Pennsylvania
910 Harvest Drive, P.O, Box 3037 Now Jersey

. . 2325019v1

Blue Bell, PA 19422-0765
610-260-6000 tel
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Patti Wilson

From: Regi[regi 661 5@verizon.net]

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. | just emailed Susan Slwinski saying
the BoS was evidently poled. | 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@ao!.com>

Sent: Fri, Jan 25, 2013 11:20 am

Subject: Fwd: 537 Sewer Plan Meeting Change

FYI

From: "Regi" <regi_6615@verizon.net>

- To: "Mark.-L Kay" <marklkay@strikeforcetech.com>, ssliwinski@gmail.com, "Ann DiGiacomo”

<adigiacomo@wentworthmgt.com>, "Jonathan Hoffman" <jonhoffman117@gmail.com>, "Allan
Fisher" <springland@live.com>, "Louis Dolente 1" <loudol03@gmail.com>

Cc: "Larry Fischer" <lawrence.fischer@gmail.com>, "Linda Gabell* <Igreaitor1 @verizon.net>,
"Joseph Catania" <jcatania@frontrowlaw.com>, jsweeney@northmarq.com, "R. lopez"
<Rusty_1@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 scheduied 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 conftict. :
Regi

From: Mark L Kay [mallto:marklkay@strikeforcetech.com]
Sent: Friday, January 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

\/"{  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 28", BOS meeting, instead there will be a special meeting for that

1/27/2013
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on the following Monday, February 4! either 7PM or 7:30PM.

Also Mike agreed that he is placing a call into Aqua lo have them test and if detect ordor issues as we mentioned
at our prior special 537 meeting for SPW and SPE, he will instruct them 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 instructed him and Macombe, when designing the new pump 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 talking 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, Febmary 4™ 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
Marlk

Mark L. Kay, Chairman & CEQ
StrikeForce Technologies, Inc.

1020 King Georges Post Rd, Suite #603
Edison, NJ 08837

Email: Marklkay@strikeforcetech.com
www.StrikeForcetech.com
www.GuardediD.com

(0) (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. 251 — THURSDAY FEB. 28™ AT BOOTH #
539

THE PATENTED “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



Upper Crum Watershed Area - Attachment 17
Flow Summary far entrance Into CDCA
Last Revised: 5-17-07

L7 fla

W , he following is a tabulation of Future Flows info the CDCA system.

) _ i _ EDU Projected Flow iitio-
I Newtown Townshin Flow Contribution Flow fgpd] | (ged/262.3) CDCA
PHASE 1 - PUMP §TA #1 DuPont Property—~ ASHFORD DEVELGPMENT Built Out
P&. #1 will pump o existing gravily in Ellis Ave to Camelof PS
Echo Vallgy, Boot Road, Wolman Drivs, Gushan Road, Phillips 5% Yoo %B,ODQ) 221 June 2003
Episcopal Academy ] ) 11,000 2 Seplember 2008
DuPont Rouse Ashford Development 115,000 438 Oclober 2009
The Preserve, Stoney Knoll 40,000 152 Max Bulld Oul - Future
PS #1 Subtotal: 224,000 853
Camelot PS "~
Existing 135,000
BPG Properly 147 aoi| (185,000 D
Cornersione ! 41,000
Somerset B 85,000
Camelot PS5~ | 446,000 1,699
.N]{'éilr)']ﬂ eK 0
-\ : Camelot PS - Praposéd Total Flow | 670,000 2,552
¥
- F PHASE 1A - PUMP STA #2 {W. GHESTER PK AND CRUM CRK)
PS #2 will pump fa existing gravily in Stoney Brook Blvd (o Springton Pointe Treatmenl
Plant {(SPTF) -
‘Florida Park 21,000 80 Janwsry 2009
DeBoiton Proparly in Nawlewn Township, Townhouse Develapmenl (} 05,000‘) 400 June 2008
Ofd Masters Development ¢ 100,000 381 June 2009
Nawlown Business Campus GS,_MD 133
i Subtotal: 261,000 994
Edgmont Flows W. Chester Pk. 117,000 448 June 2012
) PS #2 Proposed Total Flow: | 378,000 1,440
Stoney Brook Blvd, Old Forest, Hunter's Run 0 Janwary 2012
PS #3 (SPTP) 35,000 133
PS #3 Proposed Total 413,000 1,573
" PHASE 2 PUMP STATION #4
Lianbollen, Bishop Hallow, Springton Pointe 10.000 38 X
Edgmont Flows Gradyville Road 233,000 ape June 2012
Newtcwn Subtotal: 976,060 ’
Edgmont Subtotal 350,000 1,333
Newtown and Edgmont{otdl flow to CDCA: 1,326,000 5,051

and the needs assessmenis.

)‘ These projections ware based updn cocrdiration with developars, property OWnNeLs

" Camelot &sisting allogated flow 1o COCA =-250,000 gpd per Seven Party Agreement.
nverted to a Pump Station (PS#3) upon sallsfagtion of Seven Party Agraement - August 2012,

Page 8 of 18
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*** |t is proposed thal SPTP be ¢o
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Upper Crum Cresk Flows- Newtown Township
Flow Projectlonsg

DESCRIPTION UNITS EDU aGrD

Echo Valley Sevice Area Jugvéy = 235 [ Ll/ 1970 224 262.5 58,800
Florida Park Arsa ; 80 262.5 21,000
Hunter's Run 76 262.5 19,950
Hunt Valley Circle Area 30 Y 2625 7,875
Melmark School 25,000

Ep]scopal Academy___ﬂ_ = g e -
1"‘; “'r“— 3 —w "’.—,ér| 2 . “.-'nr T Py
Agbis d_D'\(e!bpmenl * &fs:"w o wafchL _u,L ET. S

.i,
BPG @ »t*ﬁxt-"-"-‘-
1 4@\ E 1
Natlona &%ﬁ Aind ggas

Garnpus Bnuleuard Wes _399.:-::]41: [o)ut=) %C. L0

CAMELOT PS J
v = R o> opg O T LRI d e T BB LI e
Newtown Halght:a A o . S <180 02625 ) 42,000
NewtownWoods T ST At T EAPCS 1t B i '262'5 .‘-l 34126
Dud[e Graenbrier,&Mary Jane . e 50 | 4 2625 . 13,195
Pults’ Rasldanls&Commarclal Distrlct v ; 140 5P, W na.ind
7 Y
Papamil + Albanos Hestauranl& Terrazza Condommlums (108) Z. J_g.g .F GJ,;Z, :,‘65,000
Papermit - Somaiset - A{dwruu.- @'f /ﬁ/.a/,.q D&J ,I,[,,(,{,ﬁ/ 80,000
AL TOTAL/CURRENT FLOW PROJEC‘(}ON 1,068,975
wFlow Allocation under 12-21-2007 Agresment 961,975
Additional Fiow 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 Sewerad
Exisilng Whjiehorse P.oper{ius Farter, Brids Ln, Withors Ln. . 81 * .- 8625 .. i3a80
Garratthlllamson L e T e '_ ""4000‘
Slaepy Hollow, Frog Hollow Spnngton Polme dee, Langoilan (30 R _
Addltlonal Unitsin Marple)’ y o . 4 2825 ’19.4}25
' e o 45,000

Sprlngton Polnts WWTF ServiceArea_~ - -

@PrOjclAMIpaNTV 30-E\avised 6-21-D7 At 537 Pi18-Tahutihn of Fiows\NTLA Acl B57 Flow Acoourting 5-4-201034
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REL F EHGINCER
LEF TS LT E TR R
Upper Crum Craak Flows- Newtown Townahip : . . 2/28/2011
Flow Projections - Spaclal Study Flerida Park .
GALLONS / DAY
' - PROFOBED  APFROVED EDIFs TOBE TIME SCHEDULE FOR
VANE OFDEVELOFEMENT / LOCATION DESCRIPTION Soaclnl Siudy) EOU's Eou's DEVELOPED ___ DEVELOPED REMAINING EDU's
Echio \allay Sovica Arou ' Eslsling talghtomoon (Spaclal Study = 67 Hoines) 17.387.50 67.00 67.00 208.00 206.00 15 ¥re & *f alls
Finrlda Park Atea Exdsling Nelghborhood (Speclal Study = 80 Homes) 21,000.00 80,00 80.00 97.00 97.00 1.8 lea[_-,g ¢ fML
Huntor's Hun 3 Exlsting Nelghbarhood {Nol in §pedal Siudy) 0.00 0.00 0.00 76.00 78.00 -5 Y | o
- it by B
Hunt, \l‘nlhy qn‘h Atpg : | Exsling Noighborood (ot in Spacial Study) 000 20 0.00 28,00 25,00 §5 ¥ 5
pokie ,‘._f S i y / N ? 1L|‘3_ c
[#oinaits Suhoo : _‘;: S ,:SL My ) : Ewtling Schiog] iNat In Sporint Shidy) 0.00 0o ' 0.00 95.24 0524 $+5-¥1d 25,0000

H
&

- 1
i S

i G
Gnmé'us n]bt%g!u:iszl'-r &

“epaclly In GDCA / Dalcora Systam 38,587.50 806,850.00 L 5
\OT P35 (EXISTING & PAPER FLOW) 125,000.00 250,000.00
: : T o)
EDU = 262.5 GALLONS / DAY TOTALS=  163,587.50 105582311 VAR
G:\Praj Lk} d 5-21-07 Act 637 Plan\18-Tabulelon of FioweWV Futurs Chart Rev Lyla

. © (a,527)

Flow Allocation under 12-21-2007 Agreement " BE1,875
/ . '
k \” yj Tolal Flow Capasity 1o C.0.G.A. (surront) 861,875

0
/[ Flow Associntod with Speala! Sludies 163.587.50
gl

Wl /\D\’\ ¢

Plerae Nota: No Additional Fiow Wili Be Aliowed To Enter The System Until
Permitied By The Departmant.
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Patti Wilson

e [ e ———

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 Reallocation for Somerset/T errazza
Development:

Greg Adelman, Esq., representing the appllcant explained that Terrazza Phase |l
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
processmg document. Mr. Nawn seconded the motion and the vote was

unanimous. The motion carried. '

2/8/2013
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Patti Wilson

From: pawils@comcast.net

Sent:  Wednesday, January 30, 2013 7:16 AM

To: mwulsonQ?@comcast net

Subject: Requirements for subdivisions proposed to be served by publlc sewers--

What are the requirements for subdivisions proposed to be served by public sewers?
Sewage facilities 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 hydraullc or
organic overioad

or a five-year projected overload.

3. The applicant has provided written certification from the permlttees of the receiving
collection, conveyance

and treatment facilities to the municipality where the subdivision is Iocated 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 subdlws;on area.

1/30/2013
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March 20, 2013

Craig and Lara Toerian
334 Crum Creek Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

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

Dear Mr and Mrs. Toerian:

The T ownsﬁp is in receipt of your comments concerning the propose Act 537
Plan. The Townships responses to your comments are set forth below in bold.

.. 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 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.




\'3-'

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 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 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 platform. The access to the pump station will not create a thru-way
to Goshen Road

Mich¥€l 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 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 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 acce.ss 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 s
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.

T
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

Andrew and Sandy MacLaren °
333 Crum Creek Lane
Newtown Square, PA 19073

. 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 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. In addition, if there are
particularly bad times for scheduled maintenance, more convenient times can be
coordinated.

T Cficikel Trio, ATCP
Newtown Township Manager

copy:' File



Andrew and Sandy MacLaren
333 Crum Creek Lane
Newtown Square, Pa 19073

Dear Mr. Trio,

This letter is in respclmse 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 Goshan 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,

"/@Wﬁ//frﬂw S gﬂ‘/\"

Andrew and Sandy Maclaren
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Lino & Adelio Pierini
341 Crum Creek Road
Newtown Square, PA

e
Township of Newtown
209 Bishop Hollow Road
Newtown Square, PA 19073
610-356-0200
www.newtowntownship.org

March 20, 2013

RE: Response to Public Comments

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Pierini:

Act 537 Official Plan Update for
Newtown Township, Delaware County

MICHAEL TR10, AICP
TOWNSRIP MANAGER

RICH SOKORA]I, ESQ.
TOWNSHIP SOLICITOR

STANTEC, INC.
TOWNSHIP ENGINEER

BUILDING INSPECTION
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BUILDING INSPECTOR

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.

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 Crum 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.

copy: File

' “Trio, AICP
Newtown Township Manager

N
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From: Mike Trio
. .--.Sent: Monday, March 18,2013 11:46 AM
i iTo: Holly Neff
Subject: FW: Sewer System Pump
Act 537 comments

From: Barbara White [mailto:Barb1@LNF.com]

Sent: Wednesday, March 13, 2013 6:43 PM

To: Mike Trio

Subject: Sewer System Pump 3

Dear Mr. Trio,

My name is Adelio 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,
Adelio A. Pierini

ﬁle://C:\Documentfs and Settings\Mrs. Mac\L.ocal Settings\temp\Temporary Directory 6 for... 3/25/2013



