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CHAPTER 1. 
 

DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY AREA 

1.1 GENERAL 

This Western Delaware County Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Update;  Chester-Ridley 

Creek Service Area addresses sewage facilities planning to direct flow from the existing 

Southwest Delaware County Municipal Authority (SWDCMA) treatment plant to the Western 

Regional Treatment Plant (WRTP) owned by the Delaware County Regional Water Quality 

Control Authority (DELCORA). SWDCMA’s Baldwin Run Pollution Control Plant (BRPCP) 

located in Aston is currently permitted to treat 6 MGD of sewage. According to the 2009 Chapter 

94 Report, the facility treated a 5-year average of 4.59 MGD. The maximum three month 

consecutive average projected for 2014 is 5.63 MGD or 94% of permitted capacity. The plant 

discharges to a tributary of Chester Creek which has been under study in recent years for not 

meeting designated use and may be subject to a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) in the near 

future. TMDLs are issued by the US Environmental Protection Agency for impaired waterways 

that cannot assimilate pollutant loadings from existing or potential sources. In order to allow 

continued growth in the BRPCP service area, which includes Aston Township, Brookhaven 

Borough, Chester Township, Chester Heights Borough, Middletown Township, Upper 

Chichester Township, Upper Providence Township, and 21 approved planned residences in 

Edgmont Township, this plan will examine options to address the lack of future capacity as well 

as the requirement to meet increasingly tighter discharge limitations.  Delaware County is 

located in the southeastern corner of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. The County is 

bounded on the east by the City of Philadelphia, on the southeast by the Delaware River and the 

State of New Jersey, and on the southwest by the State of Delaware. Figure 1-1 shows Delaware 

County in its regional setting. Although the County is the third smallest in the state in terms of 

land area (184.43 square miles), it has the fifth largest population (550,864) according to the 

2000 Census. Discussions of Delaware County’s environmental setting and governmental 

structure can be found in the Act 537 Western Plan of Study (DCPD, 2004) Countywide 

planning is addressed in the 2004 DCPD Act 537 Plan. Figure 1-2 includes the communities 

serviced by the SWDCMA and included in this plan, “The Western Delaware County Act 537 

Sewage  Facilities  Plan  Update  -  Chester-Ridley  Creek  Service  Area.”   The  SWDCMA  in  
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Delaware County is located in the Delaware River watershed. The SWDCMA serves some 

portions within the Ridley Creek Watershed; and a small area of Marcus Hook Creek headwaters 

in Aston and Upper Chichester Townships; however, all flow is directed to the BRPCP and 

discharged to Chester Creek.  Figure 1-2.1 includes the National Wetlands inventory mapped 

wetlands within the planning area.  Land use is a mix of residential, institutional, and industrial 

use and is shown in Figure 1-2.2.  Ridley Creek State Park is a large, preserved open space 

parcel located in Middletown and Edgmont Townships. 

1.1.1 Governmental Structure of Communities Served by SWDCMA 

Chester is a city of the third class. Under powers granted by the Home Rule Charter 

Amendment of 1957, Chester has adopted a Mayor-Council form of government with the 

number of councilmen set at four. 

Aston and Upper Chichester are first class townships. All first class townships not 

governed by home rule are regulated by the First Class Township Code, which requires 

government by an elected Board of Commissioners. The number of members on the board can 

vary from 5 to 15 members, depending on the political subdivision of the township. 

Chester Township, Middletown Township, and Upper Providence Township are second 

class townships that have adopted the Home Rule Charter and are governed by a 

Council/Manager system.  Edgmont is a second class township, regulated by the Second Class 

Township Code, which requires government by an elected Board of Supervisors. The board is 

composed of between three and seven members, depending on the population of the township. 

Portions of Chester Heights and Brookhaven Boroughs lie within the Chester-Ridley 

Study Area. All boroughs not governed by home rule are regulated by the Borough Code, which 

requires government by a Mayor and Borough Council. The number of councilmen is dependent 

on the number of political subdivisions of the borough, but cannot exceed 15. 

Those municipalities governed by a home rule charter (except for the City of Chester) 

were granted this option by the Home Rule Charter and Option Plans Law of 1972. This law 

gives every Pennsylvania municipality the opportunity to either draft a home rule charter or to 

select an optional plan of government. Delaware County home rule municipalities generally have 

a  council  form  of  government.   In  these  municipalities,  the  council  form  of government is  
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dependent upon and regulated by the charter and generally consists of one councilmember from 

each political subdivision of the municipality but may also include council members at large. 

Table 1-1 includes the governmental structure of municipalities served in whole or in part by the 

SWDCMA. 

Table 1-1 
 

Governmental Structure of Municipalities in the 
Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area 

Third Class City 
Number of Council 

members Form of Government 

Chester 5 Home Rule 

First Class Townships 

Number of 
Commissioners/Council 

Members Form of Government 

Aston 7 1st Class Twp. 

Upper Chichester 5 1st Class Twp 

Second Class Townships Number of Supervisors Form of Government 

Chester 5 Home Rule 

Edgmont 3 2nd Class Twp. 

Middletown 7 Home Rule 

Upper Providence 5 Home Rule 

Boroughs 
Number of Council 

members 
Form of Government 

Brookhaven 7 Borough 

Chester Heights 7 Borough 

Source: DCPD, 2010 

 

1.1.2 Economic Characteristics 

Over the last three decades, Delaware County has experienced a shift from heavy 

industry concentrated along the Delaware River as the predominant employer to a more 

decentralized and diverse economy. Currently, the employment character within the Chester-

Ridley Creek service area has become more service oriented. Most commercial development to 

date has been uncoordinated strip development along the radial highways. The prime influence 

for this development has been, and continues to be, the automobile. 
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1.1.3 Recent Development Trends in the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area 

The economic recession, which began in 2008, has decreased development within the 

Chester-Ridley Creek service area, as it has in the rest of the country. The greatest level of new 

development is occurring in Upper Chichester Township, with 85 residential building permits 

issued in 2009 alone, despite the recession. Upper Chichester, Middletown and Aston Townships 

are experiencing the most growth over the last ten years, with 922, 868, and 844 residential 

building permits issued, respectively. 

1.2 PLANNING AND COORDINATION 

This Delaware County Act 537 Western Plan of Study; Chester-Ridley Creek Service 

Area Update is an update to the Delaware County Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Revision, 

Western Plan of Study, published by the Delaware County Planning Department (DCPD) in 

conjunction with Delaware County Regional Water Quality Control Authority (DELCORA) in 

2004. DCPD and DELCORA have developed a Project Plan of Action to expeditiously complete 

this Western Delaware County Act 537 Plan Update for the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area 

following DEP’s “Guide for Preparing Act 537 Update Revisions” (Document 362-0300-003, 

January 7, 2003). This plan will examine options to address future capacity at the BRPCP owned 

by SWDCMA, as well as the need to meet increasingly tighter discharge requirements to Chester 

Creek. This plan will also include conceptual design and the construction schedule for the 

recommended facilities that are necessary to meet the needs of the service area. 

1.2.1 Regional Planning and Coordination 

Delaware County is a member government of the Delaware Valley Regional Planning 

Commission (DVRPC). In 1965, DVRPC was established to coordinate planning and 

development for the Delaware Valley regional area. DVRPC is concerned with regional planning 

and coordination of land use, transportation, housing, and to a lesser degree, the environment. It 

is composed of members from Chester, Bucks, Delaware, Montgomery, and Philadelphia 

Counties and the City of Chester in Pennsylvania; and Burlington, Camden, Gloucester, and 

Mercer Counties and the Cities of Trenton and Camden in New Jersey. 

The Delaware River Basin Commission also exercises authority with regard to all 

projects having a substantial effect on the water resources of the Delaware River basin. The U.S. 
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Army Corps of Engineers has jurisdiction over construction along and discharges into navigable 

waterways. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Pennsylvania Department 

of Environmental Protection (DEP) are responsible for air and water quality regulation. DEP is 

specifically responsible for the enforcement of regulations adopted pursuant to Act 537. 

Delaware County is also served by a County Conservation District, which has been 

delegated responsibility for overseeing the State’s erosion control regulations under Chapter 102 

and general permitting under Chapter 105 for stream and wetland permits. The Conservation 

District also works on problems of soil use and conservation, runoff, and the protection and 

proper use of Delaware County's water resources. 

1.2.2 County Planning and Coordination 

Planning within the County exists on two levels. The Delaware County Planning 

Department (DCPD), which is an agency of County Government, serves in an advisory capacity, 

to the County’s 49 municipalities. The Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code, Act 247, as 

amended, grants municipalities the power to prepare and enact a comprehensive plan, a zoning 

ordinance, and a subdivision and land development ordinance to guide their development. As of 

2010, all 49 municipalities had prepared a comprehensive plan, and some had already updated 

their Act 537 Plan or were in the process of doing so. All 49 municipalities have zoning 

ordinances, and 28 have local subdivision and land development ordinances. The remaining 21 

municipalities utilize the Delaware County Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance, as 

amended, either by adoption or by virtue of the fact that they lack a local ordinance. 

As of 2010, Delaware County did not have an adopted comprehensive plan. In 1976, the 

Delaware County Land Use Plan 2000 was developed; however, it was never officially adopted 

by County Council. On July 18, 1978, the County adopted the Policies and Recommendations 

section and the Park and Recreation Facilities Improvements Plan map contained in the 

Delaware County Open Space, Parks, and Recreation Study. A complete County Comprehensive 

Plan was never officially adopted. 

The County is currently in the process of preparing a plan for adoption as the official 

County Comprehensive Plan, as provided for under the Municipalities Planning Code. Several 

specific elements, such as the Bicycle Plan and greenway and energy plans, have been adopted 
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or are in the development stage. Until that plan is completed, the Delaware County Land Use 

Plan 2000 is still the basic source of information on the future development of the County. This 

plan, which was published in January 1976, was based on economic and population trend data 

available at the time. This plan was an important element in the regional plan for the year 2000 

adopted as part of the regional development guide by DVRPC in 1978. 

It is expected that the new comprehensive plan, which will be officially adopted, will re-

examine existing and potential future development cores, activity centers, and developing 

residential areas. It will also take a close look at balancing new development in less densely 

populated areas with opportunities for redevelopment of existing urbanized areas in light of 

recent trends and infrastructure changes. 

1.2.3 Sewage Facilities Coordination 

The Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act of 1966 (as amended), more commonly referred 

to as Act 537, is the primary legislation governing sewage facilities planning and regulation. The 

Act requires municipalities to submit, either individually or jointly, Official Sewage Facilities 

Plans to DEP. These plans are to contain information concerning existing and future needs of 

each municipality, as well as alternatives for providing adequate wastewater facilities to serve 

the needs of the municipality into the future. The Act also calls for municipalities to periodically 

revise their Act 537 plans as conditions change or as the need arises.  

In addition to providing legislation for sewage facilities planning, Act 537 requires 

permits to be issued for the construction, installation, or alteration of individual and community 

wastewater systems. Rules and regulations regarding community and individual systems are 

developed by DEP and adopted by the State Environmental Quality Board. A State Board of 

Certification of Sewage Enforcement Officers administers the State’s sewage enforcement 

officer (SEO) certification programs. The rules and regulations promulgated by DEP in 

accordance with the Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act are contained within Chapters 71, 72, 

and 73 of DEP’s Title 25: Rules and Regulations. The following list briefly summarizes the 

provisions of these chapters: 
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Chapter 71: Administration of Sewage Facilities Program 

This program provides a comprehensive sewage planning mechanism to identify and 

resolve existing sewage disposal problems, to avoid potential sewage problems resulting from 

new land development, and to provide for the future sewage disposal needs of a municipality.  

Chapter 72: Administration of Sewage Facilities Permitting Program 

This program establishes requirements for permitting associated with installation of 

individual and community on-lot wastewater disposal systems and regulates the administration 

of permitting functions by local agencies and SEOs.  

Chapter 73: Standards for Sewage Disposal Facilities 

This program establishes requirements for the design, location, and construction of 

sewage facilities. It is administered locally by the municipal SEO. 

1.2.4 Delaware County Regional Water Quality Control Authority (DELCORA) 

On November 3, 1971, the Delaware County Board of County Commissioners authorized 

the formation of the Delaware County Regional Water Quality Control Authority (DELCORA) 

under the provisions of the Municipalities Act of 1945, as amended and supplemented. 

DELCORA was incorporated by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania on November 17, 1971. 

Under the Articles of Incorporation, DELCORA “shall be organized for the purpose only to 

acquire, hold, construct, improve, maintain, operate, own and lease, either in the capacity of 

lessor or lessee, projects of the following kind and character, sewers, sewer systems, or parts 

thereof, sewerage treatment works, including works for the treating and disposing of industrial 

waste, in and for the County of Delaware and such other territory, corporations, municipal 

corporations, authorities, and other governmental bodies or regulatory agencies both within and 

without the County of Delaware…” 

On April 16, 2002, Delaware County Council adopted Ordinance No. 2002-1 which 

extended DELCORA’s term of existence until January 15, 2052. DELCORA is governed by a 9-

member board of directors appointed by the County Council. DELCORA is managed by a full-

time executive director and operated by professional engineering, operational, and financial staff.  



24 April 2012 Revision 
 

1-12 
 
8/23/2012 

1.3 DELCORA FACILITIES 

DELCORA is responsible for the safe collection, transmission, treatment and disposal of 

approximately 94 million gallons per day (MGD) of wastewater generated in southeastern 

Pennsylvania.  The permitted treatment capacity of 94 MGD is estimated by adding the current 

44 MGD rating for the Western Regional Treatment Plant (WRTP) to the 50 MGD that 

DELCORA is permitted to divert to the Philadelphia Southwest Regional Water Pollution 

Control Plant (PSWPCP).  It should be noted that PADEP has approved a re-rate to 50 MGD for 

the WRTP and the Delaware River Basin Commission (DRBC) has recently approved of the re-

rate. The boundaries of the area served by DELCORA are shown in Figure 1-3. DELCORA 

owns and operates an extensive system of pump stations, force mains, and sewers that provide 

the core infrastructure for the transmission of wastewater to treatment facilities in Delaware 

County. DELCORA’s primary treatment facility is the WRTP, located in Chester, PA. The 

WRTP treats all wastewater from Marcus Hook Borough, Trainer Borough, Upland Borough, 

Parkside Borough, Eddystone Borough, parts of Chester Township, parts of Brookhaven 

Borough, and the City of Chester.  Approximately 613 equivalent dwelling units (edus) from 

Chester Township, which is serviced by the Southern Delaware County Authority (SDCA), flow 

to the BRPCP.  The remaining flow from the SDCA is treated at the WRTP.  In addition, the 

WRTP receives up to 13 MGD from Central Delaware County Authority (CDCA). All 

wastewater from Muckinipates Authority (MA), Darby Creek Joint Authority (DCJA), and 

Radnor-Haverford-Marple Authority (RHM) are transported to the City of Philadelphia’s 

Southwest Water Pollution Control Plant (PSWPCP) for treatment and disposal. Ordinary flows 

from CDCA (up to approximately 13 MGD) can be diverted to the PSWPCP if necessary. In 

addition to the high flow diversions that occur as required, some flow from CDCA is diverted to 

PSWPCP on a weekly basis to flush the force main.  

The purpose of this Western Delaware County Act 537 Plan Update for the Chester-

Ridley Creek Service Area is to document adequate treatment capacity to connect flows from the 

BRPCP to the WRTP.  DELCORA is planning to assume responsibility for treatment of 

wastewater currently treated at the BRPCP facility including construction of a new pump station 

and force main, and treatment of flow at the WRTP.  The option to extend the operational life of 

the existing BRPCP that would continue to be operated by the SWDCMA is evaluated in this 

plan update.  The municipalities will continue to maintain and operate the existing collection 
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system within the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area. Table 1-2 includes the area of all 

municipalities serviced in whole or in part by the BRPCP.  All municipalities in Table 1-2 have 

approved a resolution to adopt this Act 537 Plan. 

 

Table 1-2 
 

Municipalities within the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area 

Municipalities 

Chester-Ridley Creek 
Service Area 

(square miles) 

Aston Township 5.84 

Brookhaven Borough 0.31 

Chester Township 0.86 

Chester Heights Borough 0.22 

Edgmont Township  

(21 approved residences) 
0.34 

Middletown Township 13.46 

Upper Chichester Township 0.30 

Upper Providence Township 0.39 
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CHAPTER 2. 
 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STUDY AREA 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

When assessing the potential to connect flow from the SWDCMA to the WRTP, future 

increases in flow from growing population should be considered. This chapter presents the 

current and projected population data for the Chester-Ridley Creek service area.  

2.2 EXISTING POPULATION 

Generally, municipalities in the western half of Delaware County have experienced 

significant growth since 1970. This shift can be attributed to a number of factors, some of which 

include the change from a manufacturing to a service economy (1970s) and the migration of 

people from urban areas like Chester City and Upper Darby to more suburban settings such as 

Chester Heights Borough and Bethel, Concord, Edgmont, and Thornbury Townships in the 

western part of the County.  Coinciding with this shift is an emphasis on suburbanization. 

Table 2-1 
 

Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area Population, 1970 – 2000 

Municipality 1970 1980 1990 2000 
% Change 
1970 - 2000 

Aston Township  13,704 14,530 15,080 16,203 18.20% 

Brookhaven Borough 7,370 7,912 8,567 7,985 8.30% 

Chester Township 5,708 5,687 5,399 4,604 -19.30% 

Chester Heights Borough 597 1,302 2,273 2,481 315.60% 

Edgmont Township  1,368 1,410 2,735 3,918 186.40% 

Middletown Township  12,878 12,463 14,130 16,064 24.70% 

Upper Chichester Township 11,414 14,377 15,004 16,842 47.60% 

Upper Providence Township  9,234 9,477 9,727 10,509 13.80% 

Chester-Ridley Creek Service 
Area 62,273 67,158 72,915 78,606 26.23% 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, prepared by DCPD, 2001 
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Table 2-1, showing the census figures from 1970, 1980, 1990, and 2000, illustrates that 

except for Chester Township, all municipalities within the Chester-Ridley Creek service area 

exhibited some increases in population from 1970 to 2000. Table 2-1 shows that overall; the 

population within the Chester-Ridley Creek service area has increased by about 27 percent since 

1970. 

2.3 FUTURE POPULATION 

The current population shift from the eastern municipalities to the west is expected to 

continue. Tables 2-2 and 2-3 present the population and employment forecasts through 2035 as 

formulated by DVRPC, based on Census 2000 population counts and 2005 estimates for 

population and employment. Population and employment estimates were prepared by the 

DRVPC on a county level and then sent to the County Planning Director for confirmation. The 

county level data were used as a basis to estimate municipal level data based on the 2005 Census 

population estimates program, which uses birth and death records and federal tax return data. 

Populations in all municipalities within the service area except Edgmont Township are 

expected to experience very moderate increases between 2.1 and 5.8 percent. Edgmont Township 

is the only municipality where significant population increases are projected. The increase in 

population will also bring an increase in employment, and increased employment will result in 

increased sewage disposal needs. Population and employment forecasts for Delaware County are 

presented in DCPD, 2004. 
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Table 2-2 
Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area Population Forecasts 

  CENSUS 
DRVPC 
Estimate 2010- 2035 DVRPC Population Forecasts   

Municipality 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 
% Change   

05 - 35 

Aston Township 16,205 16,801 16,889 16,972 17,050 17,124 17,194 17,258 2.7% 

Brookhaven Borough 7,985 7,843 7,874 7,904 7,932 7,959 7,984 8,007 2.1% 

Chester Township 4,605 4,501 4,526 4,549 4,571 4,592 4,611 4,630 2.9% 

Chester Heights Borough 2,481 2,477 2,488 2,499 2,509 2,518 2,527 2,536 2.4% 

Edgmont Township 3,915 4,148 4,310 4,462 4,607 4,743 4,872 4,990 20.3% 

Middletown Township 16,065 16,106 16,254 16,395 16,528 16,653 16,771 16,880 4.8% 

Upper Chichester Township 16,845 17,364 17,490 17,610 17,723 17,829 17,930 18,022 3.8% 

Upper Providence Township 10,510 11,142 11,266 11,384 11,495 11,600 11,699 11,791 5.8% 

Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area 78,611 80,382 81,097 81,775 82,415 83,018 83,588 84,114 4.6% 

Source: DVRPC Analytical Data Report No. 14. August, 2007. 
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Table 2-3  Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area Employment Forecasts 

  CENSUS 
DRVPC 
Estimate 2010- 2035 DVRPC Employment Forecasts   

Municipality 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 
% Change 

05-35 

Aston Township 5,720 5,862 6,075 6,276 6,466 6,645 6,814 6,970 18.9% 

Brookhaven Borough 1,953 1,923 1,968 2,011 2,051 2,089 2,125 2,159 12.3% 

Chester Township 1,743 1,686 1,752 1,814 1,873 1,928 1,981 2,029 20.3% 

Chester Heights Borough 1,746 1,457 1,472 1,487 1,500 1,514 1,526 1,537 5.5% 

Edgmont Township 2,026 2,125 2,220 2,311 2,396 2,476 2,552 2,622 23.4% 

Middletown Township 11,454 11,434 11,495 11,553 11,607 11,659 11,717 11,752 2.8% 

Upper Chichester Township 5,192 5,207 5,257 5,304 5,348 5,389 5,429 5,465 5.0% 

Upper Providence Township 3,294 3,334 3,378 3,419 3,458 3,495 3,529 3,561 6.8% 

Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area 33,128 33,028 33,617 34,175 34,699 35,195 35,673 36,095 9.3% 

Source: DVRPC Analytical Data Report No. 14. August, 2007. 
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CHAPTER 3. 
 

EXISTING WASTEWATER TREATMENT AND CONVEYANCE SYSTEMS 

3.1 WASTEWATER TREATMENT AND CONVEYANCE ORGANIZATIONS 
SERVING THE CHESTER-RIDLEY CREEK SERVICE AREA 

Most of the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area’s domestic sewage is currently conveyed 

by one of the four public governmental authorities charged with these tasks and treated by the 

BRPCP, operated by Southwest Delaware County Municipal Authority. Homes and businesses 

in portions of the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area not served by these authorities use on-site 

systems constructed to serve individual homes or businesses. This chapter includes a discussion 

of municipal wastewater treatment (T) and conveyance systems (C) operating in the planning 

area. A map of the Chester-Ridley Creek service area including the location of the BRPCP is 

presented in Figure 1-2 of this report. 

Public organizations currently providing sewage treatment or conveyance service within 

the Chester-Ridley Creek service area are:  

� Southwest Delaware County Municipal Authority (SWDCMA) (T, C) 

� Middletown Township Sewer Authority (C) 

� Southern Delaware County Authority (C) 

� Upper Providence Township Sewer Authority (C) 

(T) = Treatment and (C) = Conveyance 

3.2 PUBLIC ORGANIZATIONS PROVIDING SEWAGE TREATMENT AND 
CONVEYANCE WITHIN THE CHESTER-RIDLEY CREEK SERVICE AREA  

3.2.1 Wastewater Treatment Organizations 

Delaware County Regional Water Quality Control Authority (DELCORA) 

Organizational Description 

DELCORA was established in 1971 by the Delaware County Commissioners, pursuant to 

the Municipal Authorities Act, and its Board of Directors is appointed by Delaware County 

Council. DELCORA was authorized to exercise all powers granted under the Act to implement 

the Countywide wastewater management plan. DELCORA’s role as an implementation agency 
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involves the acquisition, holding, construction, improvement, maintenance, operation, owning, 

and leasing of sewer systems and sewage treatment facilities. DELCORA is financially self-

sufficient; capital funds are raised through bond issues, while operations and maintenance 

expenses and debt service are covered by user charges. DELCORA owns and maintains the 44 

MGD Western Regional Treatment Plant (WRTP) located in Chester, as well as an extensive 

system of wastewater conveyance facilities, and, in certain municipalities, the collector sewers. 

DELCORA’s service area is divided into eastern and western regional drainage districts 

as established in the 1974 Albright and Friel plan. The Eastern and Western Act 537 Plan 

updates address the needs of their respective DELCORA service areas. Wastewater flows 

generated in these western areas of Delaware County are conveyed to DELCORA’s WRTP in 

the City of Chester. DELCORA’s Western Service Area includes the City of Chester, Upper 

Chichester and Chester Townships; portions of Nether Providence Township; Marcus Hook; 

Trainer, Upland, Parkside, and Eddystone Boroughs; and the southern portion of Brookhaven 

Borough. 

As part of its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the 

WRTP, DELCORA was tasked with developing a combined sewer overflow (CSO) program. 

The fundamental purpose of DELCORA’s CSO program is to minimize the impacts of CSOs on 

the quality of the receiving surface waters by developing a long-term strategy that is both 

technically viable and financially feasible. To meet this objective, DELCORA has developed a 

Long-Term CSO Control Plan that meets the regulatory guidelines established by the United 

States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and PADEP as well as DELCORA’s financial 

obligations to its customers in Delaware County.  There are no combined sewers within the 

Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area. 

Recent planning efforts focused on the Western Service Area include the Act 537 Sewage 

Facilities Plan Revision, Re-Rate of the Western Regional Treatment Plant, dated January, 2007, 

and the Riverfront Development Study (WESTON 2005). These studies addressed future 

development along the riverfront and the consequent generation of additional wastewater flows 

that would discharge to DELCORA’s collection system. The findings of the Act 537 Sewage 

Facilities Plan Revision, Re-Rate of the Western Regional Treatment Plant demonstrates 
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adequate capacity at the WRTP to treat potential sewage flows from the Chester-Ridley Creek 

Service Area.  

Treatment Facility Description 

The DELCORA WRTP is located at the foot of Booth Street in the City of Chester and 

serves DELCORA's western service area. The plant, which has a rated treatment capacity of 44 

MGD (92.3 MGD maximum with 30 MGD recycled to aeration basins), discharges to the 

Delaware River under NPDES permit number PA 0027103. An Act 537 Plan application to re-

rate the WRTP to 50 MGD has been approved by PADEP. NPDES permit issuance for 50 MGD 

is pending. In 2010, DELCORA averaged 37.3 MGD of flow through the WRTP with a 

maximum flow of 81.1 MGD on December 26, 2009. The design organic loading for the plant 

influent is 108,000 lbs of BOD5 per day. During 2010, the WRTP averaged 67,501 lbs of BOD5 

per day in the influent and discharged an average of 2,828 lbs per day.  

The plant employs an aerated waste activated sludge process that provides primary and 

secondary treatment levels. The treatment processes include primary clarification, aeration, 

secondary clarification, post-aeration, and disinfection by chlorination. Sludge is thickened, 

dewatered, and incinerated. The ash is stored and landfilled. Wastewater flow to the WRTP is 

first treated in a preaeration basin. Next, solids are settled and removed during primary 

clarification. Flow is then directed to the aeration tanks where biological action takes place to 

remove organics. From the aeration tanks, flow is transferred to final clarifiers where more solids 

are settled and removed. The final step is the chlorine contact tanks, where disinfection to 

eliminate pathogens and bacteria takes place prior to discharge to the Delaware River.  

All industrial waste discharging to the WRTP must have a DELCORA-issued Industrial 

Waste Permit in accordance with the EPA-approved treatment program. Pretreated industrial 

wastewater must comply with limits established by DELCORA and approved by EPA. 

Previous Upgrades 

DELCORA is in a continuous process of implementing contract improvements to 

maintain and upgrade the treatment at the WRTP. Upgrades that have been completed at the 

WRTP include: 

� Automation of solids handling equipment. 
� Chlorine scrubbing system modifications. 
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� Sludge screen.  
� Installation of effluent flow totalizers. 
� Primary scum and grease transfer piping. 

 
A complete list of projects that have been completed since 2000 and projects that are 

currently underway is included in the Chapter 94 Report. 

Other Issues 

DELCORA has a long-term service contract with the Philadelphia Water Department 

which provides DELCORA 50 MGD of reserve capacity in the 210 MGD capacity PSWPCP. 

DELCORA and the City of Philadelphia are in negotiations to update the agreement.  The 

reserve 50 MGD capacity includes the flows generated in DELCORA’s eastern service area 

including the Muckinipates Authority, Darby Creek Joint Authority, Radnor Haverford Marple 

Sewer Authority, and the Central Delaware County Authority conveyance systems.  In 2002, 

DELCORA completed a force main that connects the Central Delaware Pump Station (CDPS) 

via a 3.4-mile, 24-inch pipe.  This connection allows DELCORA to send up to 27 MGD of flow 

from the CDPS to the WRTP, however, DELCORA’s operating policy limits this flow to 13.3 

MGD, with flows above this point directed to the PSWPCP. 

Scheduled Upgrades 

DELCORA continues to implement its Capital Improvement Plan for the WRTP. It is 

DELCORA’s intention to maximize the utilization of the WRTP. Upgrades currently underway 

or in progress at the WRTP include: 

� Enhanced automation controls for the belt filter press process. 
� Outfall extension. 
� Conversion to natural gas fuel for the multiple hearth incinerators and update of the 

control system.  
� Replacement of the Dissolved Air Floatation System. 
� Return Activated Sludge System pipe lining. 

Current Plant Status 

According to DELCORA’s 2009 Chapter 94 Report, the “…WRTP continued to 

discharge high quality effluent.” 

Sludge/Biosolids Generation 

Activated sludge is removed from the system based on flow and solids concentration. The 

sludge is processed in an air flotation system prior to dewatering. The treated waste is then 
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pumped to the filtration building at about 3-5% solids. The sludge can be directed to one or all 

three filter belt presses. Sludge cake from the belt presses is conveyed to one or two multiple 

hearth incinerators. The ash is collected at the bottom of the incinerator and transported by air to 

two storage silos. One incinerator is normally operated 24 hours a day, seven days a week. The 

operation is permitted for 96 dry tons, 48 dry tons per incinerator. Sludge reduction by 

incineration is about 75%. The ash is permitted for disposal in the State of Delaware and all ash 

generated is disposed of there. 

Southwest Delaware County Municipal Authority 

Organizational Description 

The Aston Board of Commissioners, pursuant to the Municipality Authorities Act, established 

the SWDCMA on December 16, 1957. The Aston Township Board of Commissioners appoints 

its seven-member Board of Directors. SWDCMA was authorized to exercise all powers granted 

under the Act to implement the wastewater management plan for its service area. SWDCMA’s 

role as an implementation agency involves the acquisition, holding, construction, improvement, 

maintenance, operation, owning, and leasing of the sewer system and the sewer treatment 

facilities. SWDCMA is financially self-sufficient; capital funds are raised through bond issues 

while operations and maintenance expenses and debt service are covered by user charges. 

SWDCMA owns and maintains the 6 MGD BRPCP located in Aston, as well as an extensive 

system of wastewater conveyance facilities and, in certain municipalities, the collector sewers. 

The SWDCMA owns the collector sewers in the service area except for those in Middletown 

Township, proposed facilities in Edgmont Township, and the areas within SDCA that do not 

flow to the BRPCP.  Table 3-1 includes information regarding ownership of the collection 

facilities in each municipality.  
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Table 3-1 
Collection System Ownership in the Chester-Ridley Service Area 

Municipality Collection System Owner 

Aston Township  SWDCMA  

Brookhaven Borough  SWDCMA  

Chester Township   

Chester Heights Borough   

Edgmont Township  Middletown Township Sewer Authority 

Middletown Township  Middletown Township Sewer Authority  

Upper Chichester Township  Southern Delaware County Authority  

Upper Providence Township  Upper Providence Township Sewer Authority  

 

Treatment Facility Description 

The BRPCP is located at the terminus of Gamble Lane and Park Lane in Aston. The plant 

was built in 1959 with an average design flow of 2.0 MGD. Secondary treatment was originally 

designed as a trickling filter plant but has since been changed to an aerated bio-filter with 

attached growth nitrification. The current wastewater treatment processes include screening, 

primary clarification, biological treatment using activated biofilters, fine and coarse bubble 

activated sludge, final clarification, and chlorination. Effluent is chlorinated and discharged to 

Chester Creek. The design BOD5 of the facility is 12,510 lbs./day. The existing NPDES permit 

(No. PA0027383) identifies the effluent discharge limitation for the BRPCP as 6 MGD. 

Previous Upgrades 

Since construction, the treatment plant has undergone a number of upgrades. The most 

recent upgrade, in 2002, included the improved headworks consisting of the addition of a second 

fine screen, an aerated grit separator, and a channel reconfiguration. The biofilters’ pumping and 

recirculation systems were also upgraded in 2002.  

Scheduled Upgrades 

No upgrades are currently scheduled. 
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Current Plant Status 

In 2009, the SWDCMA plant discharged an average of 4.65 MGD. The highest monthly 

average recorded was 5.88 MGD during December, and the highest 3-month average was 5.13 

MGD (October to December).  

A Consent Order from the PADEP was filed on February 5, 2009, requiring the 

SWDCMA to submit a corrective action plan to reduce I/I and terminate all sanitary sewer 

overflows and bypasses within their collection system. The corrective action plan includes: 

1. Televise and grout each of the six main sewer districts on a 10-year cycle; 

2. Conduct flow monitoring tributary to the Chester Creek Interceptor upstream of 
Knowlton Road and capture at least six rainfall events; 

3. Conduct manhole inspections; 

4. Develop and implement I/I remediation efforts for selected areas; and, 

5. Implement post-remediation flow metering. 

 

Conveyance Facilities Description 

Conveyance Lines—SWDCMA owns and maintains approximately 63 miles of sanitary 

sewer lines. This system includes two main delivery interceptors (Chester Creek Interceptor and 

Baldwin Run Interceptor) and four siphons. SWDCMA also maintains approximately forty 

individual grinder pumps for single-family homes in its service area. Blockages and system 

failures resulted in seven reported overflows in 2009. In addition, I&I problems resulted in three 

reported overflows. 

SWDCMA has an infiltration and inflow reduction program in place. During 2009, 

SWDCMA inspected, cleaned, or repaired 21,939 (approx 7% of the total system) linear feet of 

sewer mains (approx 7% of the total system).  

Pump Stations—SWDCMA owns and operates the following five pump stations: 

� District 4/Team Road PS 
� Eagle Park PS 
� Woodbrook PS 
� Toby Farms PS 
� Main Lift Station 
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Sludge/Biosolids Generation 

Solids are collected at six locations in the treatment process: the aerated holding tanks, 

rotomat screens, grit chamber, primary clarifiers, final clarifiers, and filter presses. The 

screenings and grit from the rotomat screens and the grit chamber are sent to the Pottstown 

and/or Tullytown Landfills. The solids from the clarification tanks, holding tanks, and the 

presses are digested in anaerobic digesters to reduce mass. After digestion, the remaining solids 

pass through a press with the resulting “cake” being sent to the Pottstown and/or Tullytown 

Landfills for disposal.  

3.2.2 Wastewater Conveyance Authorities 

There are several conveyance authorities in the region that operate systems in Chester-

Ridley Creek Service Area. These authorities include the Middletown Township Sewer 

Authority, the Southern Delaware County Authority, and the Upper Providence Township Sewer 

Authority. 

Middletown Township Sewer Authority 

Middletown Township Sewer Authority (MTSA) was incorporated in July, 1966, and has 

been historically delegated with the responsibility of developing and implementing all plans for 

sewage facilities as directed by Township Council. MTSA is currently a “lease back authority” 

and provides conveyance of wastewater, oversight of alternative disposal facilities, and sewer 

planning in the Township. MTSA transports most of its wastewater flows to SWDCMA. 

SWDCMA’s BRPCP currently treats 7,240 EDUs from Middletown Township, with an 

additional 372 units expected over the next five years. The total flow discharged to the BRPCP 

by the MTSA in 2009 was 1.48 MGD (MTSA Chapter 94 Report, March, 2010).  Elwyn, Inc. is 

serviced by AQUA’s Media STP along with 15 residential and church EDUs on Middletown 

Road.  The MTSA has a service contract with AQUA, which is assigned to Elwyn, Inc. for 

administration. 

Southern Delaware County Authority 

Southern Delaware County Authority (SDCA) was formed by Upper Chichester 

Township in 1954 and has five Board members. Bethel Township contracts to convey flow 

through the SDCA system. The Authority’s service area covers portions of the Marcus Hook 
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Creek, Naamans Creek, and Bezor’s Run watersheds. It maintains 65 miles of sewers and five 

interceptors. Currently, only 613 equivalent dwelling units (EDUs) from SDCA’s collection 

system are treated at SWDCMA’s BRPCP. SDCA has no further development planned which 

would be treated at SWDCMA’s BRPCP. Most of the remainder of SDCA’s flows are directed 

to DELCORA’s WRTP, with a small portion currently conveyed to New Castle County 

Department of Special Services for treatment. 

Upper Providence Township Sewer Authority 

Upper Providence Township Sewer Authority (UPTSA) was formed in 1979. UPTSA 

does not operate any treatment facilities itself, but acts as a collection and conveyance authority 

and regulator of on-site disposal systems. Upper Providence Township became a member of the 

Central Delaware County Sewer Authority in March, 2009. 

Wastewater from most of the sewered areas in Upper Providence Township is transported 

to the Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc. Media WWTP. In the remaining areas of Upper Providence 

Township, several single residences are individually connected to Central Delaware County 

Authority’s and Rose Valley Borough’s sewer systems. One community treatment facility (Tofts 

Woods Treatment Plant) is operated and maintained by a private contractor. UPTSA is 

undergoing an aggressive program to provide public sewage collection and treatment to all 

unsewered areas within the township. No new flows to the BRPCP will result from the program, 

which is expected to be completed by 2014. Flows coming from 219 EDUs in the small area in 

Upper Providence Township just south of Media Borough are conveyed via the Middletown 

Township Sewer Authority to SWDCMA’s BRPCP. The UPTSA reported that the only increase 

in future flows could be from one or two new residences as a result of infill development. 

3.2.3 Other Municipal Sewer Systems 

Chester Heights Borough 

Most wastewater treatment in Chester Heights Borough is by small community treatment 

systems or on-site disposal systems. The wastewater generated by approximately 25 residences 

in the Rolling Heights development, four homes on Bodley Road and several homes on Lenni 

Road in the southeastern portion of the Borough is conveyed via SWDCMA and MTSA lines to 

the BRPCP for treatment.  
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Chester Township 

Wastewater generated in the southern portion of Chester Township is treated at 

DELCORA’s WRTP. Flows from the northern portion of Chester Township are treated at 

SWDCMA’s BRPCP.  

The SWDCMA July, 1999 EDU Summary reported 982 residential, 121.1 commercial, 

and 206.6 industrial EDUs, resulting in a total of 1310 EDUs flowing to the BRPCP from 

Chester Township.   

Edgmont Township  

Most wastewater from Edgmont Township is treated by small community treatment 

systems or on-site disposal systems.  Wastewater from the northeast portion of Edgmont 

Township is conveyed to DELCORA via the Central Delaware County Authority (CDCA).  

There are 21 approved dwelling units in the planning stages which would connect to MTSA’s 

conveyance system and be treated at SWDCMA’s BRPCP once they are constructed.  

Wastewater from any future development of the Sleighton Farm School property, located in both 

Middletown and Edgmont Townships, would also require conveyance via MTSA and treatment 

at the BRPCP. 
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CHAPTER 4. 
 

EVALUATION OF WASTEWATER TREATMENT NEEDS 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

One of the most important components of a sewage facilities plan is an analysis of 

sewage treatment needs. While most of the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area is serviced by the 

public sewer system, certain areas still rely on individual on-lot subsurface treatment systems.  

4.2 ON-LOT SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS 

The SWDCMA matched County tax folio numbers with billing and service addresses to 

identify parcels that are not being serviced by the public system. The results of this evaluation 

yielded approximately 66 improved properties that are not currently serviced by SWDCMA. A 

GIS database containing addresses and tax parcels was provided by the Delaware County 

Planning Department and the addresses were matched to the tax parcel numbers.  In most cases 

the parcels are located too far from a sewer main to make connection practical. There are also 

undeveloped properties that may connect in the future; however, without knowing if any are able 

to subdivide, an accurate estimate of potential flows from future development is not available.  

The locations of parcels within Middletown Township that are either vacant ground or 

serviced by OLDS were obtained from the MTSA. 

Figure 4-1 presents a map of the parcels within the SWDCMA service area that remain 

reliant on on-lot systems. Parcels that could be developed and may either connect to the public 

system or rely on on-lot systems are also shown in Figure 4-1.  

The PADEP recommends a sewage management plan to monitor the maintenance and 

condition of the on-lot systems if they cannot connect to a public treatment system.  A sewage 

management plan includes mandatory inspections and may include mandatory pumping out and 

disposal on a routine basis. 
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4.2.1 Location of On-Site Systems Within the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area 

Aston Township 

Most of Aston Township is serviced by public sewers. Only about 1% of homes and 

businesses use individual on-lot systems. Community on-lot systems account for another 1% of 

residences and businesses. Most on-lot facilities are located in the northwestern part of the 

Township along Mount Road and in the southeastern part along Duttons Mill Road. These 

facilities do not show any signs of problems at the present time; however, the age of the systems 

is a concern. 

Brookhaven Borough 

There are no on-lot disposal systems (OLDS) within the Chester Ridley Service Area in 

Brookhaven Borough. 

Chester Heights Borough 

Large parcels within the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area in Chester Heights Borough 

use OLDS. There are five smaller, older properties within the service area that use OLDS and 

may have limited ability to locate a replacement site in the event of failure due to the small lot 

size. There have been no complaints and there are no known failing OLDS within the Chester-

Ridley Creek Service Area. 

Edgmont Township 

The Chester-Ridley Service Area within Edgmont Township includes an approved 

subdivision that will connect to the MTSA collection system when it is built. The area is 

currently serviced by OLDS. There have been no complaints regarding malfunctioning OLDS 

within the Chester-Ridley Service area in Edgmont Township.  

Middletown Township 

Most of Middletown Township is sewered, with only about 2% (about 350 homes) using 

on-lot systems. Areas within Middletown Township where OLDS still exist are shown on Figure 

4-1.  There are no community on-lot systems.  Problems with existing OLDS include an office 

building opposite Elwyn Road that is having wet-weather problems.  The owner is currently 

designing a Low Pressure System (LPS) for connection to the Williamson School gravity system. 
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Linvilla Orchards has installed an LPS as part of a new Land Development Plan which 

will phase out existing OLDS.  A known malfunction is an unoccupied house on W. Forge Road. 

The house is in foreclosure. The proposed project in Edgmont that is supposed to connect 21 lots 

to MTSA’s system will provide a LPS connection to the house on W. Forge along with 36 other 

parcels.  

Tie-in of all residences located within 150 feet of public sewer connection is mandatory 

in conformance with the Mandatory Connection Ordinance (Section 180-2 of the Code of the 

Township of Middletown). LPS, in conjunction with directional drilling provides options to 

some property owners with OLDS. Force mains can now be installed for approximately 1000 

feet without open trenching; making it easier for neighbors to work together to obtain rights-of-

way to access public sewer lines. 

Upper Chichester Township 

Upper Chichester is practically built out. Less than 1% of all residences and businesses 

are served by on-lot sewer systems, and there are no known community on-lot systems. 

Whenever existing on-lot systems are found to experience problems due to their age, poor soils, 

or lack of maintenance, they are connected to nearby public sewer where available. Very limited, 

isolated areas along the U.S. Route 322 corridor do not have direct access to public sewer. Many 

of these sections could connect if required through the use of grinder pumps with long lines, long 

gravity extensions, or extensive work within the state highway. However, this could prove costly 

for isolated single residences. 

Upper Providence Township 

An area of approximately 0.39 square miles within Upper Providence Township is within 

the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area. Upper Providence Township is actively developing its 

public sewer system to provide public wastewater treatment to the entire township by the year 

2014. No flows from the public sewer expansion program will be directed to the Chester-Ridley 

Creek Service Area. There may be one or two additional residential connections in the future as a 

result of infill development.  
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4.2.2 On-Site System Management and Maintenance 

Septic tank cleaning and septage hauling services are privately contracted by 

homeowners. Sewage sludge in western Delaware County is generally hauled to SWDCMA, 

DELCORA, or other permitted WWTPs for disposal. However, municipalities have no 

requirements for disposal destinations or hauling records. In the near future, PADEP may require 

municipalities to take a more active role in monitoring on-lot septic systems or require that septic 

systems be routinely inspected. Also, many townships do not require homeowners to perform 

any maintenance on their on-lot system or keep track of maintenance records.  PADEP has been 

working for the last five years on revising regulations that govern on-lot septic systems. The new 

regulations, if they are approved, will go beyond encouraging municipalities to have a septage 

management plan. Municipalities will need to know the elements of newer septic systems and 

ensure they are working properly.  

Existing regulations governing septage haulers and competition among the haulers have 

created an industry of environmentally responsible service providers. The haulers have to report 

their loads to DEP in the licensing process.  

Middletown Township sends a ‘welcome basket” of information to new residents which 

includes educational material on OLDS. The Middletown Township building inspectors, fire 

marshal, zoning officer, sewage enforcement officer and sewer authority personnel are always on 

the lookout for problem systems and spend time working with residents on how protect, 

maintain, correct, or eliminate OLDS. Many real estate transactions include the installation of a 

new septic system, since it is difficult to certify the performance of the expected life of an 

existing system. 

4.3 ON-SITE SYSTEM PROBLEM AREAS 

There are only three malfunctioning OLDS reported within the Chester-Ridley Creek 

Service Area. The reported malfunctioning OLDS are being resolved as described in Section 

4.2.1 of this report. Due to stricter on-lot guidelines, many of the older systems will likely be 

replaced by modern facilities during the resale of residential properties.  
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4.4 ILLEGAL SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS 

None of the municipalities surveyed indicated that they were aware of any wildcat sewers 

in their municipalities.  Aston Township investigates illegal sewage connections at the time of 

issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy.  Middletown Township has an ordinance prohibiting 

the connection of roof leaders, foundation drains, and sump pumps to a building sewer connected 

to the public sewer system.  The MTSA requires a signed Sewer Drain Report prior to any real 

estate transfer.  Any illegal pumps or drains must be removed from the system prior to issuance 

of an account status letter to the title company.  This program has been in place for 

approximately 15 years, with an average of 110 properties surveyed per year. 
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CHAPTER 5. 
 

PLANNING OBJECTIVES AND NEEDS 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area Sewerage Facilities Plan follows a long history 

of wastewater facilities planning in the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area. Planning efforts have 

continued since each of Delaware County’s 49 municipalities adopted the Delaware County 

Sewerage Facilities Plan as their Official Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan in 1971.  

Land use, water supply, and stormwater plans with potential for impacting wastewater 

planning have also been prepared over nearly forty years, and municipalities have enacted zoning 

and subdivision/land development ordinances to carry out local planning objectives. Therefore, 

the purpose of this section is to identify, describe, and compare the planning that has taken place, 

report progress in implementation, compare various planning efforts to determine consistency or 

conflict, and define planning needs.  

The wastewater planning documents discussed below are presented in historical context 

only. While many of the recommendations were implemented or are still valid, some are 

currently considered out of date due to changes in conditions unforeseen during development of 

those documents.  

5.1.1 Wastewater Planning Previously Undertaken 

Considerable wastewater planning has taken place since the approval of the 1971 

Delaware County Sewerage Facilities Plan. This planning has occurred at all levels of 

government including federal, regional, county, and local municipal levels. Table 5-1 provides a 

brief history of wastewater planning from 1928 to 2010 affecting the Chester-Ridley Creek 

Service Area. 
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Table 5-1 
 

History of Wastewater Planning in Delaware County 

1928 - 2010 

Year   Event 

1928 Delaware County Board of Engineers formed to evaluate the County’s sewage facility needs. 

1931 

 

Board of Engineers’ report recommends construction of six sewage systems:  Darby Creek Joint, 
Muckinipates, Central Delaware County, Eddystone, City of Chester, and Marcus Hook. All 
recommendations were implemented by 1960. 

1931-
1967 

Planning by individual municipalities leads to construction of the Radnor-Haverford-Marple (RHM), 
Tinicum, Media, Rose Valley, Brookhaven, and Southwest Delaware County systems. 

1967 Passage of Act 537, the Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act. Requires all municipalities to prepare a ten-
year sewage facilities plan to address their needs. Following a Pennsylvania Department of Health 
(PDH) recommendation, all 49 municipalities in Delaware County pass resolutions authorizing the 
Delaware County Planning Commission (DCPC) to prepare a County sewage facilities plan. 

1971 
(Jul) 

Delaware County Sewerage Facilities Plan identifies needs and recommends a regionalized sewer 
system for as much of the County as possible. 

1971 
(Oct) 

Delaware County Regional Water Quality Control Authority (DELCORA) is created by the Delaware 
County Commissioners to implement the recommended plan and is given the authority to finance, 
construct, and operate all interceptor systems, pumping stations, and treatment plants in the County 
except (1) the Upper Darby-Haverford system (which discharges directly to the City of Philadelphia 
network) and (2) the Bethel Township Sewer Authority system (which discharges to New Castle 
County). Municipal agencies retain control of local collection systems except for the Chester City, 
Parkside, and Upland collection systems operated by DELCORA. 

1972 
(Nov) 

Delaware County Regional Sewerage Project report by Albright and Friel, division of Betz 
Environmental Engineers (analysis performed in 1971). 

1972 

 

Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972  (Clean Water Act)  Extensive regulatory and 
grants program for planning, design, and construction of wastewater control facilities. Section 303 of 
this Act established water quality standards and the calculation of total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) 
that a water body can receive and still meet water quality standards. 

1974 

 

In response to the Pennsylvania Clean Streams Law, the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Resources (DER) begins to develop the Comprehensive Water Quality Management Plan for 
Southeastern Pennsylvania (COWAMP). 

1975 Governor designates the Pennsylvania portion of the Philadelphia SMSA as a 208 study area, making the 
region eligible for a federal area-wide waste treatment management planning grant. With receipt of 
federal funds, the COWAMP and 208 programs are merged to become the COWAMP/208 Plan, with a 
goal of comprehensive evaluation of water quality. Existing plans already being implemented for the 
Regional Sewerage Project were accepted as part of the COWAMP program. 

1977 Clean Water Act:  1977 Amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. Provides additional 
funding authorization, institutional changes, and a shift in technical emphasis to favor new waste 
treatment technology and control of toxic pollutants. 

1978 Draft COWAMP/208 Water Quality Management Plan completed. Suggests alternatives for addressing 
sewerage needs of the upper Ridley Creek and Crum Creek watersheds and the Chester Creek 
watershed, but no single alternative is selected. 

1979 Supplement No. 1 to COWAMP/208 Water Quality Management Plan for Southeastern Pennsylvania. 
Contains post-publication additions and corrections to the COWAMP/208 plan, including several major 
changes in recommendations for Delaware County. 

1985 EPA issued regulations that implemented Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act. 

1987 Water Quality Act of 1987: amends Federal Water Pollution Control Act. For Delaware County, some of 
the more significant provisions include creation of (1) a program providing grants to states for 
establishing water pollution control revolving funds, and 2) the National Estuary Program, with 
Delaware Bay given priority consideration. 
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Year   Event 

1988 PENNVEST. State legislation creating a revolving fund to provide loans and grants for water and 
wastewater facilities. Referendum approved to provide funding. 

1989 National Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) Control Strategy was published by EPA as a first step in 
controlling CSOs. 

1990 EPA Phase I of the NPDES Stormwater Program addressed the negative impact of stormwater runoff on 
water quality. Municipal separate storm sewer systems that serve populations of 100,000 or more, eleven 
categories of industrial activities, and construction activities disturbing 5 acres or more were required to 
obtain NPDES permit coverage. 

1992 EPA issues current TMDL regulations that included a 2-year listing cycle for states to list impaired and 
threatened waters, a TMDL must include point and nonpoint sources,  TMDLs are subject to public 
review, etc. 

1994 CSO Control Policy issued by EPA to provide guidance that would coordinate the planning, selection, 
design, and implementation of CSO management practices and controls to meet the requirements of the 
Clean Water Act. 

1999 Phase II of the NPDES Stormwater Program was published by EPA requiring permit coverage for 
certain small municipal separate storm sewer systems and construction activities between 1 and 5 acres. 

2000 EPA published revised regulations for the implementation of TMDLs. In 2001, began to reexamine the 
published rule and after consulting with stakeholders, began to redraft the rule. On March 19, 2003, EPA 
withdrew “Revisions to the Water Quality Planning and Management Regulation and Revisions to the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Program in Support of Revisions to the Water Quality 
Planning and Management Regulation” or what was referred to as the “July 2000” rule.  

2004 Municipalities adopted the updated Act 537 Plan for the Western Region 

2009 PADEP approved Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Revision for Rerate of the Western Regional 
Treatment Plant. 

1971- 
2010 

Municipalities within the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area continue to update individual Act 537 
Plans as detailed in Section 5.2 of this report. 

Source: Adapted from DCPD, 2002; Weston Solutions, Inc., 2003 

 

5.1.2 Federal Wastewater Planning 

At the federal level, EPA has provided incentives for regional and area-wide planning. 

The Construction Grants Program (Federal Water Pollution Control Act, P.L. 95-500, and its 

implementing regulations) provided funds for required area-wide facilities or “201” plans (Step 

1) prior to funding wastewater facilities design (Step 2) and construction (Step 3). This program 

was subsequently delegated to the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (DER), 

now DEP. The program, with its related planning requirements, continued through amendments 

contained in the Clean Water Act (1977) and the Water Quality Act of 1987, although at lower 

funding levels than in previous years. The 1987 Act cut construction grant funding back even 

further, but at the same time added a new Section 601, “Grants to States for Establishment of 

Revolving Funds,” which provides for loans to finance facility planning (and design and 

construction) and limited funds for area-wide planning. Today this state-level program is known 

as the Pennsylvania Infrastructure Investment Authority (PENNVEST). Table 5-2 lists recent 

PENNVEST loans and grants in the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area. 
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Table 5-2 
 

PENNVEST Loans to Southwest Delaware County Municipal Authority (1993-2009) 

Project Name Project Type 
Date of 

Approval 
Amount Project Description 

Southwest Delaware County 
Municipal Authority 

Municipal Authority-
Sewer 

3/24/99 $758,733 
Rehabilitation and replacement of approximately 8,500 feet of sanitary 
sewer lines subject to I&I in various locations 

Southwest Delaware County 
Municipal Authority 

Municipal Authority-
Sewer 

11/10/93 $2,548,750 
Extension of collection system into the Northwest portion of Aston 
Township. 

Source: PENNVEST website, http://www.pennvestportal.state.pa.us/projectsearch/projectmap.aspx, 2010 
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In 1974, DER began work on a Comprehensive Water Quality Management Plan for 

Southeast Pennsylvania (COWAMP) under Pennsylvania’s Clean Streams Law. This work and 

federally initiated planning under Section 208 of the Water Pollution Control Act were merged, 

and the combined COWAMP/208 Plan was published in draft form in 1978 and supplemented in 

1979. The plan was intended to serve as a guide to wastewater planning in southeastern 

Pennsylvania. While the plan was unable to reach consensus on recommended actions for 

specific geographic areas in Delaware County, other than to recommend additional “201” 

facilities planning studies, it did provide policy guidance. Although the plan recognized that 

public sewers would continue to be a viable solution for wastewater problems in many areas, its 

emphasis was also focused on alternative “non-sewer” methods of wastewater disposal. Land 

application and the maintenance and management of on-lot sewage disposal systems (OLDS) 

were stressed as considerations for future planning. 

Section 303 of P. L. 92-500 provided for planning for an even larger area, and the 

Delaware River Basin Comprehensive Study was partially funded by that program. With the 

1987 amendments to the Act, the Delaware Estuary was given special attention, and planning 

efforts began to identify the full spectrum of needs related to this major water resource.  

5.1.3 State/County Wastewater Planning 

On January 24, 1966, the Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act (Act 537, as amended) was 

enacted to correct existing sewage disposal problems and prevent future problems. Act 537 

requires municipalities to prepare 10-year plans to address their sewage facilities needs. As 

recommended by the Pennsylvania Department of Health (PDH), all 49 municipalities in 

Delaware County passed resolutions authorizing DCPC to prepare a County sewage facilities 

plan on their behalf. The resulting 1971 Delaware County Sewerage Facilities Plan identified 

needs and recommended a regionalized sewer system for as much of the County as possible. 

5.1.4 Delaware County Regional Sewerage Project 

As a follow-up to the 1971 Delaware County Sewerage Facilities Plan, detailed 

engineering studies were undertaken for the County by Albright and Friel, a division of Betz 

Environmental Engineers, resulting in the 1972 report, Delaware County Regional Sewerage 

Project. The report divides the County into two service areas: the predominantly sewered area 

east of Crum Creek and the western area that includes the Chester and Ridley Creek watersheds 
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and the upper Crum Creek watershed above the Geist (Springton) Reservoir. While the lower 

portions of the watersheds were largely sewered and included major wastewater producing 

industries, the upper portions were largely unsewered, with high growth potential. 

The Plan recommended conveying wastewater from Radnor-Haverford-Marple Sewer 

Authority (RHM), Darby Creek Joint Authority (DCJA), Muckinipates, Tinicum, and Central 

Delaware County Authorities (CDCA) to an expanded and upgraded Philadelphia Southwest 

Water Pollution Control Plant (PSWPCP) for treatment. For the remaining portions of the 

County, it recommended conveying all wastewater to an existing upgraded and expanded plant in 

Chester City for treatment, as well as gradual phase out all other treatment facilities, including 

nineteen institutional plants. Implementation was to occur by 2020, in four stages. It 

recommended creation of a County-level sewer authority in Phase I to implement the 

recommended plan and to assume responsibility for its continued operation. The resulting 

County-level authority was the Delaware County Regional Water Quality Control Authority 

(DELCORA). Following approval by the Delaware County Commissioners at a public hearing, 

the PA Department of Environmental Resources (DER, now PADEP) accepted this report as a 

guide to the design of wastewater facilities in the study area.  [Note:  This Chester-Ridley Creek 

Watershed Plan Update fulfills the plan requirement by phasing out the Baldwin Run Pollution 

Control Plant (BRPCP)]. 

Municipalities in the western portion of the County have prepared, adopted, and received 

DEP approval for complete updates or major revisions to their Act 537 Plans. Since 1972, the 

single most significant Countywide sewage facility planning effort has been the Delaware 

County Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan, Western Plan of Study, which was approved in 2004 by 

the following municipalities: 

� Aston Township 
� Bethel Township 
� Brookhaven Borough 
� Chadds Ford Township 
� Chester Heights Borough 
� Concord Township 
� Edgmont Township 
� Media Borough 
� Middletown Township  
� Rose Valley Borough 
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� Newtown Township 
� Thornbury Township 
� Upper Chichester Township 
� Upper Providence Township 

The 2004 Western Plan of Study recommended regional balancing of treatment facilities 

capacity to transfer flows to facilities with adequate capacity. The study concluded that, due to 

high costs, increasing treatment capacity through the development of new facilities should be 

considered as a last alternative. Phasing out the BRPCP is in line with the recommendations in 

the 2004 Western Plan of Study. 

5.1.5 Municipal Wastewater Planning 

Since the preparation of the 1971 Delaware County Sewerage Facilities Plan, numerous 

municipal sewerage feasibility studies and facilities plans have been prepared. The 

recommendations of these studies and plans and the responses of various local regional, state, 

and even federal agencies to those recommendations have shaped the specific components of the 

County’s sewage facilities network over the past thirty years. 

The following section summarizes local planning efforts in the Chester – Ridley Creek 

Service Area municipalities in the context of County and regional plans and in accordance with 

state and federal regulatory requirements. 

5.2 WASTEWATER PLANNING IN THE CHESTER – RIDLEY CREEK SERIVCE 
AREA 

5.2.1 Details of Individual Municipal Wastewater Planning Documents in the Chester – 
Ridley Creek Service Area 

The following is a brief description of previous and current planning documents created 

by municipalities in the Chester – Ridley Creek Service Area.  

Aston Township 

Aston Township is almost entirely served by sewers owned by SWDCMA. The 

Township’s Act 537 Plan (along with Upper Chichester Township and Chester Heights Borough) 

was prepared by SWDCMA and approved by DEP in 1997. The plan addressed a new 

conveyance system in northwestern Aston Township. Intermunicipal cooperation among Aston, 

Chester Heights, and Upper Chichester and implementation of “sub-regional” public sewage 
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facilities planning are also discussed. The most recent Act 537 Plan is dated October 11, 2006 

and lists no future planning considerations. A corrective action plan for the Baldwin Run 

Pollution Control Plant was prepared in 2002 to alleviate overloading problems. The plan calls 

for general maintenance, a grouting program, and plant upgrades to help maintain the plant’s 

flows within the permitted capacity of 6 MGD.  

Brookhaven Borough 

Several formal Act 537 Plans were adopted in Brookhaven Borough in the past thirty 

years, including one prepared in 1989 and submitted in 1990 as an appendix to the SWDCMA 

plan. An update to the Brookhaven Borough Act 537 Plan was approved by DEP in 1998. This 

update evaluated upgrading the Brookhaven WWTP as well as the possibility of treatment of 

additional flows by SWDCMA as possible alternatives for the improvement of wastewater 

management. Upgrade of the Brookhaven WWTP was selected as the most viable and beneficial 

solution to Borough residents and the environment. The most recent Act 537 plan was approved 

on October 11, 2006. 

Chester Township 

According to the PADEP website, the latest Act 537 Plan for Chester Township was 

approved on 26 March 1991. Chester Township is included in the Act 537 Plan Sewage Facilities 

Plan Update Eastern Plan of Study (DCPD, 2002). It was adopted by Chester Township on 

March 7, 2002. 

Chester Heights Borough 

The first Chester Heights Borough Act 537 Plan was, in fact, the 1972 Delaware County 

Regional Sewerage Project, adopted in 1976. This plan called for most of the Borough to be 

sewered following trunk lines along Chester Creek and the West Branch of Chester Creek. A 

majority of the recommendations of this plan were not implemented. A later Act 537 Plan 

Update was prepared for Chester Heights Borough (along with Upper Chichester and Aston) by 

SWDCMA and approved by PADEP in 1997. The Plan recommended the extension of the 

SWDCMA service area to accommodate additional Chester Heights sanitary flow and to reduce 

the potential for future public health concerns that are sometimes related to aging on-lot disposal 

systems. The most recent Act 537 Plan was approved on May 2, 2003. 
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Edgmont Township 

Edgmont Township’s official Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan was approved by PADEP 

on February 25, 2004. An Act 537 Special Study Plan for the Crum Creek Watershed was 

approved by PADEP on February 6, 2009. Under this approved Plan, Edgmont Township 

became a member of the Central Delaware County Authority (CDCA). DELCORA will be 

working with the township to design and construct collection and conveyance facilities to convey 

up to a total of 350,000 gpd through CDCA’s sewage conveyance system to the WRTP. Flows 

from the CDCA Crum Creek Interceptor can be diverted to the PSWPCP in Philadelphia. 

Edgmont Township has prepared a 2010 Special Study to further develop and evaluate methods 

for collection and conveyance to the CDCA system.  

The only proposed flows from Edgmont Township in the Chester-Ridley Service Area 

originate in an approved 21-lot residential subdivision located near the Middletown Township 

boundary.  A projected flow of 60,000 gpd from possible development of the Sleighton Farms 

property has been included in the planning design of alternative sewage facilities in this plan.  

All other flow from Edgmont will eventually be directed to the CDCA conveyance system.  

Middletown Township 

In May 2000, Middletown Township Council authorized MTSA to update the 

Township’s Act 537 Plan with special attention paid to the future demands on the interceptor 

sewers. The plan addressed growing sewer needs due to increasing population, I/I issues, and the 

unsuitability of many areas for OLDS. The Plan also questions the compatibility of the 

SWDCMA treatment facility with population forecasts for the area. Proposed alternatives 

include public sewer service where financially feasible and environmentally necessary, while 

continuing use of OLDS for single dwellings in remote low-density locations. The Plan also 

addresses measures for inflow and infiltration (I/I) reduction. An Act 537 Plan Update was 

approved on 11 October 2006 and includes recommendations for installation of a low pressure 

collection system and extension of the public sewer system along Valley Road, Darlington Road, 

and New Darlington Road.  

Upper Chichester Township 

An Act 537 Plan prepared by SWDCMA in 1997 that discusses additional flow and I&I 

issues and recommends extension of the SWDCMA Woodbrook PS service area in Upper 
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Chichester Township. The plan also addresses inter-municipal cooperation in the area and 

recommends that it be continued and strengthened.  

SDCA was faced with service expansion constraints in 2001 due to DEP imposed new 

connection limitations at SWDCMA’s Baldwin Run Pollution Control Facility. The SDCA 

evaluated its sewage planning on behalf of Upper Chichester Township in 2002. In October 

2002, an Act 537 Plan Update that recommended bypassing additional SDCA flows from 

SWDCMA to DELCORA by means of existing infrastructure that allows for opposite direction 

flows was implemented. The pump and force main serving this function was constructed and is 

operational. The most recent Act 537 Plan was approved by PADEP on 11 October 2006. 

Upper Providence Township 

Upper Providence Township’s Act 537 Plan was approved by PADEP on February 6, 

2009. In 2009, the Sewer Authority approved a project to provide public sewers to the entire 

township. No flows from the sewer extension project will be directed to the BRPCP.  

5.2.2 Other Related Planning 

In the last few decades, government and public organizations in the planning area 

prepared numerous reports that directly or collaterally address wastewater issues in the last 

several decades. Some reports were prepared pursuant to state regulations while others were 

dedicated to specific projects. 

Stormwater management planning under Pennsylvania Act 167 has either been completed 

or is underway in many of Delaware County’s watersheds. An Act 167 stormwater management 

plan (SWMP) for the Ridley Creek watershed was prepared in 1988, and a plan for the Chester 

Creek watershed was completed in 2003. Act 167 SWMPs for Darby-Cobbs Creek watershed 

was completed in 2005 and the Crum Creek Watershed Act 167 study will be completed in 2010. 

All of the SWMPs with the exception of Ridley Creek, which was prepared before stormwater 

quality requirements took effect, require municipal adoption of a model ordinance that includes 

criteria for determining pre- and post-development runoff rates, performance standards for 

managing stormwater runoff, criteria for stormwater management system design, water quality 

control criteria, and groundwater recharge requirements. 
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5.3 LAND USE PLANNING AND REGULATION 

To ensure proper development and alleviate growth pressures, municipalities are 

“enabled” to adopt planning documents pursuant to the MPC, Act 247 of 1968, as amended. 

These planning documents include comprehensive land use plans, zoning ordinances, and 

subdivision/land development regulations. 

One of the main reasons for examining these documents while preparing the sewage 

facilities plan is to establish the interrelationships between the need for sewers and the existing 

and proposed land uses within each municipality. Conversely, one might expect that many of the 

proposed land uses within a municipality would be predicated upon the availability of sewage 

collection and treatment facilities. While this was once the case in remote areas, it now appears 

that a lack of existing public infrastructure can be overcome through both innovative technology 

as well as private funding for new sewage facilities. 

As previously discussed, Act 537 requires municipalities to adopt sewage facilities plans 

for the provision of adequate sewage facilities as well as to protect water supplies. These plans 

should allow for a variety of treatment techniques based upon their availability, efficiency, and 

cost. Therefore, the task in this section is to analyze the correlation between documents adopted 

under Act 247 and Act 537. 

5.3.1 County Planning 

Act 247 requires all counties to prepare and adopt a comprehensive plan within three 

years of the effective date of the Act and that adopted municipal comprehensive plans be 

generally consistent with an adopted county plan. The existing unofficial County comprehensive 

plan, Delaware County Land Use Plan 2000 (originally issued January 1976), was largely a 

compilation of municipal comprehensive plans and is, therefore, consistent with those plans. 

Only the policies section of the Open Space, Parks, and Recreation Study (1978), which was 

developed pursuant to the plan, was ever officially adopted by the County. DCPD is currently in 

the process of preparing a County comprehensive plan that will meet state requirements and 

provide the necessary guidance to both County agencies and municipalities regarding future 

growth, development, and redevelopment in the County. To date, the County Bicycle Plan 

(2009) is the only element currently adopted. The plan will recommend maintaining the existing 
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public sewer network and providing capacity for extension to areas in need of connection. The 

need for viable wastewater treatment alternatives in the developing parts of the County will be 

emphasized. The plan will take into account that these goals should be approached while 

encouraging sustainable development practices and preserving and enhancing the environment. 

5.3.2 Municipal Planning 

All of the municipalities within the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area have an adopted 

comprehensive plan. The land uses and densities recommended in these plans were based, to a 

great extent, on soil suitability for OLDS and the availability of public sewers. Plans prepared in 

the early 1970s tend to be consistent with the County’s 1971 Act 537 Plan, while some of the 

later plans either advocate additional sewerage studies or refer to studies already in progress. 

Municipal planning documents are listed in Table 5-3. 

Municipal Zoning 

In developing areas, municipal zoning has a great impact on density, ultimate build-out, 

and need for sewers to serve development that occurs in accordance with the zoning. Needed 

facilities to serve the various types of development depend on a number of factors, only one of 

which is zoning.  

In developed areas of western Delaware County, such as Brookhaven Borough, Chester 

Township, and Upper Chichester Township, zoning is not a driving force in sewage facilities 

decision-making since most of these areas are already publicly sewered. Therefore, any infill, 

redevelopment, or even new development in these municipalities is within a relatively short 

distance of a public sewer system and is expected to connect to the nearest system. 
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Table 5-3 
Land Use Planning Documents 

Municipality Date (Status) Summary 
Min lot size dependent 

on sewerage? 
Inconsistencies 

Aston Township Ordinance – October 17, 
1990 as amended through 
1997 

Map – May 19, 1997 

Comprehensive Plan – 
November 2005 

Act 537 Plan – 
10/11/2006 

All homes served by public sewer with 
exception of 66 that are scattered 
throughout the Township. 

Planning and zoning code requires 
installation of capped sewers where 
plans for public sewers are approved 
and a permit has been secured to 
provide connection within a 5-year 
period. Mobile home parks are required 
to be served by public sewer. 

R1 minimum = 20,000 
sq.ft. Increases to 
30,000 if no public 
sewer and water. 

R2 minimum = 10,000 
sq.ft., 

30,000 if no public 
sewer and water, 15,000 
if no public sewer or 
water. 

June 1987 comprehensive plan contains 
outdated statements about increasing 
minimum lot sizes from 20,000 sq. ft. to 1 
acre. The minimum lot size has been 
increased to 30,000 sq.ft. in the planning 
and zoning code.  The August 2000 Act 537 
Survey Plan shows that the only unsewered 
roads are sections of Pennell Road and 
Mount Road in the northeastern portion of 
the Township. 

Brookhaven 
Borough 

Comprehensive Plan – 
1991 

Planning and Zoning 
Code as amended through 
2007. 

Comprehensive plan calls for revision 
of the zoning ordinance to increase the 
minimum lot size of 3,500 sq.ft.  

 

No – All of Borough is 
served by public sewer. 

Comprehensive plan recommends closing 
the Brookhaven STP (Brookhaven and 
Bridgewater Roads). This has not yet 
occurred. 

Chester Township Comprehensive Plan, 
2002.  

Subdivision and Land 
Development Ordinance, 
February, 1993. 

   

Chester Heights 
Borough 

Comprehensive Plan – 
1971 

Comprehensive Plan – 
Currently in progress   

Subdivision and Land 
Development Ordinance, 
1997. 

PRDs must be served by community or 
public sewers. Mobile home parks are 
required to be consistent with Act 537 
Plan and to connect to public sewer “if 
available.”  PRDs must have approval 
of Borough Engineer for sewage 
treatment system. 

No  
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Municipality Date (Status) Summary 
Min lot size dependent 

on sewerage? 
Inconsistencies 

Edgmont 
Township 

Comprehensive Plan – 
September 20, 2000 

Zoning Ordinance and 
Subdivision and Land 
Development Ordinance 
– December 17, 1997 

The ZO and SLDO have 
been amended and 
updated every subsequent 
year.  

 Requires connection to sewers when 
they are available.  

Zoning requires PRDs to be served by 
public sewer. 

Yes The comprehensive plan recommends the 
continued use of the existing community 
STPs. Recommends evaluation of providing 
community STPs to areas of future 
development as part of the Act 537 Plan 
Update. 

Middletown 
Township 

Comprehensive Plan – 
March 26, 2001 

Zoning Ordinance – 
8/1/2009 

Subdivision and Land 
Development Ordinance 
– 8/1/2009 

 

Comp plan says 98% of dwellings 
serviced by public sewer. Comp plan 
has zoning strategies to guide 
development to areas of existing 
infrastructure. 

Developments required to connect to 
public sewers if available. OLDS must 
have DEP approval. PRDs must be 
served by public sewer. 

R-2, R-3, R-4 minimum 
lot size is 1 acre if not 
served by public sewer, 
0.25 acre if served by 
both public sewer and 
water, and 0.5 acre if 
served by public water 
or sewer. 

 

Upper Chichester 
Township 

Comprehensive Plan – 
April, 2005 Zoning 
Ordinance – 1991 

 

Zoning Ordinance – 1991 

 

Subdivision and Land 
Development Ordinance 
– 1994 

 

PRDs must be served by public sewer. 

SL&D ordinance requires community 
systems if public sewers are not 
available and OLDS are not feasible. 

R-1 minimum area 
increased from 20,000 
to 30,000 sq.ft  if public 
sewer and water are not 
available. 

R-2 minimum area 
increased from 11,250 
to 15,000 sq.ft. if public 
sewer or water are not 
available, and 30,000 
sq.ft. if neither is 
available. 

Comprehensive plan says that areas not 
presently serviced are planned to be 
sewered within five years. 
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Municipality Date (Status) Summary 
Min lot size dependent 

on sewerage? 
Inconsistencies 

Upper Providence 
Township 

Comprehensive Plan – 
October 2005. 

Planning and Zoning 
Code June, 2009 

 

 

Comp plan notes problems with many 
failing OLDS. 

Requires connection to public sewer if 
accessible. Requires installation of 
sewers in conformance with Act 537 
Plan. Ch. 1052 regulates community 
on-lot systems. 

No  

Source: Municipal zoning ordinances, 2010 
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Generally, zoning regulations have a significant effect on development patterns, thus 

influencing the development of sewage systems. Many zoning ordinances include restrictions on 

lot sizes based on availability of public utilities (Aston, Middletown, and Upper Chichester 

Townships). Although Middletown Township has lot size restrictions based on zoning, large 

tracts of land including the Franklin Mint property and the Sleighton Farms property are 

currently undergoing development planning that depends on obtaining variances to the zoning 

ordinance. A town center concept is in the early planning stages for the Franklin Mint property. 

If a zoning variance can be obtained, there is potential for a hotel, commercial district, and 

residential development that would produce significant (greater than 700,000 gpd) additional 

sewage treatment demand. A zoning variance is also being sought for the Sleighton Farms 

property for the purposes of developing a 55+ senior living community. These zoning variances 

would produce sewage treatment demands that are significantly greater than estimates developed 

on build-out potential for existing zoning districts within Middletown Township. Chester Heights 

Borough also has the potential for additional residential or commercial development. 

5.3.3 Details of Individual Municipal Planning Documents in the Chester-Ridley Service 
Area 

The following is a brief description of the zoning/build-out potential as well as the 

sewage facility-related zoning provisions of the municipalities within the Chester-Ridley Creek 

Service Area. 

Aston Township 

Aston Township’s zoning ordinance allows for a number of land uses including 

residential, commercial, planned business campus, shopping center, limited industrial, 

institutional, and open space. Residential zoning includes low-density, medium-density, high-

density, townhouse, apartment, and mobile home districts. Lot sizes range from 5,000 sq. ft. to 

20,000 sq. ft. for detached residential dwellings. Densities for townhouses, apartments, and 

mobile homes range from 6 to 12 units per acre.  

The Township’s subdivision and land development ordinance requires that “the developer 

shall provide the most effective type of sanitary sewage disposal consistent with the natural 

features, location, and proposed development of the site.”  Connection to a public sewer is listed 

as a preferred method of disposal, followed by the provision for a community disposal system or 
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treatment facility by the developer, followed by capped sewers with approved OLDS. On-lot 

sewage disposal is listed as acceptable but the least desirable method of disposal. 

Aston Township updated its Comprehensive plan on 4 April 2005 in a joint effort with 

Upper Chichester and Lower Chichester Townships. The comprehensive plan includes the 

recommendations from the DCPD Act 537 Western Plan of Study regarding inter-municipal 

cooperation to effectively convey and treat wastewater. The Comprehensive Plan reports only 

1% of homes in Aston Township rely on OLDS. If an OLDS fails, it is connected to the public 

sewer if feasible.  

Brookhaven Borough 

Brookhaven Borough’s zoning ordinance allows for a wide range of zoning districts and 

associated residential and nonresidential densities. Single dwelling residential districts allow for 

lots ranging from 10,800 sq. ft. to 3,500 sq. ft. Residential zoning also includes several types of 

apartment, special, and townhouse districts with densities ranging from 4 to 17 units per acre. 

Other districts recognized by zoning ordinances are commercial districts of various densities, a 

special use district, a park-recreation district, and a floodplain district. 

The Borough’s comprehensive plan was prepared by DCPD in 1991. The plan indicated 

that as of 1990, the Borough of Brookhaven was almost entirely developed. Therefore, there was 

no anticipated increase in sewer volumes conveyed to three facilities:  the Borough’s own 

Brookhaven STP, the SWDCMA plant in Aston, and DELCORA’s plant in Chester City. The 

plan recommended formalizing plans for bypassing the Brookhaven STP due to possible future 

problems resulting from the age of the facility. The plan also recommended that Brookhaven 

Borough apply for a PENNVEST loan to correct defects and problems in the existing sanitary 

sewer system. The Borough is currently upgrading its treatment plant. 

Brookhaven Borough updated their Comprehensive plan in August 2009 in a joint effort 

with Parkside Borough, and Upland Borough.  

Chester Heights Borough 

Chester Heights Borough’s zoning ordinance allows for a wide range of zoning districts 

and associated residential and nonresidential densities. Single dwelling residential districts allow 

for lots ranging from 1.5 acres to 0.75 acre. Residential zoning also includes apartment, mobile 
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home, and Planned Residential Districts (PRD) districts. Mobile home parks are required to have 

a maximum of 4 units per acre. Other districts recognized by the zoning ordinance are business, 

laboratory/light office use, church, school, cemetery, and communications facility overlay. 

The Borough’s comprehensive plan was adopted in 1971. The plan recommended 

utilization of small package plants for apartment and PRD zones (i.e., multi-family dwellings) 

until public sewage treatment becomes available. Single-family zoning was to be based on no 

less than 1-acre lot size to meet state objectives for proper on-lot disposal. The DCPD is 

currently in the process of assisting Chester Heights Borough in development of a new 

comprehensive plan that will address the need to undertake a municipality-level feasibility study 

to investigate long-term sewage facilities needs. 

The Chester Heights Borough subdivision and land development ordinance of 2009 

requires developers to provide connection to sanitary sewer where available and accessible.  

Chester Township 

Chester Township has a Comprehensive Plan dated 2002.  

Edgmont Township 

Edgmont Township’s zoning ordinance of 1997 distinguishes several types of residential 

districts including rural/agricultural, rural, suburban, retirement, and planned. Lot sizes vary 

from 4 acres for the rural/agricultural district R-1 to 20,000 sq. ft. in the suburban residential 

district R-4. Retirement district R-5 is no more than 3.5 units per acre. PRD areas allow for lot 

sizes as small as 7,500 sq. ft. for the PRD-3 district, designed for single-family detached, duplex, 

or twin units. Other uses permitted by the zoning ordinance are neighborhood commercial, 

highway commercial, planned commercial/light industrial, planned office center, light industrial, 

and outdoor recreation.  

The Township’s subdivision ordinance of 2009 requires “dwellings and/or lots within a 

subdivision or land development [to be] connected with a public sanitary sewer system where 

accessible and available.” Where sewage facilities are planned but not yet available, the 

developer must install facilities including laterals, force mains, capped sewers, etc. to each lot. 

When sanitary sewers are not to be constructed, OLDS are permitted, provided that they are 
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installed in accordance with state and local regulations. The landowner or developer is required 

to provide evidence of feasibility and satisfactory operation of the system to be utilized. 

Edgmont Township’s comprehensive plan of 2000 states that public sewer service areas 

in relation to existing needs and planned growth areas as one of its objectives. However, the plan 

also affirms the Township’s determination to continue relying primarily on on-lot or other 

alternative systems for domestic waste disposal, especially in the western areas. Edgmont 

Township’s strategy for reaching the latter goal is to “minimize infrastructure expansion on the 

western side of Ridley Creek State Park by relying primarily on “… on-site and other approved 

alternative systems for domestic waste disposal,” which in turn helps to “promote groundwater 

recharge.” The plan’s recommendations are consistent with the objectives and strategies stated 

above and promote utilization of existing sewage systems or alternative OLDS. 

Middletown Township 

Middletown Township’s zoning ordinance (August 1, 2009) allows for a wide range of 

zoning districts including a variety of single-family residential, planned retirement community, 

and PRD. Lot sizes range from 0.25 acre to 1 acre. Minimum lot size in the same zoning district 

can vary depending on availability of public sewer and water. Other districts recognized by 

zoning ordinances are institutional, outdoor recreation, special use, business, neighborhood 

shopping center, major shopping center, planned business center, office, office campus, and 

manufacturing/industrial. Zoning also allows for transferable development rights (TDR), a 

program that directs growth to preferred locations by the sale and purchase of a property’s 

development rights. 

The Township’s subdivision and land development ordinance, revised August 1, 2009, 

requires that all subdivisions or land developments be connected to public sewers where 

available and accessible. If public sewers are not available immediately but are planned in the 

future, all necessary sewer mains and laterals shall be installed and capped. In areas with no 

plans for public sewer systems, a separate on-site sewage disposal facility shall be provided for 

each lot. 

Middletown Township’s comprehensive plan of 2001 notes that the Township’s public 

sewer system is tied into an intermunicipal system with shared facilities. The plan’s 
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recommendations proposed studies of current and future demands on the major interceptors and 

pump stations, implementation of an I/I elimination plan, assistance to neighborhoods in 

extending public sewer service to areas where it is currently lacking, and extension of the 

treatment agreement with SWDCMA. The comprehensive plan outlines strategies to promote a 

balance of developed and open areas. A low-intensity residential development category assigned 

to vacant parcels within areas of residential development is intended to guide housing 

development to areas where lots and infrastructure already exist.  

Upper Chichester Township 

The zoning ordinance of Upper Chichester Township distinguishes several types of 

residential developments, such as low-density, medium-density, high-density, townhouse, 

apartment, mobile home, and planned retirement community. Minimum lot sizes are 20,000 sq. 

ft. in the R-1 district, 11,250 sq. ft. in the R-2 district, and 5,000 sq. ft in the R-3 and mobile 

home districts. Density for the townhouse district and apartment district is not to exceed 7 units 

and 12 units per acre, respectively. Zoning maps also show neighborhood and highway 

commercial districts, an industrial commercial district, and an industrial district. 

The Township’s subdivision and land development ordinance requires developers to 

provide the “most effective type of sanitary sewage disposal consistent with the natural features, 

location, and proposed development of the site.” The preferred method of disposal is a 

connection to a public sewer system, followed in order of preference by provision of a 

community treatment facility, capped sewers with temporary on-lot facilities, and OLDS. The 

Township requires the connection of failed OLDS within 250 feet of public sewer. 

The comprehensive plan for Upper Chichester Township was prepared in April 2005, 

includes the recommendations contained in the DCPD Act 537 Western Plan of Study for inter-

municipal cooperation to effectively convey and treat wastewater. The Comprehensive Plan 

reports only 1% of homes in Upper Chichester Township rely on OLDS. If an OLDS fails, it is 

connected to the public sewer if feasible.  

Upper Providence Township 

Minimum residential lot sizes specified in Upper Providence Township’s zoning 

ordinance range from 43,560 sq. ft. in the R-1 district to 5,000 sq. ft. for single-family residences 
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and 2,000 sq. ft. for apartments in the R-6 district. Lot sizes are not predicated on the availability 

of public water or sewer. Nonresidential districts include business, limited industrial, planned 

office campus, recreational, and open space. 

Upper Providence Township’s subdivision ordinance requires each property to be 

“connected to a public sewer system, if accessible.”  When sewers are not available but are 

planned for extension, the developer is required to install capped sewer laterals. 

The Upper Providence Township comprehensive plan was developed in 2005. It 

recommended limited extension of public sewers into existing developments. It also 

recommended securing membership in the CDCA. In 2009, the Sewer Authority approved a 

project to provide public sewers to the entire Township. No flows from the sewer extension 

project will be directed to the BRPCP.  

5.3.4 Major Inconsistencies 

During the review of the existing municipal ordinances, inconsistencies noted are 

included in Table 5-3. 

5.4 OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL PLANS 

5.4.1 Water Quality Requirements 

Pennsylvania regulations specifically address water quality standards in 25 Pa. Code § 

93. Chapter 93 sets statewide water uses for all surface waters. The lower main stem portions of 

Chester Creek and Ridley Creeks are designated as Warm Water Fisheries. Higher tributaries are 

designated as Trout Stocking Fisheries. 

Chapter 93 water quality criteria are associated with the statewide water uses listed 

previously and apply to all surface waters unless otherwise indicated. The criteria specify such 

parameters as pH, temperature, dissolved oxygen, color, bacteria count, nutrients, priority 

pollutants, and others. 

Clean Water Act Section 305(b) requires a report on all impaired waters of the 

Commonwealth. Section 303(d) further evaluates these findings to determine which waters still 

would not support specified uses even after the appropriate required water pollution technology 

has been applied. Section 303(d) also establishes the total maximum daily load (TMDL) 
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program. In Pennsylvania, the 305 (b) report is now known as the Integrated Water Quality 

Monitoring and Assessment Report. The 303 (d) category is now referred to as Category 5 

Waterbodies. Category 5 Waterbodies are impaired due to pollutants and require a TMDL. The 

2010 Category 5 list includes portions of Chester Creek. Causes of impairment include municipal 

point sources and organic enrichment/low DO, nutrients, and suspended solids from package 

STP plants. Portions of Ridley Creek are also listed as impaired from urban runoff. Three 

tributaries of Chester Creek and West Branch Chester Creek that had been listed as impaired for 

priority organics and suspended solids were removed from the Category 5 waterbodies list in 

2010. 

5.4.2 State Water Plan 

The Pennsylvania State Water Plan was originally developed in the 1970s and divided the 

state’s major river basins into twenty smaller units (subbasins) for planning purposes. Most of 

these subbasins were further divided into watershed areas that range in size from 100 to 1000 

square miles. Delaware County is located in Subbasin 3 (Lower Delaware River). Watershed 

Area G (Darby-Crum Creeks) covers all of the study area. 

The State Water Plan was updated in March, 2009. It addressed a general understanding 

of water resources and examined problems and viable solutions. The plan consists of inventories 

of water availability, an assessment of current and future water use demands and trends, 

assessments of resource management alternatives and proposed methods of implementing 

recommended actions. The plan includes an interactive map on-line, enabling display of 

watershed characteristics including impaired streams, special protection waters, public water 

supply areas, and impervious land cover. 

Watershed G, known as the Darby-Crum Creeks watershed, has an approximate drainage 

area of 231 square miles and also includes Ridley Creek, Chester Creek, and other tributaries 

flowing directly into the Delaware River Estuary from Tinicum to Marcus Hook. The watershed 

is characterized by a combination of point and nonpoint pollution sources, including urban 

runoff, stormwater management, streambank erosion, hydromodification, combined sewer 

overflows (CSOs), heavy industry, and commercial development. Many developments in this 

watershed are encroaching on floodplains, creating a flooding hazard during storm events. For 
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example, severe flooding occurred in the lower portions of the watershed during record rainfall 

from Hurricane Floyd in 1999.  

5.5 CHESTER-RIDLEY CREEK SERVICE AREA SEWAGE FACILITY PLANNING 
NEEDS 

5.5.1 General Sewage Facilities Needs 

The sewage facilities needs of the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area are to complete the 

phase out of the BRPCP to accommodate growth within the service area before more restrictive 

effluent limitations are imposed by PADEP. Upgrading existing treatment capability to meet 

effluent limit requirements and concurrently expanding the hydraulic capacity of the plant would 

be cost prohibitive and may not be possible considering the assimilative capacity of Baldwin 

Run.  

5.5.2 Municipality Specific Sewage Facilities Needs 

Sewage needs based upon anticipated residential population and employment growth 

have been projected by Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC) from the 

Census 2000. Table 5-4 estimates the increase in sewage demand generated by the projected 

increases in population and employment.  Areas of planned development are shown in Figure 5-

1.  The planning scenario presented in Table 5-4 includes the Franklin Mint property developed under the 

Town Center Concept and the Sleighton Farms property developed as a Senior Living Community. The 

2009 and 2009 -14 Residential Sewage Demand columns were estimated from the Chapter 94 

Reports for SDCA, SWCDMA, and MTSA. Where flow values were not reported for the 

contributing municipalities (eg. Brookhaven Borough), sewage demand was estimated by 

multiplying existing and future potential equivalent dwelling units (EDUs) by 262.5 gpd/edu for 

residential and 200 gpd for each 10 employees for commercial/industrial. An estimate of 500,000 

gpd was provided for the Cintas Laundry in Chester Township.  

The 2014-2035 planning scenario was extrapolated from the 2014 estimates by applying 

the increase in population and employment from 2015 to 2035 as a percent of the existing flows 

plus the projected 2014 flows derived from the Chapter 94 reports. The 2009-14 and 2014-35 

columns in Table 5-4 include the incremental projected increases in sewage flows for those 

periods of time. 
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Table 5-4 
 

Chester-Ridley Service Area Sewage Demand Growth Projection 

Municipality (Authority) 

2009 Residential 
Sewage Demand2, 

(ADF gpd) 

2009 
Com/Lt. Ind. 

Sewage Demand3 
(ADF gpd) 

2009-14 
Additional 
Residential 

Demand 
(ADF gpd) 

2009-14 
Additional 

Com/Lt. Ind. 
Demand 

(ADF gpd) 

2014-35 
Additional 
Residential 
Demand7 

(ADF gpd) 

2014-35 
Additional 

Com/Lt. Ind. 
Demand8 

(ADF gpd) 

2035 
Total Projected 
Sewage Demand 

(ADF gpd) 

Aston Township1 1,431,251 641,824 533,688 199,325 33,404 93,368 2,932,860 

Brookhaven Borough2 162,750 0 28,613 0 2,488 0 193,850 

Chester Heights Borough3 10,238 0 3,675 0 209 0 14,121 

Chester Township4 263,025 500,000 0 0 4,734 59,500 827,259 

Edgmont Township Included in MTSA flow 

Middletown Township 
Sewer Authority (MTSA)5 1,370,824 109,176 924,388 50,000 73,439 2,706 2,530,533 

Upper Chichester 
Township (SDCA)6 160,913 0 0 0 3,701 0 164,613 

Upper Providence 
Township Included in MTSA flow 

Chester/Ridley Service 
Area 3,399,000 1,251,000 1,490,364 249,325 117,975 155,574 6,663,237 

Notes: 1 Flows based on subtraction of all other municipal contributions from SWDCMA Chapter 94 report for 2009.  

 2 Residential Demand based on 262.5 gpd/edu. EDU data obtained from Brookhaven Borough.  

 3 Residential Demand based on 262.5 gpd/edu. EDU data obtained by counting residences on aerial image based on Twp. Engineer's description of 
service area.  

 4 Residential Demand based on 262.5 gpd/edu. EDU data obtained from Charles Catania Sr. Commercial flow based on estimate by George Crum for 
Cintas Laundry. 

 5 Flow values from MTSA Chapter 94 Report for 2009 and correspondence with Mike Majeski. 

 6 Flows based on 262.5 gpd/edu. EDUs obtained from SDCA Chapter 94 Report for 2009, Feb. 1, 2010. 

 7 2035 additional flows based on DRVPC projected population increase as percent of 2014 flows obtained from Chapter 94 Reports. 

 8 2035 additional commercial flows based on DRVPC projected employment increases as a percent of 2014 flows from Chapter 94 Reports. 
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CHAPTER 6. 
 

FACILITIES ALTERNATIVES AND EVALUATIONS 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter presents feasible alternatives for addressing long-term sewage disposal 

needs in the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area. Feasible alternatives for sewage treatment 

within the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area include: 

1. Upgrading treatment processes at the BRPCP to meet potential stringent effluent 
limitations for nutrients. 

2. Construction of a pump station and force main to direct existing and future potential 
flows to the DELCORA’s Western Regional Treatment Plant (WRTP) in the City of 
Chester. Three alternatives for the force main corridor between the existing treatment 
plant site and the WRTP are evaluated in this plan. 

3. No Action. The consent order from PADEP and impending changes to effluent limits 
for nutrients preclude No Action as a viable option for sewage treatment in the 
Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area. 

6.2 ALTERNATIVE 1 – UPGRADE EXISTING TREATMENT PLANT 

Upgrading the existing treatment processes to meet more stringent effluent criteria for 

nutrients is considered an alternative solution. This section includes descriptions of the three 

main components that would need to be implemented for keeping the existing treatment plant as 

a viable long term solution.  

6.2.1 Upgrade Treatment Processes 

The current wastewater treatment processes include screening, primary clarification, 

biological treatment using activated biofilters, final clarification, and chlorination. Upgrading the 

existing treatment processes to include tertiary treatment for nutrient removal is the main 

component of this alternative. Process upgrades may include treatment with lime or chemicals to 

remove phosphorus, ammonia stripping to remove nitrogen, and/or activated carbon adsorption. 

6.2.2 Correct Inflow and Infiltration Problems 

Inflow and infiltration (I/I) has been identified as a major problem for the existing 

treatment plant with plant flows becoming excessive immediately after a storm event. Excessive 
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storm flows can reach 12 MGD or higher. An I/I abatement program is required under the 

consent agreement with PADEP. 

6.2.3 Maintenance Program 

An on-going maintenance program for the existing facility and collection system is 

recommended under this alternative to maximize treatment efficiency and minimize problems 

associated with an aging collection system. The collection system maintenance program is 

required under the consent agreement with PADEP. 

6.3 ALTERNATIVE 2 – CONSTRUCT NEW PUMP STATION AND FORCE MAIN 
TO DELCORA’S WRTP 

Construction of new conveyance and treatment facilities was included in the 2004 Act 

537 Western Plan of Study as an alternative to meeting Western Delaware County’s sewage 

treatment needs. Construction of a new pump station at the site of the existing BRPCP with a 

new force main directing flows from the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area to DELCORA’s 

WRTP is an alternative to upgrading the existing plant.  DELCORA entered into an agreement of 

service with SWDCMA on 21 December 2009.  The agreement is included as Appendix G of 

this Plan. 

BCM Engineers performed a Feasibility Study in 2004 that estimated pumping and force 

main needs for the project. The 2004 Feasibility Study presented two alternative routes for the 

force main. These routes and an additional alternative route are evaluated in this Act 537 Plan. 

The three alternative routes are shown in Figure 6-1 and detailed in the following sections. 
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6.3.1 Alternative 2A Sunfield to Engle Street 

Alternative 2A – Sunfield to Engle would require approximately 15,403 feet of pipe and 

is proposed to run along the following route: 

� From the pump station, the main would cross Baldwin Run and run southwest 
through the Sunfield Business Center toward Concord Road.  

� The main would then turn southeast and follow Concord Road down to the 
intersection of Concord and Bethel Roads, crossing under a railroad overpass just 
southeast of Greenlawn Cemetery. 

� The force main would be bored under I-95 in the area just northeast of the Engle 
Street Bridge. 

� The force main would continue along Engle Street and extend through the City of 
Chester for approximately thirteen blocks.  

� It would then cross under the Amtrak overpass at 5th Street. At Second (2nd) Street, 
the main would turn southwest onto 2nd street and continue for approximately 
thirteen blocks to Booth Street where it would then turn south onto Booth Street and 
cross the railroad grade at the end of Booth Street. 

� The force main would then continue along the entrance road to the DELCORA 
WRTP and run down the main access road, discharging into the grit tanks. 

6.3.2 Alternative 2B – Baldwin Run to Engle Street 

Alternative 2B – Baldwin Run to Engle Street is similar to Alternative 2A except that, 

after crossing Baldwin Run, the force main would follow an abandoned rail line along the 

Chester Creek to a point adjacent to the County solid waste Transfer Station #1. The main would 

then run cross Concord and Bethel Roads where it would cross I-95 and follow Engle Street to 

2nd Street (Route 291). The force main would turn west and follow 2nd Street to the intersection 

with Booth Street. It would turn south and follow Booth Street crossing the railroad grade at the 

end of Booth Street, following the Alternative 2A alignment to the WRTP. 

Alternative 2B would require approximately 14,055 linear feet of pipe.  

6.3.3 Alternative 2C – Baldwin Run to Union Street 

Alternative 2C – Baldwin Run to Union Street follows the abandoned rail line after 

crossing Baldwin Run, but diverges to follow less busy streets after crossing I-95.  Alternative 
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2C would require approximately 14,061 feet of pipe and is proposed to run along the following 

route: 

� From the pump station, the force main would cross Baldwin Run and follow an 
abandoned rail line along the Chester Creek to a point adjacent to the County solid 
waste Transfer Station #1.  

� The main would then cross under Concord and Bethel Roads and then cross under I-
95 via boring under the highway. 

� The force main would turn west and follow 15th Street to Palmer Street. It would then 
turn south and follow Palmer Street and cross State Route 13 (9th Street).  

� The force main would follow 9th Street in a westerly direction until turning south at 
Ward Street, and follow Ward Street to its intersection with Wilson Street. 

� The force main would follow Wilson Street southward, passing through the Wilson 
Street underpass for the Amtrak Railroad, and travel two blocks farther south to the 
intersection with Union Street. 

� The force main would turn west and run along Union Street until the intersection with 
Booth Street.  

� It would turn south and follow Booth Street crossing the railroad grade at the end of 
Booth Street, following the Alternative 2A alignment to the WRTP. Alternative 2C 
would require approximately 14,061 linear feet of pipe. 

The Alternative 2C Route was selected to minimize construction costs by following a less 

busy route and avoiding the newly re-constructed 2nd Street (Route 291). This route avoids 

pumping over the hill on Concord Road and avoids a high area along Engle Street. Several 

permits, easements, and agreements with the railroad owner will be necessary under any of the 

proposed alternatives.  

6.4 TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

6.4.1 Alternative 1 – Upgrade Existing Treatment Plant 

Upgrading the treatment processes to provide nutrient removal could be combined with 

the required I/I abatement and system maintenance programs described in Section 6.2 to achieve 

an acceptable level of discharge water quality and quantity in compliance with PADEP permitted 

effluent limits. If the facility effluent could be brought into compliance with PADEP standards, it 

is unknown how long the condition could be maintained and how long the upgrades and 

maintenance would extend the life of the facility. The BRPCP would have to be re-rated to treat 
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additional flows if zoning changes are approved for projects including the Franklin Mint and 

Sleighton Farm properties.  Re-rating the plant may be required under current zoning depending 

on the effectiveness of the I/I abatement efforts. This section provides technical evaluations of 

the components of this alternative and a preliminary cost estimate. 

Install Tertiary Treatment Processes 

Process upgrades may include treatment with lime or chemicals to remove phosphorus, 

ammonia stripping to remove nitrogen, and/or activated carbon adsorption. 

The benefits to this alternative include continued use of an existing facility. The primary 

disadvantage to this alternative is that continued increases in demand for sewage treatment are 

likely to require a discharge limit of greater than 6.0 MGD, and will likely be greater than the 

permitted wasteload allocation for Chester Creek, even with process upgrades.  

Correct Inflow and Infiltration Problems and Perform Collection System Maintenance 

These programs are mandated by the PADEP consent agreement and will be performed 

under all of the alternative scenarios for sewage treatment. 

Economic Evaluation for Alternative 1 

SWDCMA has performed cost estimates of several alternatives for upgrading the plant to 

provide adequate treatment through the year 2019. A 2008 study estimated costs to maintain 

existing levels of treatment at 6.0 MGD through 2019 at approximately $9.0 million dollars 

(2010 value). Weston performed a preliminary cost estimate to add system upgrades to improve 

effluent quality including Phosphorus and Nitrogen removal to meet proposed TMDL effluent 

limits. The system upgrade costs were based on a design flow of 6.66 MGD. The preliminary 

tertiary treatment system includes: 

� A pump to feed the denitrification system from the existing nitrification system 

� Chemical feed for phosphorus precipitation (assume sodium aluminate) 

� Denitrifying filter system with methanol feed (assume Dynasand system or similar) 

� Reaeration system for provide DO in effluent 

It is assumed that the existing system is adequate to nitrify 6.66 MGD design average 

flow. No expansion/upgrade for BOD/nitrification is included in this estimate. Additional 
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assumptions are that no new power feed to the site or changes to the outfall structure will be 

necessary for the system upgrade. Table 6-1 presents a preliminary cost estimate for upgrading 

the existing treatment plan processes to tertiary treatment to meet the proposed TMDL effluent 

requirements. The costs in table 6-1 are in addition to the maintenance costs estimated by the 

SWDCMA. The upgraded system would incur additional operation and maintenance costs that 

are not included in the estimated costs of this alternative. 

Overall Evaluation for Alternative 1 

Upgrading the treatment processes at the plant and increasing the treatment capacity of 

the BRPCP to provide a level of treatment that would be in compliance with PADEP effluent 

limits would require significant rate increases. Moreover, in a letter dated July, 29, 2008, the 

SWDCMA notified Middletown Township that the existing agreement between MTSA and 

SWDCMA would terminate on October 24, 2019.  A new agreement would have to be 

negotiated between MTSA and SWDCMA for treatment after expiration of the existing 

agreement. Under a new agreement, the rates for Middletown users would most likely increase to 

triple the existing rates. 

Table 6-1 
Preliminary Cost Estimate for Alternative 1 

Description  Cost  

Denitrification Pump Station  $             575,000  

Denitrifying filters  FRP Option  $       13,856,000  

Methanol Feed system  $            146,000  

Aluminate feed system  $            152,000  

Reaeration blowers, diffusers and control panel  $            201,000  

SUBTOTAL INSTALLED EQUIPMENT  $       14,930,000  
Reaeration tank  $            221,000  

Control Building  $              54,000  

SUBTOTAL  $       15,205,000  
Mob/Demob  $            100,000  

Facility & Yard Piping (10% of installed equipment)  $         1,493,000  

Facility & Yard Elect. (10% of installed equipment)  $         1,493,000  

Instrumentation (8% of installed equipment)  $         1,194,400  

Site Work (5% of installed equipment)  $            746,500  

SUBTOTAL  $       20,231,900  
Preliminary and Detailed Engineering (7.5%)  $         1,517,393  

Administration / Legal (5%)  $         1,011,595  

Construction Engineering (2%)  $            404,638  

Contingency (20%)  $         4,046,380  

Insurance (1%)  $            202,319  

Bond (3%)  $            606,957  

PROJECT TOTAL  $       28,021,182  
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If the facility effluent could be brought into compliance with PADEP standards, it is 

unknown how long the condition could be maintained and how long the upgrades and 

maintenance would extend the life of the facility.  The capital costs to users to finance the 

estimated cost of Alternative 1 over a 20-year period are approximately $125 per year per edu.  

The overall assessment for this alternative is that the short term benefits do not justify the cost of 

treatment plant upgrades, considering the potential additional future expenditures necessary to 

maintain compliance with PADEP effluent limits. All current users would experience a 

significant economic impact under this alternative. 

6.4.2 Economic Evaluations for New Force Main and Pump Station Scenarios 
(Alternative 2) 

The Preliminary Cost Estimates presented in this section include capital costs to construct 

the pump station and force main only and do not include costs to decommission the BRPCP.  

The SWDCMA estimates an initial cost of $400,000 to $500,000 to clean the digesters and 

provide odor control and sludge handling.  The facility would be decommissioned incrementally 

using operating funds, without borrowing capital.  Some components could be sold for salvage.  

Under the Alternative 2 scenario to divert flow to DELCORA for treatment at the WRTP, the 

SWDCMA will still continue to function and provide bills to customers for sewage treatment.  It 

is assumed that the existing SWDCMA debt service and costs to comply with the consent 

agreement will remain equal for all scenarios and they are not quantified herein.  This Act 537 

Plan analysis compares the capital costs to implement each alternative.   

6.4.2.1 Alternative 2A – Sunfield to Engle Street 

The proposed pump station and force main corridor from Sunfield Business Park to Engle 

Street would require approximately 15,403 linear feet of pipe. The proposed force main route for 

this alternative consists of an elevation gain of approximately 93 feet from the pump station to a 

high point located approximately 6,600 feet along the route. From this high point, the force main 

descends in elevation to the WRTP. For this alternative, a 30-inch diameter HDPE (PE4710 DR 

13.5) force main and four pumps, three operating and one spare, are proposed to convey flow 

from the pump station to the WRTP.  Ductile iron pipe may be used within Chester City to avoid 

utility conflicts.  Variable frequency drives and their associated controls are proposed to run each 

pump. Operation of this system involves pumping flows to the high point along the force main 
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route and subsequently allowing gravity flow to convey flows the remainder of the way to the 

WRTP. 

The existing average flow at the BRPCP is approximately 4.7 MGD. With growth, the 

average flow becomes 6.66 MGD.  The design range of flows (approximately 3.1 million gallons 

per day (MGD) to 16.65 MGD) are based on reported average and projected future flows from 

the BRPCP and a standard design peaking factor of 2.5.  Design flow velocities through the force 

main range from 2.08 feet per second (fps) at average flows to 7.39 fps at peak flows. These 

velocities meet design criteria, which specify a minimum flow velocity of 2.0 fps to maintain 

solids suspension and maximum flow velocities ranging from 6.0 to 10.0 fps. The total dynamic 

head (TDH) for the specified flow range is approximately 97 ft. to 148 ft. with a static head 

component of 93 ft. Four pumps, each fitted with 280 horsepower (hp) motors, are proposed to 

accommodate the range of flows for the given TDH values. One pump would operate under low 

and average flow conditions. Two and three pumps would operate in parallel to accommodate 

current and future peak flows, respectively. One pump would be reserved as a spare.   

Economic Evaluation of Alternative 2A 

A preliminary cost estimate for Alternative 2A is presented in Table 6-2. The pump costs 

and force main costs for Alternative 2A are greater than for the two other alignments due to 

length of the force main route and larger pumps required to pump this distance and over the hill 

on Concord Road.  The capital cost to users to finance the estimated cost of Alternative 2A over 

a 20-year period are approximately $60 per year per edu.  An option to hang the force main from 

the Engle Street Bridge was evaluated and found to cost approximately $300,000 more than 

boring under I-95. 
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Table 6-2 
 

Preliminary Cost Estimate for Alternative 2A – Sunfield to Engle Street 

Description 
Construction 

Work Equipment Total 

Pump Station Buildings - Site Work $64,100 $   - $64,100 

Control Building (including Underground Electrical 
Power) $140,793 $163,974 $304,767 

Valve Vault $126,104 $37,830 $163,934 

Wet well $651,983 $38,246 $690,229 

Wet well & Valve Vault Concrete Roofing $26,117 $   - $26,117 

Force Main  $5,965,942 $  - $5,965,942 

Pumps, VFDs, and Station Piping $509,589 $916,240 $1,425,829 

Bar Screen, Controls, Mag Meters $   - $746,550 $746,550 

Generator $   - $810,000 $810,000 

SUBTOTAL     $10,197,468  

Preliminary and Detailed Engineering- 8.5%     $866,785  

Utility Conflicts- 200 Test Borings- Set Price     $115,000  

Administration / Legal- 2%     $203,949  

Construction Engineering- 2%     $203,949  

Contingency- 15%     $1,529,620  

Insurance- 1%     $101,975  

Bond- 3%     $254,937  

PROJECT TOTAL $13,473,683  

 

6.4.2.2 Alternative 2B – Baldwin Run to Engle Street 

The new force main Alternative 2B – Baldwin Run to Engle Street is similar to 

Alternative 2A except that, after crossing Baldwin Run, the force main would follow an 

abandoned rail line along the Chester Creek to a point adjacent to the abandoned County 

Incinerator. The main would then run to the intersection of Concord and Bethel Roads where it 

would cross under I-95 and follow the Alternative 2A Route down to the WRTP. 

Alternative 2B would require approximately 14,055 linear feet of pipe. This route is 

shorter and avoids some of the elevation gain, which would save in capital and operational costs 

of the pumps. However, this route may have potential problems with the location adjacent to the 

stream. The proposed force main route for this alternative consists of an elevation gain of 
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approximately 88 feet from the pump station to a high point located approximately 5,400 feet 

along the route. From this high point, the force main descends in elevation to the WRTP. For this 

alternative, a 30-inch diameter HDPE (PE4710 DR 13.5) and/or ductile iron force main and four 

pumps, three operating and one spare, are proposed to convey flow from the pump station to the 

WRTP. Variable frequency drives and their associated controls are proposed to run each pump. 

Operation of this system involves pumping flows to the high point along the force main route 

and subsequently allowing gravity flow to convey flows the remainder of the way to the WRTP. 

The existing average flow at the BRPCP is approximately 4.7 MGD. With growth, the 

average flow becomes 6.66 MGD.  The design range of flows (approximately 3.1 million gallons 

per day (MGD) to 16.65 MGD) are based on reported average and projected future flows from 

the BRPCP and a standard design peaking factor of 2.5.  Design flow velocities through the force 

main range from 2.08 feet per second (fps) at average flows to 7.39 fps at peak flows. These 

velocities meet design criteria, which specify a minimum flow velocity of 2.0 fps to maintain 

solids suspension and maximum flow velocities ranging from 6.0 to 10.0 fps. 

The total dynamic head (TDH) for the specified flow range is approximately 92 ft. to 127 

ft. with a static head component of 88 ft. Four pumps, each fitted with 215 horsepower (hp) 

motors, are proposed to accommodate the range of flows for the given TDH values. One pump 

would operate under low and average flow conditions. Two and three pumps would operate in 

parallel to accommodate current and future peak flows, respectively. One pump would be 

reserved as a spare. 

Economic Evaluation of Alternative 2B 

A preliminary cost estimate for Alternative 2B is presented in Table 6-3. Capital and 

operational cost savings over Alternative 2A is a benefit for this alternative. There may be 

additional wetlands impacts along the route adjacent to Chester Creek that would have to be 

mitigated. Additional environmental permitting costs associated with constructing the force main 

within the Chester Creek floodplain, involving small stream crossings, may off-set construction 

cost savings that could be realized by the route; however, operational benefits will continue for 

the life of the pump station.  The capital cost to users to finance the estimated cost of Alternative 

2B over a 20-year period are approximately $58 per year per edu.   
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Table 6-3 
 

Preliminary Cost Estimate for Alternate 2B – Baldwin Run to Engle Street 

Description 
Construction 

Work Equipment Total 

Pump Station Buildings - Site Work $64,100 $  - $64,100 

Control Building (including Underground Electrical 
Power) $140,793 $163,974 $304,767 

Valve Vault $126,104 $37,830 $163,934 

Wet well $651,983 $38,246 $690,229 

Wet well & Valve Vault Concrete Roofing $26,117 $  - $26,117 

Force Main  $5,590,230 $  - $5,590,230 

Pumps, VFDs, and Station Piping $509,589 $882,561 $1,392,150 

Bar Screen, Controls, Mag Meters $  - $746,550 $746,550 

Generator $  - $810,000 $810,000 

SUBTOTAL $9,788,077 

Preliminary and Detailed Engineering- 8.5% $831,987 

Utility Conflicts- 200 Test Borings- Set Price $115,000 

Administration / Legal- 2% $195,762 

Construction Engineering- 2% $195,762 

Contingency- 15% $1,468,212 

Insurance- 1% $97,881 

Bond- 3% $244,702 

PROJECT TOTAL $12,937,381 
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6.4.2.3 Alternative 2C – Baldwin Run to Union Street 

Alternative 2C – Baldwin Run to Union Street is similar to Alternative 2B in the 

beginning, but diverges to follow less busy streets. Alternative 2C would require approximately 

14,061 feet of force main. The Alternative 2C Route was selected to minimize construction costs 

by following a less busy route and avoiding the newly re-constructed 2nd Street.  

Several permits, easements, and agreements with the railroad owner will be necessary 

under any of the proposed alternatives. Additionally, environmental permits for stream 

encroachments and wetlands impacts will be necessary for construction of the proposed force 

main. 

For Alternative 2C, the proposed force main route consists of an elevation gain of 

approximately 83 feet from the pump station to a high point located approximately 5,600 feet 

along the route. From this high point, the force main descends in elevation to the WRTP. For this 

alternative, a 30-inch diameter HDPE (PE4710 DR 13.5) and/or force main and four pumps, 

three operating and one spare, are proposed to convey flow from the pump station to the WRTP. 

Variable frequency drives and their associated controls are proposed to run each pump. 

Operation of this system involves pumping flows to the high point along the force main route 

and subsequently allowing gravity flow to convey flows the remainder of the way to the WRTP. 

The existing average flow at the BRPCP is approximately 4.7 MGD. With growth, the 

average flow becomes 6.66 MGD.  The design range of flows (approximately 3.1 million gallons 

per day (MGD) to 16.65 MGD) are based on reported average and projected future flows from 

the BRPCP and a standard design peaking factor of 2.5.  Design flow velocities through the force 

main range from 2.08 feet per second (fps) at average flows to 7.39 fps at peak flows. These 

velocities meet design criteria, which specify a minimum flow velocity of 2.0 fps to maintain 

solids suspension and maximum flow velocities ranging from 6.0 to 10.0 fps. 

The total dynamic head (TDH) for the specified flow range is approximately 87 ft. to 123 

ft. with a static head component of 83 ft. Four pumps, each fitted with 185 horsepower (hp) 

motors, are proposed to accommodate the range of flows for the given TDH values. One pump 

would operate under low and average flow conditions. Two and three pumps would operate in 
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parallel to accommodate current and future peak flows, respectively. One pump would be 

reserved as a spare. 

Economic Evaluation of Alternative 2C 

A preliminary cost estimate for Alternative 2C is presented in Table 6-4. Capital and 

operational cost savings over Alternatives 2A and 2B is a benefit for this alternative.  

Alternative 2C is the least expensive of the three routes that were evaluated. The cost of 

the force main is less that the other two alternatives because it avoids the hill on Concord Road 

and pavement restoration is less expensive along this route. There may be additional wetlands 

impacts along the route adjacent to Baldwin Run that would need to be mitigated. Additional 

environmental permitting costs associated with constructing the force main within the Baldwin 

Run floodplain, including two small stream crossings, may off-set construction cost savings that 

could be realized by the route; however, operational benefits will continue for the life of the 

pump station. The capital cost to users to finance the estimated cost of Alternative 2C over a 20-

year period are approximately $53 per year per edu.    

Table 6-4 
Preliminary Cost Estimate for Alternate 2C – Baldwin Run to Union Street 

Description 
Construction 

Work 
MEP Or 

Equipment Total 

Pump Station Buildings - Site Work $64,100  $  -    $64,100  

Control Building (including Underground Electrical 
Power) $140,793  $163,974  $304,767  

Valve Vault $126,104  $37,830  $163,934  

Wet well $651,983  $38,246  $690,229  

Wet well & Valve Vault Concrete Roofing $26,117  $  -    $26,117  

Force Main  $4,731,723  $  -    $4,731,723  

Pumps, VFDs, and Station Piping $509,589  $848,882  $1,358,471  

Bar Screen, Controls, Mag Meters $  -    $746,550  $746,550  

Generator $  -    $810,000  $810,000  

SUBTOTAL $8,895,891  

Preliminary and Detailed Engineering- 8.5%     $756,151  

Utility Conflicts- 200 Test Borings- Set Price     $115,000  

Administration / Legal- 2%     $177,918  

Construction Engineering- 2%     $177,918  

Contingency- 15%     $1,334,384  

Insurance- 1%     $88,959  

Bond- 3%     $222,397  

PROJECT TOTAL     $11,768,618 
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6.4.3 Institutional Considerations 

The SWDCMA currently administers an industrial pre-treatment program regulated by 

Region III of the Environmental Protection Agency and is in compliance with the EPA 

regulations.  All industrial users of the wastewater system are permitted and required to self-

monitor discharges to comply with local limits established.  Industrial dischargers must report 

monitoring results for parameters to the SWDCMA.  The industrial pre-treatment agreements 

will have to be transferred to DELCORA under this alternative, or a pretreatment agreement 

between the parties can be executed to enable the SWDCMA to continue to administer the 

program and report activities to DELCORA.  

6.5 CONSISTENCY WITH EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATIONS AND 
POLICIES 

Selected alternatives to construct a new pump station and force main have been evaluated 

for consistency with respect to the following plans and policies: 

� A Consent Order and Agreement between the Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Protection (PADEP) and the Southwest Delaware County Municipal 
Authority (SWDCMA) (February 5, 2009) requires inflow and infiltration (I/I) 
studies and abatement procedures to terminate all sanitary sewer overflows within the 
collection system. All corrective actions mandated by the consent agreement are 
required programs. These programs are currently being implemented and are not 
alternatives requiring evaluation for this Act 537 Plan. These required corrective 
actions include: 

− Inflitration/Inflow Abatement programs including televising and grouting the 
collection system, flow monitoring, manhole inspections, developing and 
implementing I/I remediation for sections of the system that are found to convey 
extraneous wet weather flows, and post-remediation flow metering. 

− Documentation of contributing municipalities efforts to abate I/I in their 
respective collection systems including adoption and enforcement of municipal 
ordinances to prevent sump pump and roof leader connections to the sanitary 
sewer system. 

� Section 208 of the Clean Water Act Comprehensive Water Quality Management Plan 
(COWAMP) – Consistency with this plan could not be verified because it is out of 
print. It is unlikely that the proposed conveyance system upgrades are inconsistent 
with the COWAMP Plan. 

� Annual Chapter 94 Report – The Draft 2010 Wasteload Management (Chapter 94) 
Report for the WRTP was examined to determine if there is adequate capacity at the 
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WRTP to treat the proposed additional flows from the Chester-Ridley Service Area. 
The projected hydraulic loading for the WRTP is included as Table 6-5. The highest 
projected flow scenario of 6.66 MGD from the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area 
can be accepted by the WRTP under Average Daily Flow conditions. The WRTP is 
currently rated to treat 44 MGD.  Upon construction of an extended outfall, the 
WRTP will be rated to treat 50 MGD.  

Act 537 potential future wastewater flows developed for the WRTP re-rate to 50 
MGD included a contingency of 1.8 MGD. Considering this contingency, the 
projected flow to the WRTP exceeds 50 MGD for the three consecutive month 
maximum flows under the 6.66 MGD maximum projected flow from the Chester-
Ridley Creek Service Area scenario. However, flow from the CDPS can be redirected 
to the PSWPCP during wet-weather months. 

Table 6-5 
 

Western Regional Treatment Plant 
Projected Hydraulic Loading – Influent Flow 

 
Average 

3-Month 
Maximum 

Base Flow 37.6  

2011 38.0 41.9 

2012 38.3 42.2 

2013 38.7 42.8 

2014 39.0 43.0 

2015 45.8 50.4 

Notes: 

1. Base flow is the average flow for 2006-2009 and includes Central 
Delaware Pump Station Diversion. 

2. 2010-2015 flows assume a growth of 0.1 MGD per year for the 
WRTP service area plus 0.25 MGD additional growth for tie-ins in 
CDCA. This conservative estimate of flow projections is based on 
previous Act 537 planning for various projects in the Service Area.  

 
� Previous plans developed under Title II of the CWA or Titles II and VI of the Water 

Quality Act of 1987 – Title II of the Clean Water Act contains provisions for federal 
construction grants for treatment works. The Water Quality Act of 1987 authorized 
the stormwater NPDES program and encouraged states to implement non-point 
source pollution controls (under Section 319). Municipal wastewater construction is 
addressed under Titles II and VI of this Act. Title II is the federal construction grants 
program that was replaced by Title VI, the state revolving funds loan program. 
DELCORA received a Penn Vest loan for the Central Delaware County Pump Station 
(CDPS) force main diversion project. The WRTP was funded by a federal 
construction grant in the 1970’s. 

� Comprehensive Plans – This Act 537 Plan Update is consistent with municipal 
comprehensive plans within the WRTP service area. 
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� Antidegradation Requirements in PA Code, Title 25, Chapters 93, 95, and 102. 
Contractors constructing the pump station and force main will be required to obtain a 
Chapter 102 Erosion and Sedimentation Control Permit for the construction activity. 

� State Water Plan – The improvements to the collection system that are proposed in 
this Act 537 Plan Update will not affect flooding problems identified in the 1983 
State Water Plan. The State Water Plan is currently being re-written, however 
conflicts due to the proposed upgrades are not anticipated. 

� Pennsylvania Prime Agricultural Land Policy – There is no opportunity for 
agricultural use of the urban and suburban land locations of the proposed force main 
corridors. 

� County Stormwater Management Plans – Chester Creek has an approved Stormwater 
Management Plan that covers a portion of the Chester-Ridley Creek service area. The 
proposed pump station and force main do not involve any land development or 
changes to stormwater management. 

� Wetland Protection – The proposed pump station and force main alternatives will not 
involve any impacts to wetlands identified on the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) 
map of the service area. Field evaluations of each proposed alternative alignment will 
be necessary to quantify the potential impacts to wetlands and waters of the 
commonwealth. 

� Protection of rare, endangered, or threatened plant and animal species. Pennsylvania 
Natural Diversity Index (PNDI) requests have been submitted for the pump station 
and the three alternative alignments for the proposed force main. Copies of the PNDI 
search documents and the response letters from the Department of Conservation and 
Natural Resources Bureau of Forestry are contained in Appendix A of this Act 537 
plan revision. There are no conflicts regarding the PNDI searches. 

� Historical and Archaeological resources protection – Cultural Resources Notices were 
submitted to the Bureau of Historic Preservation for the submitted for the pump 
station and the three alternative alignments for the proposed force main. The response 
letter from the Bureau of Historic Preservation is attached to Appendix A of this plan 
update. 
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CHAPTER 7. 
 

INSTITUTIONAL ALTERNATIVES AND EVALUATIONS 

7.1 PERFORMANCE OF EXISTING WASTEWATER TREATMENT 
AUTHORITIES 

Chapter 3 includes a discussion of the two existing municipal authorities providing 

wastewater treatment to the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area. The Southwest Delaware 

County Municipal Authority (SWDCMA) is the existing collection and treatment authority. 

DELCORA is proposed to take responsibility for conveyance and treatment of wastewater from 

the service area via the proposed pump station and force main to the WRTP. The SWDCMA will 

remain in existence and maintain responsibility for the operation and maintenance of the 

collection system to the proposed pump station.  

7.1.1 Delaware County Regional Water Quality Control Authority 

The Delaware County Regional Water Quality Control Authority (DELCORA) owns and 

operates the Western Regional Treatment Plant located in Chester. DELCORA will own and 

operate the proposed pumping station and force main. 

7.1.2 Southwest Delaware County Municipal Authority 

The SWDCMA owns and operates the Baldwin Run Pollution Control Plant located at 

Gamble and Park Lanes in Aston. Aston Township, Brookhaven Borough, Chester Township, 

Chester Heights Borough, Concord Township, Middletown Township, Upper Chichester 

Township, and Upper Providence Township contribute flow to SWDCMA’s plant. In 2009, the 

plant’s annual average flow was 78% of its 6.0 MGD permitted capacity, and its maximum 3-

month average was 5.13 MGD. On October 5, 2001, SWDCMA was notified by DEP that it was 

to prohibit new connections and was directed to begin planning, design, financing, and 

construction of measures to meet anticipated demand. SWDCMA entered into a consent 

agreement with PADEP on February 5, 2009, that requires measures to reduce infiltration and 

inflow (I/I) that was found to be causing hydraulic overloading of treatment units at the plant, the 

collection system, and/or the pump stations. 
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7.2 EXISTING LOCAL AGENCY PROGRAM EVALUATION  

7.2.1 Feasibility of a Regional Local Agency Program at the Multimunicipal or County 
Level 

Local and a regional agency programs are already established in the Chester-Ridley 

Creek Service Area. The SWDCMA is the local municipal authority that will continue to operate 

and maintain the collection system. DELCORA is the regional authority that is proposed to 

assume responsibility for installation and operation of a new pump station and force main to treat 

the wastewater at the WRTP. The proposed agreements and engineering projects will 

demonstrate cooperation in wastewater collection and treatment.  

7.2.2 Technical and Administrative Training Needs 

Both the SWDCMA and DELCORA are well established agencies that employ engineers 

and professional staff trained in operation and maintenance of sewage treatment facilities. 

Administrative staff are experienced in creating community awareness and public education 

programs in line with state requirements. 

7.2.3 Joint Municipal Management of Municipal Sewage Programs 

Joint municipal management of municipal sewage programs can be beneficial to 

municipalities, communities, the environment, and public health. Standardized requirements for 

on-lot sewage treatment facilities are applied in all municipalities within the Chester-Ridley 

Creek Service Area. Joint educational programs can help create public awareness and encourage 

cooperation.  

7.3 ALTERNATIVES TO ADDRESS THE CONDITION OF EXISTING PRIVATE 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

This section is not applicable for the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area because the 

existing and proposed collection, conveyance and treatment systems are already owned by 

municipal authorities. Public ownership is advantageous over smaller, privately owned treatment 

systems because of the increased control over compliance with permit requirements as well as 

state and federal regulations. Public ownership also includes the annual planning requirements of 

the Chapter 94 reporting process. Inspection and maintenance programs are required for the 

SWDCMA-owned collection system by the consent agreement with PADEP dated February 5, 

2009. 
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7.4 ALTERNATIVES FOR PROTECTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT FROM 
OVERLOADED OR MALFUNCTIONING ON-LOT DISPOSAL FACILITIES 

A small number of on-lot disposal systems (OLDS) remain in use within the Chester-

Ridley Creek Service Area and are discussed in Chapter 4 of this report. No overloaded or failing 

OLDS have been reported in Aston Township and only three lots with malfunctioning OLDS 

have been reported in Middletown Township. The small portions of the remaining municipalities 

within the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area are included because they are serviced by the 

public collection and treatment system. This report does not include a comprehensive evaluation 

of OLDS outside of the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area.  

OLDS must be installed in compliance with state laws and regulations. PA Code Chapter 

73, Standards for On-lot Sewage Treatment Facilities, addresses issues ranging from site 

suitability to mechanical details for various types of OLDS. The Sewage Enforcement Officer 

(SEO), an individual trained and certified by DEP, verifies site suitability tests, inspects 

installation, and issues permits for new or replacement OLDS. Operation of OLDS is minimally 

regulated. DEP does not require permitting (with flow limitations or constituent concentration 

limitations in wastewater discharged into the subsurface) as it does with surface discharge. 

However, evidence exists that individual and community OLDS can have impact on groundwater 

quality. 

While large community subsurface disposal systems are generally well maintained, 

regular upkeep of individual systems is left to homeowners. As a result, many individual systems 

are not maintained properly, problems are not detected in the timely manner, and they can 

become a threat to public health and the environment. Septage disposal is performed by private 

parties contracted by individual homeowners. Municipalities do not regulate destinations for this 

waste or require hauling frequency records. Few municipalities have educational programs 

regarding OLDS suitability and maintenance. Aston Township inspects OLDS during real estate 

transfers and if they are failing, requires repair or connection to the public treatment system.  

Middletown Township provides educational materials and works with OLDS owners as 

discussed in Section 4.2.2 of this Plan.  
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7.4.1 Mandatory System Requirements 

Currently available soil surveys indicate that all Delaware County soils have either 

moderate or high limitations to on-site wastewater disposal systems use. Installation of new 

OLDS should be allowed on a case-by-case basis, and only after successful soils evaluation and 

percolation tests are approved by the municipal SEO. Alternative systems should be considered 

for new or replacement systems in problem areas. Legislatively, municipalities should adopt and 

strictly enforce ordinances authorizing inspections, requiring maintenance, and prohibiting 

malfunctioning systems. A program to provide public wastewater treatment for all development 

is currently being implemented in Upper Providence Township. Middletown Township has a 

mandatory connection ordinance that requires all owners of property situated within 150 feet of a 

sanitary sewer line to connect to the public system.  Aston Township inspects OLDS during real 

estate transfers and if they are failing, requires repair or connection to the public treatment 

system. 

7.4.2 Management Programs 

A key to consistent and sound OLDS performance is inspection and maintenance. In 

order to effectively administer a program that addresses all the OLDS in a municipality, a 

management program can be developed that requires regular inspections, maintenance, and 

provides public awareness education. These key functions are needed to reduce the potential for 

threats to public health and the environment from private OLDS in the Chester-Ridley Creek 

Service Area.  Aston and Middletown Townships perform inspections prior to real estate 

transfers.  

7.4.3 Public Ownership of Community On-Lot Facilities  

There are no community OLDS within the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area. Municipal 

ownership of community OLDS can assure the public that these facilities are properly operated 

and maintained. 

7.4.4 No Action 

The final option addressing the issues of OLDS is to do nothing. 
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7.5 TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES TO 
ADDRESS THE CONDITION OF EXISTING PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE 

7.5.1 Inspection and Maintenance Program for Existing Infrastructure 

Inspection and maintenance programs are required for the SWDCMA-owned collection 

system by the consent agreement with PADEP dated February 5, 2009. The inspection and 

maintenance requirements include televising and grouting of each of the main sewer districts on 

a 10-year cycle, conducting flow monitoring and performing manhole inspections. SWDCMA is 

required to develop and implement an I/I remediation efforts for those areas that have been 

determined to convey extraneous wet weather flows. The results of the inspection and 

maintenance program must be reported to PADEP on a biannual basis.  

7.5.2 No Action 

Although a prescribed alternative, the no action alternative is not a viable option given 

the existing and proposed regulatory requirements of DEP and EPA. While doing nothing 

requires no decision making or funding, deteriorating sewage facilities will need to be repaired to 

meet regulatory commitments. With respect to economics, the no action alternative will be more 

expensive in the long term because of increased costs of repair, the more extensive nature of the 

repairs due to further deterioration, and incurring fines from DEP for permit violations. 

7.6 TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES FOR THE 
PROTECTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT FROM OVERLOADED OR 
MALFUNCTIONING ON-LOT DISPOSAL FACILITIES 

7.6.1 Mandatory System Requirements 

While system design requirements (issued by DEP) are already in place for new OLDS, it 

will be beneficial to introduce consistent maintenance standards for new systems as well as 

existing systems. Advantages will include more efficient, environmentally safe, easier to 

maintain, and easier to inspect/manage systems. 

Disadvantages include increased cost to the owners, when system repair or replacement is 

required. Low-cost financing through loans is available from Pennsylvania Infrastructure 

Investment Authority (PENNVEST). See Appendix B for more information. 
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7.6.2 Management Programs 

Advantages of this alternative include efficient and well-functioning OLDS, septage 

disposal reporting, and decreased incidence of malfunctions. All of the advantages decrease the 

threat to human health and the environment and limit the public nuisance caused by overflowing 

septic systems. There are internet-based data tracking systems that provide maintenance 

information management. The type of information collected can include owner, occupant, type 

of system, date of service, name of service provider, any deficiencies noted, any repairs made, 

date of inspection, date for next service, etc. These systems make it possible for a private septage 

hauler to enter the information for residents it services, thus eliminating data entry tasks for the 

municipality. 

The main disadvantage is the cost of implementing the program. Financial incentives 

should be put in place for those municipalities taking the initiative in implementing such 

programs. These programs can be funded by homeowner registration fees for OLDS and/or a 

private septage hauler registration fee. The dual fee structure helps remind homeowners that they 

need to perform regular maintenance on their systems and ensures that only reputable haulers are 

allowed to operate in the municipality. Intermunicipal programs, operated by municipal 

employees, a contractor, or regional authority, are eligible for higher DEP reimbursement levels 

than those that serve a single municipality. 

The implementation of a management system similar to that described has been 

recommended in previous planning documents. For example, the Chester Creek Conservation 

Plan prepared by the Chester-Ridley-Crum Watersheds Association  and the Pennsylvania 

Natural Lands Trust recommended “septic system registration and maintenance programs“ be 

implemented along with “fines or other approaches” to ensure proper maintenance is conducted. 

The plan also recommended that educational materials be made available to homeowners with 

OLDS so they may understand their systems and the impact on neighbors if the system fails. 

Examples of available public education and information documents from DEP and EPA are 

provided in Appendix C. 

7.6.3 No Action 

Taking no action will ignore existing problems with OLDS in the Chester-Ridley Creek 

Service Area. Even though only three systems are currently reported as malfunctioning, 
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overflowing systems and threats to groundwater quality and public health are problems that have 

potential to continue from other OLDS if no action is taken. 
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CHAPTER 8. 
 

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES 

8.1 INTRODUCTION 

The potential alternatives for public facilities discussed in Chapters 6 and 7 cover a wide 

range of options and costs. Considering the corrective actions required by PADEP and the 

pending revisions to discharge effluent limits for the BRPCP, the No Action Alternative is not 

viable. The recommended solution for the Chester-Ridley Service Area is for DELCORA to take 

responsibility for sewage treatment by constructing a pump station and force main to convey 

sewage from the existing BRPCP location to the WRTP. The SWDCMA will continue to be 

responsible for the operation and maintenance of the collection system to the new pump station.  

8.2 RECOMMENDED SEWAGE FACILITIES ALTERNATIVES 

8.2.1 Continue to Repair and Maintain Existing Collection System 

The I/I abatement program specified in the PADEP Consent Agreement to address I&I 

issues in the collection system will continue to be implemented by SWDCMA. This program 

includes the following measures to correct I&I problems in the collection system: 

� Televise and grout each of the six main sewer districts on a 10-year cycle and report 
results to PADEP on a biannual basis; 

� Conduct flow monitoring tributary to the Chester Creek Interceptor upstream of 
Knowlton Road and capture at least six rainfall events; 

� Conduct manhole inspections along Chester Creek from Glen Riddle Road to 
Knowlton Road during rainfall events. A copy of a monthly log documenting the 
inspections must be submitted to PADEP along with the Monthly DMR; 

� Develop and implement I/I remediation efforts for those areas that have been 
determined to convey extraneous wet weather flows; and, 

� Implement post-remediation flow metering in order to document the success of the I/I 
abatement activities. The reports shall describe the sources of I/I found by the 
televising and the remedial methods undertaken to eliminate the I/I, especially in the 
King’s Mill Area and tributary to the Chester Creek Interceptor. An estimate of the 
amount of I/I removed should be included in the report. 
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Additional information specifying documentation of flow metering data collection, 

contributing municipalities’ efforts to remediate I/I in their respective collection systems, overall 

system conditions, and implemented remedial measures is detailed in the Consent Agreement. 

Adoption and enforcement of municipal ordinances to prevent sump pump and roof 

leader connections to the sanitary sewer system is recommended for all municipalities within the 

Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area. 

The manhole inspection program outlined in Consent Agreement item number 3 above 

will most likely be completed by the time the BRPCP is decommissioned and flow is diverted to 

the WRTP. Therefore, there will be no need to continue to submit a monthly log of the 

inspections to PADEP with the BRPCP DMRs (that will discontinue when flow is diverted to the 

WRTP). The manhole inspection documentation should be submitted by SWDCMA with the 

biannual status report of in compliance with the Consent Agreement after the BRPCP is 

decommissioned.  

8.2.2 Convey Wastewater to DELCORA WRTP for Treatment 

Continuing to treat wastewater from the Chester-Ridley Service Area at the BRPCP on a 

long-term basis has been determined to be inadequate due to the limited assimilative capacity of 

Chester Creek and on-going problems with I/I in the collection system. The recommended 

sewage facilities upgrade for addressing the existing condition and treating projected flows is to 

convey wastewater to the DELCORA WRTP in Chester via a new pump station and force main.  

Alternative 2C, Baldwin Run to Union Street has been selected based on the cost 

estimates presented in Chapter 6, coupled with the ease of construction of this alignment. Factors 

that supported the selection of the Baldwin Run to Union Street route include: 

� Less utility interference; 
� Less traffic impacts during construction, and; 
� Lower restoration costs. 

8.3 RECOMMENDED PLANNING ALTERNATIVES 

The revised municipal comprehensive plans and Subdivision and Land Development 

Ordinances should be consistent with updated municipal Act 537 Plans. Subdivision and Land 

Development Ordinances should include restrictions on connecting roof leaders or foundation 
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drains to the sanitary collection system. Mandatory connection to the public collection system 

should be required for all new development within a reasonable distance of existing sanitary 

sewers.  Middletown Township has an ordinance restricting connection of roof leaders and 

foundation drains to the sanitary sewer (see Section 4.4 of this Plan Update). 

Comprehensive plan revisions need to reflect the current and future vision of the 

municipality. Zoning and subdivision and land development ordinances or other municipal 

ordinances that are not consistent with the comprehensive plan and Act 537 plan should modify 

to remove outdated statements and reflect current planning. If the existing comprehensive plan is 

so outdated as to be of little or no value to existing municipal planning efforts, then a new plan 

should be developed entirely. Consideration should be given to instituting a private property 

lateral I/I elimination project. 

8.4 RECOMMENDED INSTITUTIONAL ALTERNATIVES 

8.4.1 Management of On-Lot Disposal Facilities 

OLDs are in widespread use in western Delaware County and the marginal soils in the 

County can cause these systems to fail.  OLDS management is the responsibility of the 

individual municipalities in the service area and will be addressed in their Act 537 Plans.  An 

OLDS management program could be shared by several municipalities and should include 

registration of all OLDs, annual submission of maintenance records, and periodic inspections to 

ensure compliance. Early detection of problems in an area can provide the municipality with 

valuable time in which to develop a cost-effective long-term solution to failing systems. 

An important facet of this program will be a public information/education program. This 

program will focus on providing the homeowners with clear guidelines on the proper operation 

and maintenance of their OLDS. Examples of available public education and information 

documents from DEP and EPA are provided in Appendix C. 
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CHAPTER 9. 
 

IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES 

9.1 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a framework and schedule for the 

implementation of the recommended alternative to construct a pump station at the location of the 

existing BRPCP and convey wastewater from the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area to the 

WRTP via force main. Alternative Route 2C, Baldwin Run to Union Street is selected in 

Chapters 6 and 8 for implementation. This chapter includes a schedule of the institutional, 

engineering design, and construction requirements to implement the selected alternative prior to 

expiration of the existing agreement between SWDCMA and MTSA.  

9.2 IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 

9.2.1 Overall Project Schedule 

Table 9-1 includes milestone dates for the major elements required to construct the pump 

station and force main. 

Table 9-1 
 

Implementation Schedule for Pump Station and Force Main Alternative 2C,  
Baldwin Run to Union Street Alignment 

Date Milestone 

March 30, 2012 All municipal resolutions adopted 

April 4, 2012 Submit final plan and approved resolutions to PADEP 

May 31, 2012 PADEP Act 537 Plan approval. 

June 20, 2012 Begin final engineering designs for pump station and force main 

January 4, 2013 Complete 60% design and submit E&S and NPDES Construction 
Activity Permit applications to PADEP 

January 4, 2013 Submit Water Quality Management Permit Application 

April 12, 2013 Advertise for bids 

June 18, 2013 Bid selection and construction contract award 

December 15, 2014 Complete construction and divert flow to WRTP 
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9.2.2 Individual Municipal Schedule 

A critical step in this process is for each municipality within the Chester-Ridley Service 

Area to pass a resolution adopting this Act 537 Plan Update as an amendment to their Act 537 

Sewage facilities Plans.  

9.3 SAMPLE RESOLUTION FOR PLAN ADOPTION 

The following is a model resolution for municipal adoption of this Act 537 Sewage 

Facilities Plan Update. 
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RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE WESTERN DELAWARE COUNTY ACT 537 
SEWAGE FACILITIES PLAN UPDATE – CHESTER-RIDLEY CREEK SERVICE AREA 

 

RESOLUTION OF THE (Superv./Comm./Council) OF ____________________________ 

(City/Township/Borough), DELAWARE COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA (hereinafter “the 

municipality”). 

 

WHEREAS, Section 5 of the Act of January 24, 1966, P.L. 1535, No 537, known as the 

“Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act,” as amended, and the Rules and Regulations of the Department of 

Environmental Protection (Department) adopted thereunder, Chapter 71 of Title 25 of the Pennsylvania 

Code, require the municipality to adopt an Official Sewage Facilities Plan providing for sewage services 

adequate to prevent contamination of waters and/or environmental health hazards with sewage wastes, 

and to revise said plan whenever it is necessary to meet the sewage disposal needs of the municipality; 

and 

 

WHEREAS the Delaware County Planning Department, acting upon authorization from the 

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection, did offer assistance to the municipalities in 

meeting their Act 537 requirements on a sub-County basis; and 

 

WHEREAS, the (City/Township/Borough) of ______________________ did by formal 

resolution dated ________________, authorize the County of Delaware to prepare the sewage facilities 

plan on its behalf; and 

 

WHEREAS, The Western Delaware County Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Update - Chester-

Ridley Creek Service Area recommends implementation of the alternative to treat wastewater generated 

within the service area by discontinuing operation of the Baldwin Run Pollution Control Plant after 

constructing a pump station and force main and directing sewage flows to the Western Regional 

Treatment Plant, located in the City of Chester, and owned and operated by the Delaware County 

Regional Water Pollution Control Authority (DELCORA). 
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WHEREAS, the appropriate municipal officials, including the planning commission, of the 

(City/Township/Borough) have reviewed the findings and recommendations of that plan and find it to 

conform to applicable zoning, subdivision, other municipal ordinances and plans, and to a comprehensive 

program of pollution control and water quality management.  

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE (Super./Comm./Council) of 

(City/Township/Borough) hereby accepts and adopts the “Western Delaware County Act 537 Sewage 

Facilities Plan Update - Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area” prepared by the Delaware County Planning 

Department, January, 2011, as an amendment to the official plan for sewage facilities in compliance with 

the Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act of 1966. The (City/Township/Borough) hereby assures the 

Department that it will implement the said plan within the time limits established in the implementation 

schedule found on page 9-1 of the plan, as required by law. (Section 5, Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities 

Act, as amended). 

 

I, _________________________________, Secretary, ________________________________ 

(City/Township/Borough) (Super./Comm./Council) hereby certify that the foregoing is a true 

copy of the (Township’s/Borough’s) Resolution No. _______________, adopted 

____________________, 2012. 

 

AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE   CITY/TOWNSHIP/BOROUGH SEAL 

 



Final 

 R-1 

REFERENCES 
 
Albright and Friel, division of Betz Environmental Engineers, Delaware County Regional 
Sewerage Project, 1972. 
 
BCM Engineers, SWDCMA Feasibility Study, Baldwin Run Pumping Station and Force 
Main, March 2004. 
 
Bradford Engineering, Edgmont Township Act 537 Special Study, Aston, PA, August 
2010 
 
Catania Engineering Associates, Inc., Chester Township Municipal 2009 Chapter 94 
Report to Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection and U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Wasteload Management Report Data, Milmont, Park, PA, February 8, 
2010. 
 
Thomas Comitta Associates, Inc. Middletown 2020: A Smart Growth Initiative, The 
Comprehensive Plan: Middletown Township, Delaware County, PA, March 26, 2001. 
 
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission, Regional, County, and Municipal 
Population and Employment Forecasts, 2005 – 2035.  August, 2007 
 
Delaware County Regional Water Quality Control Authority, Municipal 2009 Chapter 94 
Report to Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection and U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Wasteload Management Report, Western Regional Drainage District 
– 2009, Chester, PA, submitted to PADEP March 24, 2010. 
 
Delaware County Regional Water Quality Control Authority, Act 537 Sewage Facilities 
Plan Revision, Re-Rate of the Western Regional Treatment Plant, Chester, PA, January, 
2007. 
 
Kelly Engineers, Official Act 537 Sewerage Facilities Plan Update for Newtown 
Township and Upper Providence Township CDCA Membership, February 18, 2002. 
 
Peter Krasas, Jr, & Associates, Inc., Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan, Newtown Township, 
Delaware County, March 20, 2002. 
 
Middletown Township, Delaware County Sewer Authority, 2009 Wasteload Management 
Report, March 2010. 
 
Southwest Delaware County Municipal Authority, Municipal 2009 Chapter 94 Report, 
Aston, PA, March 31, 2010. 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Appendix A 
Environmental Report 

  



Delaware County Planning Department

Delaware County Regional Water 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Uniform Environmental Review Process
The Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area Pump Station and Force Main

 
 
 

The Delaware County Planning Department

 
  

Delaware County Planning Department 

and the 

Delaware County Regional Water  

Quality Control Authority 

FINAL 

Uniform Environmental Review Process Environmental Report for
Ridley Creek Service Area Pump Station and Force Main

Revised 
11 May 2011 

 
 
 

Prepared by: 
The Delaware County Planning Department 

And 
Weston Solutions, Inc 

1400 Weston Way 
West Chester, PA  19380 

Environmental Report for 
Ridley Creek Service Area Pump Station and Force Main 



Introduction 

 
This Environmental Report has been prepared as a requirement of the Sewage Facilities Act (Act 
537) Planning process to upgrade wastewater treatment for the Chester-Ridley Creek Service 
Area in Delaware County, PA.  This report appears as Appendix A to the Western Delaware 
County Act 537 Plan Update for the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area and incorporates 
references to text and figures presented in the Act 537 Plan.  This  Environmental Report is being 
submitted to PADEP to demonstrate conformance with environmental regulations administered 
by the following agencies: 
 

• PA Department of Environmental Protection 

• PA Department of Community and Economic Development 

• USDA Rural Development, Rural Utilities Service 

• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III 

Project Description 

The project consists of a pump station constructed on the site of the existing Baldwin Run 
Pollution Control Plant and a force main to convey wastewater from the Chester-Ridley Creek 
Service Area to the DELCORA Western Regional Treatment Plant (WRTP).   

Project Purpose and Need 

The plant discharges to a tributary of Chester Creek which has been under study in recent years 
for not meeting designated use and may be subject to a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) in 
the near future.  TMDLs are issued by the US Environmental Protection Agency for impaired 
waterways that cannot assimilate pollutant loadings from existing or potential sources.  In order 
to allow continued growth in the BRPCP service area, which includes Aston Township, 
Brookhaven Borough, Chester Township, Chester Heights Borough, Middletown Township, 
Upper Chichester Township, Upper Providence Township, and 21 approved planned residences 
in Edgmont Township.  The Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area is shown in Figure 1-2 of the 
Act 537 Plan Update.  In addition to addressing the lack of future capacity and the requirement to 
meet increasingly tighter discharge limitations, this project is also necessitated by the impending 
expiration of an agreement between the current owner/operator of the BRPCP (Southwest 
Delaware County Municipal Authority (SWDCMA)) and the Middletown Township Sewer 
Authority (MTSA).   
 
 
 



Summary of Reasonable Alternatives Considered 

The alternatives considered during the sewage facilities planning process were: 
 

1. Upgrade treatment processes and capacity at the existing BRPCP. 
2. DELCORA assumed responsibility for construction and operation of new pump station 

and force main to convey and treat flow at the WRTP.  Three force main alignments were 
evaluated under this alternative and are presented in Chapter 6 of the Act 537 Plan 
Update. 

3. No Action 
 

Comparison of Alternatives 

The No Action alternative is not viable.  A Consent Order and Agreement between the 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP) and the Southwest Delaware 
County Municipal Authority (SWDCMA) (February 5, 2009) requires inflow and infiltration 
(I/I) studies and abatement procedures to terminate all sanitary sewer overflows within the 
collection system.  The consent order and Agreement combined with the impending 
implementation of a TMDL for the Chester Creek necessitates some type of action to upgrade 
the treatment plant or send flow to the WRTP for treatment. 
 

Environmental Consequences of the Selected Alternative 

The selected alternative is to construct the pump station and force main.  The force main 
alignment 2C (Baldwin Run to Union Street) was chosen as the optimum alignment.  Pumping 
wastewater from the existing BRPCP location to the WRTP will produce local environmental 
benefits by eliminating the BRPCP discharge to Chester Creek and providing a higher level of 
wastewater treatment at the WRTP. 
 

Land Use/Important Farmland/Formally Classified Lands 

This project is located on existing parcels currently zoned and used for municipal wastewater 
treatment.  The proposed force main will produce no permanent impacts to land uses.  There are 
no important farmlands, state or national parks, or national monuments or landmarks associated 
with the project location.  
 

Floodplains 

Preliminary design lay out and field views of the force main alignment, a PADEP BDWM GP-5 
(General Permit for Utility Line Stream Crossings) is anticipated to be used for stream and 
wetlands crossings.  A Joint PADEP Chapter 105 Stream Encroachment/ USACE Section 404 
Permit may be required for construction activities within the floodplain of Chester Creek, and at 
minor stream crossings along the force main alignment if the project is found not to conform to 



the conditions for permitting under the BDWM GP-5.  No permanent fill is proposed within the 
floodplain.   
 

Wetlands 

A Joint PADEP Chapter 105 Stream Encroachment/ USACE Section 404 Permit may be 
required for temporary impacts to wetlands during construction of the force main.  A BDWM 
GP-5 General Permit is anticipated to be obtained for utility line construction.  The NWI map 
does not indicate wetlands along the proposed force main alignment.  There will be no 
permanent impacts to wetlands associated with this project. 
 

Historic Resources 

A Cultural Resources Notice form was submitted to the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum 
Commission.  No impacts to Historic Resources are anticipated to be associated with this project.  
The PHMC response letter is included with this report as Appendix A.  John Milner Associates 
has been contracted by DELCORA and the DCPD and is currently performing the Phase I 
Archaeological Study required by the PHMC. 
 

Biological Resources 

The location of the proposed pump station and the selected force main alignment were submitted 
to the Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory for determination of potential impacts to 
sensitive biological resources.  The responses from the PA Game Commission, The PA 
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, the PA Fish and Boat Commission, and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service indicate no known impacts to sensitive biological resources.  The 
responses are attached as Appendix B of this report. 
 

Water Quality Issues 

The purpose of this project is to address existing and potential water quality issues in Chester 
Creek.  The recommended sewage facilities alternative will discontinue a wastewater treatment 
plant discharge to Chester Creek and send the wastewater to DELCORA’s regional WRTP for 
treatment and discharge to the Delaware River.  The WRTP provides a higher level of treatment 
than is currently available at the existing BRPCP and will move the discharge to a receiving 
water with a greater assimilative capacity that Chester Creek. 

Coastal Resources 

DELCORA’s WRTP is located within the coastal zone management area.  The response from the 

PADEP Coastal Zone Management Program indicated that no review under this program was 

necessary for this project. 



Socio-Economic Issues 

This project does not impose any disproportionate impacts on minority and disadvantaged 

populations.  Economic considerations were evaluated to choose the most affordable option for 

sewage treatment for residents of the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area. 

Air Quality 

This project does not impact air quality. 

Transportation 

This project will not affect transportation patterns in the surrounding communities, aside from 

temporary impacts during construction of the force main.  Detour plans will be implemented to 

route traffic around construction zones. 

Noise Abatement and Control 

There are no activities that will generate additional noise as a result of this project, aside from 

temporary impacts from construction activities. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 

This project does not affect any wild and scenic rivers. 

Summary of Mitigation 

This project is proposed to benefit the surrounding communities by providing improved and 

sustainable wastewater treatment.  Temporary construction impacts will be mitigated through 

implementation of approved erosion and sedimentation control plans and post construction 

stabilization measures.  The project itself provides water quality enhancement for Chester Creek. 

Public Participation 
Representatives of Aston and Middletown Townships have worked with DELCORA and the DCPD to 

create the Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Update for the Chester-Ridley Service Area.  The plan update is 

being distributed to all affected municipalities for review and approval.  It was advertised in the Delaware 

County Times on Monday, January 31st 2011.  The public is encouraged to provide comments that will be 

addressed in the plan prior to submission to PADEP for approval.  In addition, DELCORA invited the 

community to a public information session on November 17, 2010, where the Chester-Ridley Creek 

Service project was presented and DELCORA representatives were available to answer questions.  The 

presentation is included in Appendix C of the Act 537 Plan Update report. 
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Appendix B 
PENNVEST Loan Information 

  



 
 

PENNSYLVANIA HOUSING FINANCE AGENCY 
PENNVEST Individual On-Lot Sewage Disposal System Loan Program 

Participating Lender List (as of 1/1/09) 
 
 
 
Allegheny Mortgage Corporation 
Terry Johnston 
Oak Park Mall 
2001 Lincoln Way 
White Oak, PA 15131 
800-728-3505 
 
Colonial American Bank 
David W. Eglin 
300 Conshohocken State Road 
Suite 160 
West Conshohocken, PA 19428 
610-941-1266 
610-941-4655 fax 
 
Jersey Shore State Bank 
Mortgage Department 
300 Market Street 
Williamsport, PA 17701 
888-412-5772 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Liberty Mortgage Corporation 
Debbie Gilmour 
3818 Liberty Street 
Erie, PA 16509 
814-868-8564 
814-868-0381 fax 
 
John E. Mariner (Greene County) 
First Federal Savings and Loan 
Association of Greene County 
25 East High Street 
P.O. Box 190 
Waynesburg, PA 15370 
724-627-6616 
 
Joseph Abraham (Fayette County) 
First Federal Savings and Loan 
Association of Greene County 
Main and Beeson Streets 
P.O. Box 1246 
Uniontown, PA 15401 
724-437-2861 
 

 
 

Please call 1-800-822-1174 for an updated list of lenders 
or check the following website: www.phfa.org. 



Individual
On-Lot Sewage
Disposal
S y s t e m

Pennsylvania Infrastructure Investment Authority (PENNVEST)
Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency
Department of Environmental Protection

Edward G. Rendell, Governor
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

Funding
Program



Pennsylvania Housing Finance agency
PENNVEST Individual On-Lot Sewage Disposal System Loan Program

Participating Lender List (as of 1/1/2010)

Allegheny Mortgage Corporation
Terry Johnston
Oak Park Mall
2001 Lincoln Way
White Oak, PA 15131
800-728-3505

Colonial American Bank
David W. Eglin
300 Welsh Road
Building Four
Horsham, PA 19044
215-657-4343
215-657-4388 fax

Jersey Shore State Bank
Mortgage Department
300 Market Street
Williamsport, PA 17701
888-412-5772

Liberty Mortgage Corporation
Debbie Gilmour
3818 Liberty Street
Erie, PA 16509
814-868-8564
814-868-0381 fax

John E. Mariner (Greene County)
First Federal Savings and Loan  
   Association of Greene County
25 East High Street
P.O. Box 190
Waynesburg, PA 15370
724-627-6616

Joseph Abraham (Fayette County)
First Federal Savings and Loan  
   Association of Greene County
Main and Beeson Streets
P.O. Box 1246
Uniontown, PA 15401
724-437-2861

Please call 1-800-822-1174 for an updated list of lenders 
or check the following website:  www.phfa.org.



The Pennsylvania Infrastructure Investment Authority
(PENNVEST) provides low cost financing for wastewater systems
across the Commonwealth. These systems typically serve an entire
community with many users who are able to tie into the central
system.

In some parts of the Commonwealth, particularly rural areas, it
may be more cost-effective for individual homeowners to use their
own on-lot sewage disposal systems rather than incur the high costs
of constructing long collection lines to service widely scattered
properties. As with larger systems, however, these individual on-lot
sewage disposal systems may require improvement, repair or
replacement to meet public health and environmental standards.

In order to provide access to the same low cost financing
available to larger systems, PENNVEST teamed with the
Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency (PHFA) and the Department
of Environmental Protection (DEP) to develop a special funding
program to meet these needs. This collaborative effort resulted in the
Individual On-lot Sewage Disposal System Funding Program (the
“On-lot Funding Program”).

ELIGIBILITY
Loans offered under the On-lot Funding Program are available

to all citizens of the Commonwealth, with limited exceptions.
Detailed information on eligibility requirements can be obtained from
any of the agencies involved in the program by either sending in the
detachable information request, or by calling the numbers listed in
this brochure. Alternatively, eligibility information can be obtained
from a participating local lending institution or your local Sewage
Enforcement Officer.

It is critical to remember, however, that you must not
begin construction on your repair or replacement project
before you receive approval of your loan.  If you do begin
construction too soon, your project will be ineligible for
funding from this program!
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THe general eligibiliTy requiremenTs are:
 family income  — must not exceed 150 percent of the statewide

  median household income, adjusted annually
	 	 for	inflation.	The	applicable	maximum	through
  December 31, 2010 is $75,800

 credit worthiness		—	 financial	ability	to	repay	the	loan

 loan amount  — maximum - $25,000

 project type  — rehabilitation, improvement, repair or
  replacement of an existing system located on
  a single family, owner occupied property
  which is the primary residence of the owner

 project location  — all areas are eligible unless a community
  wastewater collection and treatment system
  is either in place or will be constructed in 
	 	 the	next	five	years

 project costs  — construction fees and costs, permit fees, loan 
  origination fees and legal fees

 documentation		—	 all	applicable	permits,	verification	from	your
  local municipality that a community
  wastewater disposal system neither exists 
	 	 nor	is	planned	in	the	next	five	years,	income	
  and other credit information

 lien position  — the PENNVEST loan must be in a 2nd lien 
  position unless the loan amount is not  
  greater than $7,500, in which case a 3rd lien
  position would be allowed



FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
AVAILABLE
All assistance to homeowners under the On-lot Funding

Program is in the form of loans at an interest rate of 1.0 percent plus
a servicing fee of .75 percent per annum. Loans will be secured by a
mortgage on the borrower's home. The maximum term of a loan is
20 years and loan repayment commences within 60 days after the
date of loan disbursement. A loan must be immediately repaid in full
if the property on which the project is located is either sold or
transferred. Loan origination fees will also be charged in connection
with a loan.

HOW TO APPLY
Your first step should be to contact a participating local lending

institution to see if you qualify for credit approval of a loan. See the
inside front cover of this brochure or contact PHFA at 1-800-822-
1174 for an updated list of participating lenders.

An application fee of $65 will be collected, but it is a
reimbursable fee if your loan is closed and disbursed.

If credit approval is given, you should then contact your
municipal officials and have them sign a standard form certifying
that your proposed project is not in an area which is currently served
by public sewers and will not be served by public sewers within five
years. If the municipal officials concur, contact the sewage
enforcement officer (SEO) serving your municipality to determine if
a repair or replacement of your on-lot system is permittable under all
applicable Commonwealth regulations.

If a repair or replacement is permittable, the system must then
be designed, and the designing SEO or professional engineer (PE)
must certify that the system proposed is the most cost-effective
system available for your property.  Your municipal SEO then
reviews the design and, if acceptable, issues a permit for the system.
Where conditions are not suitable for a standard or alternative
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subsurface disposal system, small flow treatment systems with a
discharge may also be eligible. In these cases a PE must design the
system and it must be permitted by DEP.

Your next step is to obtain bids from contractors who could do
the work you are considering. Where possible, a minimum of three
responsible bids is recommended. Have each contractor provide
you with a written copy of his/her bid.

Once these steps are completed, take the permit application,
permit, bids, and the certifications from both the designer and
municipal officials to the participating local lending institution you
contacted in the first step to complete your application for funding.
That institution may request additional information and
documentation.

YOUR CONTINUING
RESPONSIBILITY
A basic requirement of the program is that you keep your

upgraded or new on-lot system in good repair, have it pumped out
regularly and ensure that it does not malfunction and fail to
adequately treat wastewater or cause a public health hazard.    DEP
will help you comply with these requirements. Simple common
sense and reasonable, regular upkeep should be sufficient to avoid
any problems. A pumping frequency schedule and reporting
requirements will be included in your loan agreement.

BENEFITS TO YOU
The low cost financing available to you under the On-Lot

Funding Program can provide you with an adequate on-lot sewage
disposal system and save money at the same time. For example, the
interest cost savings on a 15 year, $10,000 loan under this program,
compared with a conventional loan, could range from $3,000 to
$6,000. At the same time, you will be contributing to a cleaner
environment for all of Pennsylvania.

4
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REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION
If you would like additional information on the On-Lot Funding Program, just fill out the
information below and mail in the card. No postage is necessary.

Name __________________________________________________________________________

Address ________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________

Phone: ( ) ____________________________

FOR MORE INFORMATION

Call the following:
PENNVEST - (717) 787-8138

PHFA - 1-800-822-1174
DEP - (717) 787-3481 or your local DEP office.

Look in the blue pages of your telephone directory for the local number.
Or, detach and send in the following information card.

www.pennvest.state.pa.us
www.phfa.org
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ACT 537 - SEWAGE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS - PART I 
Ensuring Long-Term Use of Onlot Systems Through Proper Operation and Maintenance 
The Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act (Act 537) requires all municipalities to develop and maintain an up-to-
date sewage facilities official plan to protect public health from diseases, prevent future sewage treatment 
problems and protect the quality of the state’s surface water and groundwater.  As part of an official plan update, 
the municipality should consider developing a sewage management program.  Such a program to ensure the 
operation and maintenance of onlot sewage systems should be established before malfunctions are widespread 
in an area.  Malfunctioning onlot treatment systems can endanger public health, degrade the environment and 
reduce property and community value by discharging onto public areas, private property or contaminating 
receiving waters including drinking water supplies. 
Properly designed and installed onlot treatment systems function better and longer with regular maintenance.  
Sewage management programs ensure that onlot sewage treatment systems are properly operated and 
maintained.  If operation and maintenance activities are neglected, systems can either fail completely or may 
function well below their capabilities.  This can quickly negate the efforts of a municipality in assuring public health 
protection through requirements for proper design and installation of these systems. 
Municipal sewage management programs can be as simple or as comprehensive as needed and may be based 
on each municipality’s particular needs and resources.  This fact sheet explains the importance of municipal 
sewage management programs and how they are developed by municipalities to meet their needs for individual 
and community onlot sewage systems. 
Why should my municipality manage onlot systems? 

Most municipalities have areas that can never be physically or cost-effectively served by public sewer facilities.  
Areas may contain suitable soils but have scattered malfunctioning onlot treatment systems that can cause public 
health and other hazards.  Malfunctioning individual onlot systems will also often be found in areas that have poor 
soils and/or small lot sizes.  It may become impossible to repair or replace these systems on an individual lot-by-
lot basis.  If your municipality is faced with this latter situation, you can assess your options for using community 
onlot systems to meet your long-term needs.  In any case, repairing onlot systems as they malfunction typically 
will not solve the problem permanently until regular management and maintenance of onlot systems is 
established to help keep the problems that lead to malfunctions from recurring. 
What options are available for establishing a Sewage Management Program? 

Municipalities have established numerous approaches to sewage management in Pennsylvania.  While existing 
management programs range from simple pumping or maintenance permit programs to more complex municipal 
inspection programs, you should base your sewage management program on the specific needs and resources in 
your municipality. 
In developing a sewage management program for your municipality, you may choose from a variety of possible 
management service options and administrative alternatives.  Management options for onlot systems may include 
such services as: 
• Public and homeowner education; 
• Regular pumping of tanks; 
• Operation and maintenance activities tailored to specific onlot systems or treatment components; 
• Testing and monitoring procedures to assess the quality of effluent treatment; and/or 
• Periodic inspections to determine system integrity and operational performance and more. 
Administrative alternatives for delivering or ensuring your program’s management services can range from: 
• Maintenance contracts established between a homeowner and the manufacturer or a third-party maintenance 

provider; 
• Operating permits issued by the municipality based on the system’s compliance with particular quality or 

operating standards; 
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• Direct provision of management services by the municipality or an established service utility; or 
• Direct ownership and management of onlot systems by the municipality or an established utility. 
There are many examples and variations of these management service options and administrative alternatives in 
use in municipalities across Pennsylvania.  Your local DEP representative can help you learn more about existing 
sewage management programs. 
Are there minimum requirements for Sewage Management Programs? 

There are minimum requirements only if a sewage management program is required by regulation.  Maintenance 
standards are listed in Title 25 of the Pennsylvania Code, Chapter 71 §71.73 to make sure that management 
programs carry out at least the minimum activities necessary to maintain onlot systems (this DEP regulation, as 
well as others, can be found on-line at www.pacode.com). 
Some of the minimum requirements include: 
• Removal of septage from the treatment tanks once every three years or following a tank inspection that 

reveals the need for septage removal (when the tank is determined to be more than 1/3 full);  
• Operation and maintenance of the treatment components and appurtenances that make up the system; 
• Maintenance of surface contouring around the system to divert stormwater and to protect the system from 

damage; 
• Water conservation requirements; 
• Provisions for septage pumping and disposal; and 
• Requirements for holding tank maintenance. 
Additional details on how and why to establish a sewage management program can be found in Part II of this fact 
sheet. 
For more information, visit www.depweb.state.pa.us, keyword:  Sewage or contact the DEP regional office in your 
area. 
Southeast Region 
2 E. Main St. 
Norristown, PA  19401 
Main Telephone: 484-250-5900 
24-Hour Emergency: 484-250-5900 
Counties:  Bucks, Chester, Delaware, 
Montgomery and Philadelphia 

Southwest Region 
400 Waterfront Drive 
Pittsburgh, PA  15222-4745 
Main Telephone: 412-442-4000 
24-Hour Emergency: 412-442-4000 
Counties:  Allegheny, Armstrong, 
Beaver, Cambria, Fayette, Greene, 
Indiana, Somerset, Washington and 
Westmoreland 

Southcentral Region 
909 Elmerton Ave. 
Harrisburg, PA  17110 
Main Telephone: 717-705-4700 
24-Hour Emergency: 1-877-333-1904 
Counties:  Adams, Bedford, Berks, Blair, 
Cumberland, Dauphin, Franklin, Fulton, 
Huntingdon, Juniata, Lancaster, Lebanon, 
Mifflin, Perry and York 

Northwest Region 
230 Chestnut St. 
Meadville, PA  16335-3481 
Main Telephone: 814-332-6945 
24-Hour Emergency: 1-800-373-3398 
Counties:  Butler, Clarion, Crawford, 
Elk, Erie, Forest, Jefferson, Lawrence, 
McKean, Mercer, Venango and 
Warren 

Northeast Region 
2 Public Square 
Wilkes-Barre, PA  18711-0790 
Main Telephone: 570-826-2511 
24-Hour Emergency: 570-826-2511 
Counties:  Carbon, Lackawanna, 
Lehigh, Luzerne, Monroe, Northampton, 
Pike, Schuylkill, Susquehanna, Wayne 
and Wyoming 

Northcentral Region 
208 W. Third St., Suite 101 
Williamsport, PA  17701 
Main Telephone: 570-327-3636 
24-Hour Emergency: 570-327-3636 
Counties:  Bradford, Cameron, 
Clearfield, Centre, Clinton, Columbia, 
Lycoming, Montour, Northumberland, 
Potter, Snyder, Sullivan, Tioga and Union 
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ACT 537; UNDERSTANDING SEPTIC SYSTEMS 
What is a septic system? 
Septic systems (also called “onlot” disposal systems or OLDS) are sewage systems located on the property of the 
homeowner.  They treat and dispose of domestic sewage through natural processes.  Liquid waste from a 
treatment tank percolates through the soil, where it is neutralized and broken down further.  Septic system 
operation and maintenance is the responsibility of the homeowner.  In contrast, a centralized sewage system 
collects and treats sewage from many homes and/or businesses and disposes it off site.  Centralized systems 
often use complex mechanical and chemical treatment methods. 
Who uses septic systems? 
For many Pennsylvanians, centralized sewage disposal is not an option.  In fact, one-quarter of Pennsylvania 
residents currently depend on septic systems to treat their sewage. 
How do I obtain a septic system permit? 
Anyone who intends to install an onlot system with a flow of less than 10,000 gallons per day must use the 
following generalized process: 
1. The lot owner or an agent for the owner applies for a permit through the local agency* Sewage Enforcement 

Officer (SEO); 
2. The SEO for the local agency conducts soil profile examination and percolation tests to determine site 

suitability; 
3. The lot owner or agent completes the permit application by including an onlot system design based upon the 

results of the site suitability testing; 
4. The SEO approves or denies the permit within seven days of receipt of a completed application; and 
5. If approved, the SEO issues a permit.  Installation of a system may begin.  If denied, the SEO notifies the 

applicant and provides opportunity for an appeal hearing. 
6. The SEO may oversee any step of installation and must inspect the completed system before coverage and 

use. 
What is an SEO and what are his/her duties? 
Certified SEO’s working for local governing bodies handle the septic system permitting process.  This includes the 
review of soil profiles (deep probes) and percolation tests and the issuance of permits. 
What is DEP’s role in the permitting process? 
DEP can review, monitor and assist a local agency’s administration of the permitting process. 
What is a deep probe test? 
The first test on the site is a deep probe test.  In this test, a backhoe pit is dug as deep as eight feet.  The SEO 
enters this pit to examine the make-up of the soil (soil profile).  From this, the SEO will determine the suitability of 
the soil for a septic system.  If the soil is determined suitable for a type of system (standard or alternate), then a 
percolation test will be performed.  If the soil is determined unsuitable, no permit will be issued. 
What is a percolation test? 
A percolation (“perc”) test measures the rate at which water moves through soil.  The test is to determine if the 
soil will allow water to drain quickly enough to support a properly working septic system.  The following process is 
used to perform a percolation test: 
1. A minimum of six holes are dug in the area of the proposed absorption field; 
2. he soil is soaked before the actual test to reproduce wet season operation; 
3. The day of the test, a final soaking is completed for one hour; and 
4. The actual test then begins with a series of measurements of water level drop done at 10 or 30 minute 

intervals.  This test may take as long as four hours or as little as 40 minutes, depending upon the type of soil.  
(Very sandy soils usually take less time to test than soils with a lot of clay). 

It is very important to realize that although the effluent from a septic or aerobic tank is partially treated, it still 
contains substances that can affect the groundwater, such as viruses, pathogens and nitrates.  The soil is a 
critical component of an efficiently running system.  Regular maintenance of the system also is necessary to 
ensure long-term operation. 



There are many variations to onlot system design depending on soil, site and operational conditions.  A few 
examples are: 

1. Standard trench 4. Elevated sand mound 
2. Seepage bed system 
3. Subsurface sand filter 

5. Individual residential spray irrigation system (IRSIS) 

For more information on these variations, please contact your local SEO (obtain address/phone number from your 
municipality’s government office). 
How does a septic system function? 
1. Sewage, both human waste and water used for bathing and washing, flows to the septic tank.  Here, primary 

treatment of the sewage takes place.  The heaviest matter falls to the bottom of the tank forming sludge.  
Lighter matter (scum) floats on top of the liquid (effluent).  Sludge and scum must be pumped out regularly. 

 
Figure A:  Gravity Distribution Systems Figure B:  Pressure Distribution Systems 

2. Septic tank effluent then flows to a distribution box or a solid header in gravity flow distribution systems 
(see Figure A) or to a pump tank in pressurized distribution systems (see Figure B). 

3. In both types of distribution systems, the septic tank effluent is then directed to an absorption area 
constructed of pipe placed within a layer of gravel, and percolates through the soil for additional treatment.  
The soil neutralizes many of the contents of the wastewater and converts other contents to different forms. 

How often must my septic tank be pumped? 
Up to 50 percent of the solids retained in the tank decompose; the remainder accumulate in the tank.  A septic 
tank should be pumped out at least every three to five years, or according to your local sewage management 
program which may require more frequent pumping. 
Under current Pennsylvania law, a 900-gallon septic tank must be used for a home with three bedrooms or fewer.  
If six people reside in a three-bedroom house, the tank should be pumped every 1.3 years.  If the same system 
serves a family of two, the tank would be pumped every 5.2 years.  Systems installed before 1971 may have 
septic tanks smaller than 900 gallons.  These tanks may need to be pumped more than once a year. 
What if my lot conditions do not meet the requirements for a standard septic system? 
If your particular lot conditions do not allow the installation of a standard septic system, some alternates may be 
available.  Your local SEO can help find the best system for you depending on your specific site, soil and 
operational conditions. 
How do state and local actions protect Pennsylvania's public health and water quality? 
The Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act (Act 537) was enacted in 1966 to set uniform standards for the 
construction or repair of any sewage disposal facility.  The two main goals of Act 537 are to correct existing 
disposal system problems and to prevent future problems.  To reach this goal, Act 537 requires the planning of all 
sewage facilities and the permitting of onlot sewage disposal systems. 
Provisions of Act 537 administered by DEP include: 
1. Training and certifying SEOs; 
2. Providing technical assistance; 
3. Reviewing official sewage plans and revisions; 
4. Awarding planning grants to local agencies; and 
5. Reimbursing local agencies for permitting expenses. 
Where can I obtain more information on septic-related questions? 
For more information on onlot sewage disposal systems, contact your local SEO or the DEP regional office 
serving your county. 
For more information, visit www.depweb.state.pa.us, keyword:  Sewage or contact your local DEP office. 
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ACT 537 - SEWAGE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS - PART II 
Ensuring Long-Term Use of Onlot Systems Through Proper Operation and Maintenance 

This Part II fact sheet continues the overview and discussion of minimum requirements, benefits and steps for 
establishing a successful sewage management program that was begun in Part I. 

How can my municipality begin managing onlot systems? 

The first step in the process is for your municipality to assess available administrative, technical, financial and 
management options by preparing an update revision to its Act 537 official plan.  The update revision should 
provide for identification of all onlot systems and a determination of their operational status.  Such factors as the 
suitability of soils, underlying geology and any peculiar environmental conditions that could impact the continued 
long-term use of onlot systems are also examined. 

Using this information, the various options to ensure performance of routine operation and maintenance for new 
and existing onlot systems are identified and compared. 

Ultimately, the specific options and alternatives for a sewage management program that best fits with your 
municipality’s resources and needs are selected for implementation.  In connection with the management 
program, the plan should also evaluate required needs for septage handling (septage haulers, septage disposal 
options, etc.) and develop appropriate administrative and legal procedures. 

Finally, to allow implementation, your official plan must establish an ordinance that legally authorizes the 
municipality’s program to manage onlot systems. 

What other steps are there to developing a Sewage Management Program? 

There are several additional steps that should occur together with sewage facilities planning in considering and 
developing the service options, administrative alternatives, legal procedures, ordinances and other pieces that will 
make up your municipality’s sewage management program.  These steps primarily involve gaining understanding 
and consensus from the residents in your municipality who will be impacted by the proposed management 
program. 

It is important that opportunities be afforded for homeowners and the public to learn what onlot systems are, how 
they work and why management and maintenance of these systems is so important.  Public education meetings, 
civic events or programs provided at local schools can be excellent ways to get the word out. 

The citizens in your municipality will better accept the management program if they have a voice in its planning 
and development.  Surveys or questionnaires, public forums for exchanging questions and opinions, as well as 
citizen representation on advisory or planning groups can all be very helpful. 

Residents need to be informed about the details of the proposed program, how it will affect them and what actions 
they need to take.  Mailings, newsletters, articles or announcements in the local media, websites and public 
information sessions are just some of the ways Pennsylvania municipalities have educated and involved their 
citizens.  

Can municipalities work together through Sewage Management Programs? 

Yes.  Municipalities in many parts of the state have banded together to form “joint local agencies.”  These 
agencies then implement sewage management programs consistently throughout the service areas of their 
member municipalities. 

Can sewage management be administered through existing municipal structures? 

Yes.  Some municipal governments are already involved in the permitting of onlot sewage systems through 
programs administered by agencies such as joint sewage committees, county health departments, etc.  These 
existing onlot permitting programs involve testing proposed sites, reviewing designs and addressing adequate 
system construction through final inspections of installed onlot systems.  Unfortunately, in many cases, system 
installation marks the boundary of the permitting program. 

Sewage management programs, administered by joint local agencies, or even municipal sewer authorities, can 
extend municipal oversight for these permitted systems to include regular operation, maintenance, testing and/or 
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inspection.  Such actions assure that the special care and attention taken to properly design and install onlot 
systems is not negated by the lack of system management and oversight. 

Is management of onlot treatment systems cost-effective? 

Yes.  Maintaining properly installed sewage systems can extend the life of these systems and may save the 
homeowner the cost of repairing or replacing an abused, malfunctioning onlot system.  Sewage management 
programs can also help prevent future problems from occurring with systems that have been repaired following 
malfunction. 

Municipalities confronting areas with numerous malfunctioning systems often opt to extend sewer lines for great 
distances.  This action may solve the problem, but can be very costly to the municipality and the affected property 
owners.  Sewer lines can inadvertently promote unwanted development.  Municipalities might also attempt to deal 
with areas of malfunctioning individual onlot systems by connecting the affected homes to a single larger system 
to address the immediate problem; however, there is still the potential for future malfunctioning of the resulting 
community systems unless the municipality has a management program that commits it to oversee proper 
operation and maintenance of these larger systems. 

Is financial and technical assistance available for my municipality to develop or update its sewage 
facilities official plan? 

Yes.  Municipalities can apply to DEP for a planning grant to reimburse up to 50 percent of the cost of preparing a 
sewage facilities official plan. 

Additionally, to assist municipalities in the development of their sewage management programs, DEP has several 
model ordinances that reflect the requirements typical of the different programs.  The “pump” model ordinance 
reflects the simplest approach to a sewage management program, while the ordinance for a municipal inspection 
program is the most complex approach.  You should keep your municipality’s management program as simple 
and effective as possible to meet your special needs. 

Is there financial assistance available to my municipality to establish and administer a Sewage 
Management Program? 

Yes.  Sewage management program costs of staffing and administration are eligible costs of the sewage 
enforcement reimbursement program.  Your management program is expected to charge reasonable fees to 
cover the costs of the activities you conduct.  If revenue does not adequately cover all these costs, your 
municipality may recover monies from the state to eliminate this deficit amount, up to 50 percent of the total cost 
of the enforcement program.  Local agencies qualifying for 85 percent sewage permitting enforcement 
reimbursement also qualify for the same method of calculating reimbursement for their sewage management 
program’s activities. 

For more information, visit www.depweb.state.pa.us, keyword:  Sewage or contact the DEP regional office in your 
area. 

Southeast Region 
2 E. Main St. 
Norristown, PA  19401 
Main Telephone: 484-250-5900 
24-Hour Emergency: 484-250-5900 

Counties:  Bucks, Chester, Delaware, 
Montgomery and Philadelphia 

Southwest Region 
400 Waterfront Drive 
Pittsburgh, PA  15222-4745 
Main Telephone: 412-442-4000 
24-Hour Emergency: 412-442-4000 

Counties:  Allegheny, Armstrong, 
Beaver, Cambria, Fayette, Greene, 
Indiana, Somerset, Washington and 
Westmoreland 

Southcentral Region 
909 Elmerton Ave. 
Harrisburg, PA  17110 
Main Telephone: 717-705-4700 
24-Hour Emergency: 1-877-333-1904 

Counties:  Adams, Bedford, Berks, 
Blair, Cumberland, Dauphin, Franklin, 
Fulton, Huntingdon, Juniata, Lancaster, 
Lebanon, Mifflin, Perry and York 

Northwest Region 
230 Chestnut St. 
Meadville, PA  16335-3481 
Main Telephone: 814-332-6945 
24-Hour Emergency: 1-800-373-3398 

Counties:  Butler, Clarion, Crawford, 
Elk, Erie, Forest, Jefferson, Lawrence, 
McKean, Mercer, Venango and 
Warren 

Northeast Region 
2 Public Square 
Wilkes-Barre, PA  18711-0790 
Main Telephone: 570-826-2511 
24-Hour Emergency: 570-826-2511 

Counties:  Carbon, Lackawanna, 
Lehigh, Luzerne, Monroe, Northampton, 
Pike, Schuylkill, Susquehanna, Wayne 
and Wyoming 

Northcentral Region 
208 W. Third St., Suite 101 
Williamsport, PA  17701 
Main Telephone: 570-327-3636 
24-Hour Emergency: 570-327-3636 

Counties:  Bradford, Cameron, 
Clearfield, Centre, Clinton, Columbia, 
Lycoming, Montour, Northumberland, 
Potter, Snyder, Sullivan, Tioga and 
Union 
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RESOLUTION AI30PTiNG THE WESTERN DELAWARE COUNTY ACT 537 SEWAGE
FACILTI'IES PLAN UPDATE —CHESTER-RIDLEY CREEK SERVICE AREA

RESOLUTION OF THE BOAl2D OF COMMISSIONERS ASTON TOWNSHIP,
DELAWARE COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA (hereinafter "the municipality").

WHEREAS, Section S of the Act of January 24, 1966, P.L. 1535, No 537, known as the
"Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act," as amended, and the Rules and Regulations of the
Department cif Environmental Protection (Department) adopted thereunder, Chapter 71 of Title
25 of the Pennsylvania Code, require the municipality to adopt an Official Sewage Facilities Pian
providing for sewage services adequate to prevent conkamination of waters and/or environmental
health hazards with sewage wastes, and to revise said plan whenever it is necessary to meet the
sewage disposal needs of the municipality; and

WHEREAS the Delawa~•e County Pi<~nning De,partm~nt, acting upon authorization from
the Peunsy~vania I~epartm~i~t of Envi:~ru~enCal Pr~tec~on, di3 offer assistance to the
municipaliries in meeting their Aat 537 requirements on a sub-County basis; and

WHEREAS, the Township of Asion did by formal resolution number 2010-~3 dated
June 16, 2010, authorize Lhe County of Delaw~ue to prepare the sewage facilities plan on its
behalf; and

WHEREAS, the Township of Aston did by formal Resolution Number 2011-78, dated
July 20, 2011, accept and adopt the Act 537 Plan prepared by the Delaware County Planning
Department, dated January 2011, as a amendment to the official plan for sewage facilities in
compliance with the Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act of 1966 but the formal resolution
reflected an inaccurate p1a~z title. A true and correct copy of Resolution Number 2011-78 is
attached hereto as Exhibit "A °'

WHEREAS, the Toa>nship of Aston hereby desires to amend Resolution Number 2011-
78 as follows:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
OF ASTON TOWNSHIP hereby amends Resolution Number 201 ]-78 by Deleting all references
to "the Delaware County Act 537 Western Plan of Study; Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area
UpdaCe" and Adding the proper Plan title "Western Delaware County Aet 537 Sewage
Facilities Plan Update - Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area" prepared by the Delaware
Countq Planning Department, January, ~t)171.

I, Richard D. Lehr, Secretary/Manager for Aston Township, Board of Commissioners
hereby certify Chat Che foregoing is a true copy of Aston 'Township Resolution No. 2012-21,
adopCed February 15, 207 2.

ASTON TOWNSHII'
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

~.
,~ ~_.

~.:...,w .~._.. ...--~
r, r' ~/} c

B.:

,~~` James M. iga1~ re~jil~°~=—~~~-~'

~""~ Board of Comnaissi~ners

i ' ATTEST:

~~~ / ~

Richard D. Lehr
Township Secretary/Manager



Resolution No. 2012-8
1~ESOLUTION ADOPTING THE WESTERN DELAWARE COUNTY ACT 537 SEWAGE

FACII.,ITIES PLAN UPDATE — CHESTER-RIDLEY CREEK SERVICE AREA

RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF UPPER PROVIDENCE TOWNSHIl', DELAWARE
COtTNTY, PENNSYLVANIA. (hereinafter "the municipality").

WF~REAS, Section 5 of the Act of January 24, 1966, P.L. 1535, No 537, known as the
"Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act," as amended, and the Rules and Regulations of the Department of
Environmental Protection (Department) adopted thereunder, Chapter 71 of Title 25 of the Pennsylvania
Code, require the municipality to adopt an Official Sewage Facilities Plan providing for sewage services
adequate to prevent contamination of waters and/or environmental health hazards with sewage wastes,
and to revise said plan whenever it is necessary to meet the sewage disposal needs of the municipality;
and

WHEREAS the Delaware County Planning Department, acting upon authorization from the
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection, did offer assistance to the municipalities in
meeting their Act 537 requirements on asub-County basis; and

WIiEREAS, the Township of Upper Providence did by formal resolution dated February 10,
2011, authorize the County of Delaware to prepare the sewage facilities plan on its behalf; and

WI-IEREAS, the Township of Upper Providence did by formal Resolution Number 2011-16,
dated July 14, 2011, accept and adopt the Act 537 Plan prepared by the Delaware County Planning
Department, dated January 2011, as a amendment to the official plan for sewage facilities in compliance
with the Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act of 1966 but the formal resolution reflected an inaccurate
plan title and an inaccurate date in the third Whereas clause. A true and correct copy of Resolution
Number 2011-16 is attached hereto as Exhibit "A."

WHEREAS, the Township of Upper Providence hereby desires to amend Resolution Number
2011-16 as follows:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWNSHIP OF
UPPER PROVIDENCE hereby amends Resolution Number 2011-16 by Deleting all references to "the
Delaware County Act 537 Western Flan of Study; Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area Update" and
Adding the proper Plan title ̀ Western Delaware County Act 537 sewage facilities Plan Update -
Chester-Ridtey Creek Service Area" prepared by the Delaware County Planning Department,
January, 2011.

BE FURTHER RESOLVED THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWNSHIP OF UPPER
PROVIDENCE hereby amend the third WHEREAS clause of Resolution Number 2011-16 by Deleting
the date "February 11, 2010" and inserting the date "February 10, 2010."

I, Edward Cashman, Secretary, Upper Providence Township Council hereby certify that the
foregoing is a true copy of the Township's Resolution No. 2012-8, adopted February 9, 2012.

AUTHORIZED SIGNATLIIZ.E TOWNSHIP SEAL



RESOLUTION NO. 12-13
RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE WESTERN DELAWARE COUNTY ACT 537 SEWAGE FACILITIES

PLAN UPDATE — CHESTER-RIDLEY CREEK SERVICE AREA

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF UPPER CHICHESTER TOWNSHIP,
DELAWARE COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA (hereinafter "the municipality").

WHEREAS, Section S of the Act of January 24, 1966, P.L. 1535, No 537, known as the "Pennsylvania
Sewage Facilities Act," as amended, and the Rules and Regulations of the Department of Environmental
Protection (Department) adopted thereunder, Chapter 71 of Title 25 of the Pennsylvania Code, require the
municipality to adopt an Official Sewage Facilities Plan providing for sewage services adequate to prevent
contamination of waters and/or environmental health hazards with sewage wastes, and to revise said plan
whenever it is necessary to meet the sewage disposal needs of the municipality; and

WHEREAS the Delaware County Planning Department, acting upon authorization from the
Pennsylvania De»art~er~t of Enviror~mergal Protection, dill offer ass:s~a~c~ t~ the rnuniai~a~~ties in rr;~et~ng th~~r
Act 537 requirements on asub-County basis; and r,

WHEREAS, the Township of Upper Chichester did by formal resolution dated July 8, 2010, authorize
the County of Delaware to prepare the sewage facilities plan on its behalf; and

WHEREAS, the Township of Upper Chichester did by formal Resolution Number 11-23, dated August
11, 2011, accept and adopt the Act 537 Plan prepared by the Delaware County Planning Department, dated
January 2011, as a amendment to the official plan for sewage facilities in compliance with the Pennsylvania
Sewage Facilities Act of 1966 but the formal resolution reflected an inaccurate plan title and an inaccurate date
in the third "Whereas" clause. A true and correct copy of Resolution Number 11-23 is attached hereto as
E~ibit "A."

WI~REAS, the Township of Upper Chichester hereby desires to amend Resolution Number 11-23 as
follows:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF UPPER
CHICHESTER TOWNSH[P hereby amends Resolution Number 11-23 by Deleting all references to "the
Delaware County Act 537 Western Plan of Study; Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area Update" and Adding the
proper Plan title "Western Delaware County Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Update -Chester-Ridley
Creek Service Area" prepared by the Delaware County Planning Department, January, 2011.

FsE Fi~I~TF-Ei~ RE~Gi,~'E£.' ~'T 1'n'E ~iC~':~fe~ e`3F i,f`ii~ii~I~~~t3I~TE~CS Gi iJt`'r`Er~ ~iii~f~ ~~'E~a
TOWNSHIP hereby amend the third WHEREAS clause of Resolution Number 11-23 by Deleting the date
"August 11, 2011" and inserting the date "July 8, ZO10."

I, Dora Coleman, Secretary, of the Township of Upper Chichester Board of Commissioners hereby
certify that the foregoing is a true copy of the Township's Resolution No. 12-13, adopted February 9, 2012,

TO OF UPPER CHIC TER

BY:
ole A. i ker

President- Board of Commissioners
ATTF

Dora A. Coleman
Township Secretwry



TOWNSHIP OF UPPER CHICHESTER
RESOLUTION NO. 7 7-23

RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE DELAWARE COUNTY SEWAGE FACILlT1ES PLAN UPDATE — WESTERN
PLAN OF STUDY.' CHESTER-RiDLEY CREEK SERV/CE AREA

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF UPPER CHICHESTER T4WNSH/P, DELAWARE
COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA (hereinafter "the municipality').

WHEREAS, Section 5 of fhe Act of January 24, 79&6, P.L. 9535, No 537, known as the "Pennsylvania Sewage
Facilities Act," as amended, and the Rules and Regulations of the Department of Environmental Protection
(Department) adopted thereunder, Chapter 71 of Title 25 of the Pennsylvania Code, require the municipality to
adopt an Official Sewage Facilities Pian providing for sewage services adequate to prevent contamination of
waters and/or environmental health hazards with sewage wastes, and to revise said plan whenever it is
necessary to meet the sewage disposal needs of the municipality; and

WHEREAS the Delaware County Planning Department, acting upon authorization from the Pennsylvania
f~epartment of Environmental Protection, did offer assistance to the municipalities in meeting their Act 537
requirements on asub-County basis; and

WHEREAS, the Township of Upper Chichester did by formal resolution dated August 11, 2077, authorize the
~;ourrty of Delaware to prepare the sewage facilities plan on its behalf; and

lNr~EREAS, The De/aware County Act 537 Western Pian of Study: Cf~ester-Ridley Creek Service Area Update
recommends implementation of the alternative to treat wastewater generated within the service area by
discontinuing operation of the Baldwin Run Pollution Control Plant after constructing a pump station and force
main and directing sewage fla~,vs to the Western Regional Treatment Plant, located in the City of Chester, and
owned and operated by the Delaware County Regional Water Pollution Control Authority (DELCORA).

WHEREAS, the appropriate municipal officials, including the planning commission, of the Township of Upper
Chichester have reviewed fhe findings and recommendations of that plan and find it fo conform fo applicable
inning, svbdivisian, other municipal ordinances and plans, and to a comprehensive program of pollution
control and water quality management.

NOW, THEREFCJRE, BE lT RESOLVED THAT THE Board of Cammissione~s of the Township of Upper
Chichester hereby accepts and adopts the "Delaware County Act 537 Western Plan of Study; Chester-Ridley
Creek Service Area Update" prepared by the Delaware County Planning Department, January, 2017, as an
amendment to the official plan for sewage facilities in compliance with the Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act
of 7966. The Township of Upper Chichester hereby assures the Department that it will implement the said plan
within the time limits established in the implementation schedule found on page 9-7 of the plan, as required by
law. (Section 5, Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act, as amended).

DULY adopted this 11th dayofAugust, 2011.

T~tNNSHIP OF UPPER CHICHESTER

.~ ;~) /. , ~~~~;~.

Jarr~es R. Stewart, President

ATT

D ra A. Goi man, Secretary



RESOLUTION 2 0 1 2 - 29

RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE WESTERN DELAWARE COUNTY ACT 537 SEWAGE
FACILITIES PLAN UPDATE — CHESTER-RIDLEY CREEK SERVICE AREA

RESOLUTION OF THE TOWNSHIP COUNCIL OF 1~1IDDLETOWN TOWNSHIP,
DELAWARE COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA (hereinafter the municipality°).

WHEREAS, Section 5 of the Act of January 24, 1966, P.L. 1535, No 537, known as the
"Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act," as amended, and the Rules and Regulations of the Department of
Environmental Protection (Department) adopted thereunder, Chapter 71 of Title 25 of the Pennsylvania
Code, require the municipality to adopt an Official Sewage Facilities Plan providing for sewage services
adequate to prevent contamination of waters and/or environmental health hazards with sewage wastes, and
to revise said plan whenever it is necessary to meet the sewage disposal needs of the municipality; and

WHEREAS the Delaware County Planning Department, acting upon authorization from the
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection, did offer assistance to the municipalities in meeting
their Act 537 requirements on a sub-County basis; and

WHEREAS, the Township of Middletown did, by Resolution 2010-62 dated June 14, 2010,
authorize the County of Delaware to prepare the sewage facilities plan on its behalf; and

WHEREAS, the Township of Middletown did, by Resolution Number 2011-69, dated July 25,
2011, accept and adopt the Act 537 Plan prepared by the Delaware County Planning Department, dated
January 2011, as a amendment to the official plan for sewage facilities in compliance with the Pennsylvania
Sewage Facilities Act of 1966 but the formal resolution reflected an inaccurate plan title. A true and correct
copy of Resolution Number 2011-69 is attached hereto as Exhibit "A."

WHEREAS, the Township of Middletown hereby desires to amend Resolution Number
2011-69 as follows:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE TOWNSHIP COUNCIL OF
MIDDLETOWN TOWNSHIP hereby amends Resolution Number 2011-69 by Deleting all references to
"the Delaware County Act 537 Western Plan of Study; Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area Update" and
Adding the proper Plan title "Western Delaware County Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Update - Chester-
Ridley Creek Service Area" prepared by the Delaware County Planning Department, January, 2011.

Resolved this (~j ~ day of ~~.~''(U~v , 2012.

SIGNED: /'~~ ~~ 7~~~~
°SCOTT D. GAI AY
COUNCIL CHAIRMAN

ATTEST: ~
MEREDITH ~. MER NO

A TING TOWNSHIP MANAGER



MII3DLET4WN TQWIVSHIF
llELAWAR,E COUNTY, PENNS~VANIA

RESf?LUTION 2011- 69

RESOLUTION OF° THE TOWNSHIP COUNCIL: OF MIDDLETOWN TOWNSHIl', DELAWARE COUNTY,.
PENNSI'LVANIA (hereinafter "the municipality").

WFIEREAS, ;Seetiou 5 :of the Act of Jarivaiy 24, 196&, P.L. 153 , No :537, known as the "Pennsylvania
Sewage,Facil ties Act," as a.inended, and the Riles and Regulations of the Department of Env~iaiunental Pro"tectidn
(Departrrient) aclapte~ thereunder, Chapter 7l of Title 25 of the Pennsylvania.. Code, require the mud cipality to
adopt;an Official Sewage Facilities Plan-.providing for sewage services adequate to prevent contamination of waters
and/ar environmental ̀health hazards with se~?tJage wastes, and to revise said plan. whenever it is necessary to 'xrteet
the sewage ~iis~~sai needs o~the maniaipa~ity and

WHEREAS the I?elaWare County Planning Depai~inent; acting upon authorization from the ~'einnsylyania
Department t~f Envi~•ontzaental Protection, did o~'fer assistance.. to. the municipalities in meeting Their Act 537
requirernent-s ~n a'SUb-County basis;:.and

Vt'Ii~ItEAS the Towr►stiip of Middletown did, by Resolution 20:10-62 da~fed June 14,. 201 Q, authorize the:
County of Delaware to preparethe sewage facilities plan an its behalf; and

WHEREASz The Delaware County Act 53.7 Western-Phan of Study: Chester-Ridley Greek Sexvice Area:
Update recommends implementation; of the alternative. to treat wastewater generated within The service. area, by'
discontim~ing operation of the.: Baldwin Iiun Pollution Control Plarit after constructing a, dump .station and force;
main and; directing sewage flows to The Western Regional Treatment Plant, locater~ in: the City of Chester,- and
owned and operated by'the Delaware County Regional Water Pollut oxi Control Authority (DELCORAj.

WHEREAS; file appropriate municipal officials, including the planning commission, of the Middletown
Townsk~ip have reviewed the findings and recbinmendatians of that :plan and end it to conform to applicable
zoning, subdivision,. other municipal ordinances and plans, and to a coinpreheilsiue program of pollution control.
and water gaality management.

NOW, TI~REFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE T'awnship Council of Middletown Township
hereby accepts and adopts the "L?elaware County Act 537 Western Plan of Study; Chester-Ridley Cieek Service
Area. Update" prepared by 'the Delaware County Planning Department, January, 201.1, as an. amendment to the
official plan for sewage faatlities' in compliance with the Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act of ̀ 19b6. 'The
T,ownshi~ hereby assures the Department that it will implement, the said plan within the time limits established in
the i.mple~nen~t~tarz sch:ed«:1.~=fou.Tr.! an page 9-1t ~f t.~:e~p~~;n ~s,a~~q~:.?'e~ ~*! !;~~s~: (~sct;~n 5, D~nr~~~v ~u ~c~:~w:~g~.
FacilitiesAct~ as amended)

Resalveci this 5J`r~ day o~ ~ G~ ~'° , 20 l

SIGNED: ~~
~O D 

"~ALLO~'.

co~rivcz, c~zz~~z~r'
ATTEST:

W. BRTJCE CI;ARK
TOWNSHIP MANAGER

I; f~ r ~~'~t%c:> G~~ ~ ' '' Secretary, Middletown Township hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true cof,,Mdd].etowvn Township's Resolution 2011 - .~~`~ adopted ~t✓L ~/ -2~► , 207.1...

Township Seal
nice Clark

vn.shp Manager t



EDGMONT TOWNSHIP
DELAWARE COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA

RESOLUTION NO.2012 —12

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE TOWNSHIP OF
EDGMONT, DELAWARE COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA (hereinafter "the municipality")
ADOPTING THE WESTERN DELAWARE COUNTY ACT 537 SEWAGE FACILITIES

PLAN UPDATE — CHESTER-RIDLEY CREEK SERVICE AREA

WHEREAS, Section 5 of the Act of January 24, 1966, P.L. 1535, No 537, known as the
"Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act," as amended, and the Rules and Regulations of the
Department of Environmental Protection (Department) adopted thereunder, Chapter 71 of Title
25 of the Pennsylvania Code, requires the municipality to adopt an Official Sewage Facilities
Plan providing for sewage services adequate to prevent contamination of waters and/or
environmental health hazards with sewage wastes, and to revise said plan whenever it is
necessary to meet the sewage disposal needs of the municipality; and

WHEREAS the Delaware County Planning Department, acting upon authorization from
the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection, did offer assistance to the
municipalities in meeting their Act 537 requirements on asub-County basis; and

WHEREAS, the Township of Edgmont did by formal resolution dated May 19, 2010,
authorize the County of Delaware to prepare the sewage facilities plan on its behalf; and

WHEREAS, the Township of Edgmont did by formal Resolution Number 2611-18, dated
July 20, 2011, accept and adopt the Act 537 Plan prepared by the Delaware County Planning
Department, dated January 2011, as an amendment to the official plan for sewage facilities in
compliance with the Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act of 1966 but the normal resolution
reflected an inaccurate plan title. A true and correct copy of Resoi~tion Nu~rnber ZO1 i-18 is
attached hereto as Exhibit "A."

WHEREAS, the Township of Edgmont hereby desires to amend ResGlution Number
2011-18 as follows:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS OF THE TOWNSHIP OF EDGMONT hereby amends Resolution Number
2011-18 by deleting all references to "the Delaware County Act 537 Western Plan of Study;
Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area Update" and adding the proper Plan title ~~Western
Delaware County Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Update -Chester-Ridley Creek Service
Area" prepared by the Delaware County Planning Department, January, 2011.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT THE BOARD OF SUPPERVISORS OF
THE TOWNSHIP OF EDGMONT hereby amends the third WHEREAS clause of Resolution
Number 2011-18 by deleting the date "May 16, 2010" and inserting the date "May 19, 2010."



EDC,'~tONT ~awrzsx=~
DELAWARE COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA

RESOLUfiZON NO. 2011 - 1$

A R;ESOLU`i`IC7N ADOPTING THE DELAWARE C4UN`I'Y SEWAGE FACII,I~IES PLAN
UPDATE - WESTERN PLAN OF STUDY:
CHESTER-RIDLEY CREEK SERVICE AREA

WHEREAS, Section 5 of the Act of January 24, 1966, P.L. 153,
No 537, known as the "Pen.nsylv'ania Sewage E'acilities Act," as
amended, and the Rules and Regulations a~ the Department a~
Environmental Protection {Department} adopted thereunder, Chapter
?1 of Title 25 of the Pennsylvania Code, require the municipality
to adopt an Official Sewage •Facilities Plan providing for sewage
services adequate to prevent cantaminatian of waters and/ar
environmental health hazards with sewage wastes, and ~o revise
said plan whenever it is necessary to meet the sewage disposal
needs of the municipality; and

WHEREAS the Delaware County Planning Department, acting upon
authorization from the PennsyJ.'v~ania Department of Environmental
Protection, did, offer assistance to the municipalities in meeting
their Act 537 requir~rnents on a sub-County basis; and

WHEREAS, the Township of Edgmont slid by fartnal resolution
dated May 16, 2010, au.th,~rize the County of Delaware to prepare
the sewage facilities plan on its behalf; and

WHEREAS, The Delaware County Act 537 Western Plan of Study:
Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area Update recommends implementation
o~ the alternative to treat wastewater generated within the
service area by discontinuing operation of the Baldwin, Ftun
Pollution Control P1 ant after constructing a pump station and
farce main and directing sewage flows to the Western Regional
Treatment Plant, located a.n the City of Chester, and owned and
operated by the Delaware County Regional Water Pollution Control
Authority (DELCORA).

WHEREAS, the appropriate municipal officials, including the
planning commission, o~ the Township of Edgmont have reviewed the
findings and recommendations of that plan and find it to conform
to applicable zoning, subdivision, other municipal ordinances a~~i
plans, and to a comprehensive program of pollution cantral and
water quality management.

NOW, THER~F'ORE, BE IT RESOLVED fiAAT, the Board. o£ Supervisors
of the Township o~ Edgmont hereby accepts and adopts the `Delaware
County Act 537 Western Plan of Study; Chester-Ridley Creek Service
Area Update" prepared. by the Delaware County Planning Department,
,7anuary, 2011, as an amendment to the 2004 "Delaware County Act
537 Sewage Facilities Plan Revision: Western Area of Study"



official plan for sewage facilities in compl~anee with the
Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act oz 1966. The Township of
Ed~mont hereby assures the Department that it will implement the
"Delaware County Act 537 Western Plan of S~ud~; Chester-Rzdley
Creek Service Area Update" within the time limits established in
the implementation schedule found on page 9-1 of the plan, as
required by Iaw {Section 5, Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act, as
amended .

RESOLVED this 20th day of July, 2011..

BOARD O&` SOPERVISORS OF
EDGMONT TOWNSIiZP

RONZ~LD GRAVZNA, CHAIRMAN

JO H C~NAN, VICE CHAIRMAN

WILLIAM "CHIP" CKRIDES, MEMBER

I, Samantha Reiner, Secretary to The Township of Edgmont
Board of Supervisors hereby certify that the foregoing is a true
copy o~ the Township's Resolution No. 2Q11 ~- 18, adopted July 20th,

2011.

c

AMAI~TTHA REINER, S CRETARY/MANAGER

(TOC~3NSHrP SEfiZ}
N:~Ensiss~bocs~oolias~oaool~1~c14~a.Doc



TOWNSffiP (}F CHESTER
DELAWARE COUNT'S, PENNSYLVANIA

RESt~LU'I`It?N NO.24- 20~.z

RESUr.UTION AMENDlf1~TG RESaL+UTI41Y NO.28-2011
CORRECTING TOTE REFERENCE TO THE AC'T 53'7
SEWAGE FACILITIES PLAN UPDATE BY ADDING
THE PRaPER PLAN TITIaE "WESTERN I}ELAWAI2E

CUUl`►rTI' ACT 537 SE'P~'AGE FACILITIES PLAN
UPDATE —CHESTER RTDLEY CREEK SER~V7CC~ AREA"

AND REAFFIRNIING THE ADUPTYOl~I OF
RESC?LUTI+DN Np. 28-2011 IN ALL OTHER RESPECTS

WHEREAS, Sectzon 5 of the Act of January 24, 1966, P.L. 1535,

No. 537, known as the "Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act", as amended, and

the Rules and Regulations Qf the Department of Environmental Protection

{"Department"} adopted thereunder, Chapter 71 of Title 25 of the Pennsylvania

Code, require the Township of Ches#er to adopt an Official Sewage Facilities Plan:

providing for sewage services adequate to prevent contamination of water andlor

environmental health hazards with sewage wastes, and to revise said plan

whenever it is necessary to meet the sewage disposal needs of the Municipality;

and

WFIEREAS, the Delaware Canty Planning Department, acting upon

authorization from the Pennsylvania Deparhnent of Enviranz~ental Protection, did

offer assistance to the municipalities in meeting their Act 537 requirements on a

sub-County basis; and

16230-2 #912



WHEREAS, the Township of Chester did by formal xesolution dated

June 3, ~Q10, authari~e the County of Delaware to prepare the sewage faciiihes

plan on its behalf; and

~UIEIEREAS, the Township of Chester did by fo~rnal Resolution No. 28-

2011, dated July 7, 2011, accept and adopt the A.ct 537 Plan prepared by

Delaware County Planning Department, dated January 241.1, as an. amendment to

the official plan for sewage facilities in compliance with the Pennsylvania Sewage

Facilities Act of 1966 but the formal resolution reflected an inaccurate plan title.

A true and correct copy of Resolution Na.28-2011 is attached hereto as

Exhibit "A".

WHEREA~.S, the Township o~ Chester hereby desires to amend Resolurion

Number 28-2011 as follows:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, THAT Council of the

Township of Chester hereby amends Resolution Na 28-2011 by deleting all

references to the "Delaware County Act 53'7 Western Plan of Study: Chester-

Ridley Creels Service Area Update" and adding the pxoper Plan title: "Western

Delaware County Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Update -Chester-Ridley Creek

Service Area" prepared by the .Delaware County Plaruiing Department, January,

2011.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, THAT Council of the To~ship of

Chester reaffirms the adoption of Resolution No. 28-2011 in all other respects.

2



N~
ADOPTED by ~ounci~ of the Township s~f C&estex tk~~s r~i day

of ~ ,b I' u~4,~ ~, 2012.

~ ~ ~

~'
_--

,~ r ~

~~~

J.

Chaiarman

Jam ~,s D. Carter, Councilman

Attes id — -- - -.~- 4
William P. Pisarek, Secretary
(Municipality Seal}

I, 't~i~liam P. Pisarek, Secrefary, Tawnship of Chester,
hereby certify that tie faregaing is a trae copy of the
Township of Chester's Resolution No. ~ 2012, adopted
~'ebr ary 2, 2012.

~'Vxlliam P. PASarek, Secrreta.ry
(Municiprality Seal)

3
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RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE WESTERN DELAWARE COUNTY ACT 537 SEWAGE
FACILITIES PLAN UPDATE — CHESTER-RIDLEY CREEK SERVICE AREA

RESOLUTION #02-12-B

RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE BOROUGH OF CHESTER HEIGHTS,
DELAWARE COITNTY, PENNSYLVANIA (hereinafter "the municipality").

WI~REAS, Section 5 of the Act of January 24, 1966, P.L. 1535, No 537, known as the
"Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act," as amended, and the Rules and Regulations of the Department of
Environmental Protection (Department) adopted thereunder, Chapter 71 of Title 25 of the Pennsylvania
Code, require the municipality to adopt an Official Sewage Facilities Plan providing for sewage services
adequate to prevent contamination of waters and/or environmental health hazards with sewage wastes,
and to revise said plan whenever it is necessary to meet the sewage disposal needs of the municipality;
and

WHEREAS the Delaware County Planning Department, acting upon authorization from the
P~nnsylv~nia ~~partrr~~nt of F~viro_rLm~ntal Protection, did orfer assisianc~ ~o the municipalities in
meeting their Act 537 requirements on asub-County basis; and

WI~REAS, the Borough of Chester Heights did by formal resolution dated June 7, 2Q10,
authorize the County of Delaware to prepare the sewage facilities plan on its behalf; and

WHEREAS, the Borough of Chester Heights did by formal resolution, Resolution N~xmber 09-11-
A, dated July 11, 2011, accept and adopt the Act 537.. Plan prepared. by the Delaware .County. Planning
Department, dated January 2011, as a amendment to the official plan for sewage facilities in compliance
with the Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act of 1966 but the formal resolution reflected an inaccurate
plan title. A true and correct copy of Resolution Number 09-11-A is attached hereto as Exhibit "A."

WE~REAS, the Borough of Chester Heights hereby desires to amend Resolution Number 09-11-
A Resolution as follows:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE BOROUGH OF
CHESTER HEIGHTS hereby amends its Resolution Number 09-11-A, adopted July 11, 2011, by
Deleting all references to "the Delaware County Act 537 Western Plan of Study; Chester-Ridley Creek
Service Area Update" and Adding the proper Plan title "Western Delaware County Act 537 Sewage

Facilities Plan Update -Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area" prepared by the Delaware County
~'Ian~ing Degaar#~aent, Ja~uaay, 20Z1~

~ ̀

Heights, hereby certify that the foregoing is
a ~" ~ ~-~ ° °J ,adopted February 6, 2012.

AUTHORIZED. SIGNATURE

a oG~~~" ~~ ~~-
Secretary

Secretary for Council of the Borough of Chester
a true copy of the Borough's Resolution No.

BOROUGH OF CHESTER HEIGHTS

Frederic .Wood, Vice President



RESOLUTIC7N ~DOPTI.NG T~-IE DELAWARE COUNTY SEWt1GE FACILITIES PLAN UPDATE —
WESTERN PL.E1N OF STUDY: CHESTER-R:IDLEY CRE~:K SrR~IICE AREA

RBSULUTI(QN ~F 'T~1E CaLmcil for Borcrugli of Chester Heigflts, DELAW~.RE COUNTY,
PENNSYLVANIA (hereinafter "tlie inuilici.pality").

WHEREAS; Section. 5 of [h~ Act of JanL~aiy 24,, 1966, P.L. 1535, Na. 5.37, known. as the "Pennsylvania
Sewage I acili~ies Actx" as amended, and Che. R~ries and.€2egu.l.ations of the Department of Environmental
Protection (Depai-tiznent) adopted tlieteiGndet; Chapter 71 gfTitle 25 of the .Pennsylvania Code, require the
m:unioipality to adapt aii Official Sewage Facilities Plan provi~3ing. for sewage se.rviees adequate to
~~revent co~ltamination ~f waters a7td/or• eriviroi~7tlental health hazards with swage wastes, and to revise
saki pla~i tivhertever it is necessary to meet the sewage disposal deeds of tl~e tnunCcipality; and

WHEREAS the Delaware County P(aunii~g Department, acting upon alith~rizatio.ii fcozn t[» Pezznsylvai~tia
Del3artinent of EnviE~on~neutal Profiection, did offer assistance to t11e municipalities iii ~neetiiig their Act
537 rec~urrements oil a sitb-County basis; and

WHEREAS, the Barougl~ of Chester• Heights did l7y forma.! f~esolution dated June; 7, 2010; authorize tl~e
County of Dela~vaz-e to prepare the sewage facilities plan on its belYalf; aild

W.H:EREAS, Tl~e Delaware County Act 537 Western Plan of Study: Chester-Ttidley Creels Service Area
Update recolninencis itnplemer~ta~ian of the alternative to treat ~vast~water generated within the service
area. by d scontinuitlg ~peratioi~ of the Baidwul Run Pollutio~i Control P1arit after constrtacting a pi~a-np
stafio~l and force main and directing sewage flaws to 'the Weste~•n Regional. Treatment Plant, located 'rn
the City. of CUester, and owned and opeT•ated by t1~e DelaE~rai•e County Regional. Water Pollution C.o~ztrot
A~ithority (DE.LC~RA).

W~IEREAS, the approp.riata municipal officials, including tl~e pt~,rnziixg ca~n~~lission, of the Bo~=oagh of
Chester Heights have reviewed tbe. findings and recommendations oftt~.at plan a1.~d find it to conform to
ap.plicatile zoning, sribdivision, other municipal ordinances and plans, and to a eor~~.p.reltertsive p.rob ~azn of
pal.lution. control and water quali#y manageanent.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE Council oP tl~e Borough of C.l~ester Heights
t~eret~y accepts a1~d ado~3ts the "17elawere County Act 537 Western Plait ~.~ Study, C€tester-Ridley CraeIc
Service. Area Update" prepared by the be.laivare Cb~~rlty Planning De77artmerrt, Janz~aiy, 2011, as an
arne»dnlent to the official plan for• sewage facilities in com~l.iance w.i:tll the Pel~i~sylvania Sewage

Facilities Act of 19G6. Tlfe Borough of Ghestei• I-Ieights _Iiere~y assures Eha Deparimeilt iliac it wilt

implement the said pla~i v~ithin the time limits establrshsd i.n the iinplenientatian schedule found an gage

9-1 oftlre pla~~, as required 6y la~~v. (Seeti~n 5; Penns~lvaz~ia Sewage facilities het, as a~ne~zdeci~.

I, J ~,~t.~~'t~'7~ ~°YY} Y~''~ t ~ , Seci-eta~y, Borat~gh of Chester iter Its heaeby certify that

the forebail~g is a n`ue copy of the {Township's/Borough's) Resalutia~~ No. ~ y — ~ (~ ~ ,adopted
Tidy ~l1, 201 L

AU :Tt-iORIZE~ SIGNATURE BCOR(OLTCrH o-~'E'F~ R, HEIGHTS

President



~z~~ol.~~~,lo~ a~~c~r~ri~i~ T~F wLS~Lrz~v vLLa~va~~ cc~u~z~racz~ s~~ s~:~~,c~c
FACI~,ITIES PLf1~ I~P~~1'~'E -- CHESTER-12IDLF,Y" Cl2I?,EK SE12~'ICE AREA

~WHEItEAS, .Section 5 cif the Actof January `?4, 1966., P.L: L5 ~5~ No 537,known as the
~`Pcnnsylvania Sewage Facilities Act,'' as :amended, and the Rules and Regulations of the Department of
Er~~ ~ronmental Protection (Department) adopted thereunder, Chapter 71 of Title 25 of the Pennsylvanr~t
Code, req~iire the municipality to adopt an Official Seti~,~age Facilities Plan providing for sewage services
adequate to prevent contamination of a~~aters and/or envi7~onmental health haza~~cts with se~va~e wastes,
and tq revise said plan ~~hene~er it is ~leces5ary to meet the se«a~e disposal n~ec~s of the rni~ni~ipality;
and

WHEREAS, ihe. Derawai°e Co~~nty Planning Department, acting upon at~thol`ization from the
Pcnns_ylvania Department of I:n~ironmental Protection. did offer assistal~ce to the munic~pa]_ities in
meeting tb_eir Act 537 requirements on a sub-Cotu~ty basis; and

WI~ER~AS, the City of C}lester did by formal r-esotution dated I~Ia~~ 26, 2010, author°ize t1~e
Couilty of Dclativai-e to prepare tl~e s~wagc facilities plan on its behalf; and

WI3EREAS, the City of Chester did by fo1-mal I~esolutiorl dated August 10, 2011, did accept af~d
adopt the Pict 537 Plan prepared by tf~e Delaware County Plaiu,in~ Department,-dated January ?Ol 19 as an
amendment to the official plan for s~~~~~a~e facilities in compliance «ith the Pennsylvania Se«~a~e
Facilities Act of 1966; but the formal resolution rct7ccted an inacctlratc plan title and reference date of
August ?-~, 2010.

NOW, THER~FOR~, 'IH~ COtiNCIL (~F T~~E CITE' OT CHI~S'TER DOES RESOLVE:

T17e Resolution adopted August 10, 2011, shall be amended by' deleting all reference to "the
Dela«pace County Act ~3 % Western Plan of Study; Chester-Ridley Creek Service A~~ea Olipciate'~ and
adding the proper Plan tine "Western Delarti~are Countc~ Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Update
Chester-Ridley Creels Service Area" pi-epat•ed b~ the Delaware Couuty Planning Depai•tanenf,
~anua►-y, 2011°

I3E I'I' FUI2TH~F2 RESOLVED, the date in the third ~~'HI:RI:;.AS clause of the Resolution
adopted August 1U, ?Ol 1, the elate "August 2~3, ?010" shall be deleted and iilserfing the date Mav 26;
?010.

i °. ,~
r~ ~ . ~_ -~ $w _ . ~ __..e

---~= - --
MAYOR.

1~Ytest:

CITY CLERK

L __ _ ___ ~ _ _ _ , Citv Clerk, of the City of Chester do hereby certlf}~
that tl~ie for~;going is a true copy of the City of Chester Resol~ition, adoptc;d M~~~ch 28, 2012

AIJT~I0IK1I_ED SIGN~ITLFZI= C1TY O~~ CHASTER SEAL



~z~soLU~r~c~~~

7'H~ CE3Ui~~C;7I1 t?I{ TZ~~ ~;I1`Y ~~' CH~~TE~ DOT'S IZI+~SOLV~:

`J4'KE t AS, Sec~ioii 5 of the Act of January 2~, l 966, I'.Z.. 1535, Nn.

5~7, knowxi as the "Pennsylvania Sewage facilities Acf," as a~~~ended, and flee

Rules and Regt~Iatiozzs of the Department o~ Enviroi~~ental Pt~otection (Department)

adopted thereunder, C}lapfer 71 of Title 25 of Elie Pennsylvania Cade, ~•equi e the

municipality to ada~~t au C}fficial Sewage Facility Plata pz•aviding for sewage services.

aciec~uate to preuent coiitaiili~iation off' waters anci l or envix~ol1mentaf health hazards with

sewage wastes, alld to revise said plan whenever it is neeessaxy to meet the sew~~e

disposal xxeeds of tl~e munici~~ality; acid

'VVH~~2~AS, the. Delaware County Planning Deparhi~ent, acti~~g upaii

~ufliorizafio~l fi~oin the Pennsylvania Department of Enviroi7f11erital Pz~otectiorl, did o~fcr

assistance #o t11e intimicipalities ir1 zn~etit~g t~~eir Act ̀ 537 requi~•e~ne~lits on ~ sub-

Cotll~ty basis; ai d

W~I~REAS, the C.[lestcr City Council did by foi~ulal resoltitio~z dared August

24, 2.01.0, authorize t~1e Cot;nfy of DeI~tti~rare to }prepare the se«gage facilities plan. oli

its beiialF_ ~~nc~

WHEREAS, the Delaware County Acl 537 Western Plats of Sfiidy; Cl~estcr-

Ridley Creek Sec~iee Area Update recommends impiementatias~ of fhe altez•native to

treat wastewZ~er gel~ez'~ted withui the se~~vice area by discontinuing operation of the

Baldwin Run Po]lutiori Control Plant after constt~acting a pump station and foz~ce maul

c~nd di~~ecting sewage flows to the Western Regional Treatzzxent Plant, located in the Ci#y

of Chestez~, and owned. at~d operated. by .the Delaware Colmty Regional Water Pollution

Confx•al Authority (DELCORA).

~'4`~~L~AS, the a~~pz•opriate naunici~al ofiiaial, i~~eluding the planniri~;

colaiis~issior~, of the City have reviewed the findings and ~~econimendaiions of that. pl~rl

end t;iici it to confori3l to a~>plicable zo~~ing, subdivision, other liluzlicipai ordinances

and plans, and to a cornpz~ehensive program of pc~Ilutzan control and ivate~~ quality

inanagemeilt,

NOW, TH~KL~'OKE B~ I'Z' ItESQLYEll, that ~i~e Council of Chester City

l~e~~et~y accepts and adopts the "Delaware County Acf 537 R~esterzi Plan of Study;

Chester•-Ridley Creek Sez~vice ~2~ea Update" prepaz•ed by the Delawaz•e County Pl~nrling

I)epart►z~ent, Jauu~ly 2011, as ail ~n~eizdineilt to t~2e official plan far sewage facilities .iii

ec~tnpliarlce with tlxe Pe~uisylvania Sewage Facilities ~cf of 1.966, Tlie City of

Chester' 13erebv ~ss~~•es t~7e De~Sartmerit tl~~t it will imp1e3T1e~~t the said plan with t]le ti~n~



lir~iiis esi~blislicd i~l the iir~plEr~ai~tation schedule fautlel on gage 9~1 of t17e plan; as
recdaired b~~ I~~~~ Sec:ioti 5, l'ez~nsylva>>ia ~~~~~~.~e I,acztities Act, ~s az~ienclec,

s

/~

Attes` --~~~~~ ~ I~~~1
/,A~CTA! V G C.I I Y CLLRK
~f

I, _ ,t ~1~' ~~ (D(,(/~ , Aetiiig Clerk, C1~ester City Coiuzcii
I~ereb~~ cer[ii~r fiat the forcgoiz~g is a ir~~e copy of the Resolution adopted Aug~~st
l~`l, 2011.

~~~
CTING CITY CLERK
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September 7, 2011

Mr. Roger W. Lehman, P.E.
Senior Technical Manager
Weston Solutions, Inc.
1400 Weston Way
P.O. Box 2653
West Chester, PA 193$0

Re: Act 537 Plan Update
Western Delaware County Act 53? Plan Update

for the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area
Aston, Chester, Edgmont, Middletown, Upper Chichester,
and Upper Providence Townships;
Brookhaven and Chester Heights Boroughs;
and City of Chester

Delaware County

Dear Mr. Lehman:

In an August 2, 20I 1, meeting with representatives of Southwest Delaware County Municipal
Authority (S WDCMA) and Brookhaven Borough (Brookhaven), the Department of
Environmental Protection (Department) offered to complete a preliminary technical review of
the above-referenced Act 537 Official Plan Update (Plan). In addition to addressing the
June 21, 2011, administrative review comments that the Department provided, information that
addresses the following technical deficiencies must be submitted to the Department so that we
may complete our review. Please be advised that additional comments may be generated,
following our review of your submission of information that addresses the administrative
comments and the following technical comments:

1. Mapping that identifies the physical characteristics of the sewer service area, including
streams, lakes, impoundments, natural conveyance, channels, and drainage basins must
be submitted as required by Chapter 71, Section 71.21(a)(1)(ii}.

2, Provide mapping of the service area, which identifies wetlands, as defined in Title 25,
Chapter 105. Proposed collection, conveyance, and treatment facilities and lines must be
located and labeled, along with the identified wetlands, on the map. This information is
required under Chapter 71, Section '71.21(a)(1)(v).

Southeast Regional Office ~ 2 East Main Street (Norristown, PA 19401-4915

484.250.5970 ~ Fax 484.250.5971 Printed on Recycled Paper ~~~ 
www.depweb.state.pa.us
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Delineate and describe through map, text, and analysis, the areas of proposed
development and existing development that have not been completed. Include the name,
location, total number of equivalent dwelling units (EDUs) in the development, total
number of EDUs currently developed, and total number of EDUs remaining to be
developed, including a time schedule for EDUs remaining to be developed, for the
servrce area. This information is required under Chapter 71, Section 71.21(a)(3)(i).

4. Delineate and describe through map, text, and analysis, the land use designations
established under the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code, including residential,
commercial, and industrial areas, as required by Chapter 71, Section 71.21(a)(3)(iv).

5: Provide the estimated user fees for the alternatives considered, as required by Chapter 71,
Section 71.21(a)(5}(iv). For the alternative which proposes to decommission the existing
SWUCMA Baldwin Run Pollution Control Facility (BRPCP), a cost estimate for the
plant's decommissioning must be included.

6. Identify the funding method chosen to finance the decommissioning of the existing
BRPCP and the canstrtixction of the new pumping station and force main. Identify the
contingency financing plan to be used if the preferred method of financing cannot be
implemented. .

7. Consistent with Chapter 71, Section 71.61(d)(2), describe all necessary administrative
and legal activities to be completed and adopted to ensure the implementation of the
recommended alternative, including: the incorporation of authorities or agencies; the
development of all required ordinances, regulations, standards and intermunicipal
agreements; the activities to provide rights-of-way, easements and land transfers;
adoption of other municipal sewage facilities plans; any other legal documents; and
include the dates or time frames on the project's implementation schedule.

$. The Plan states that the Delaware County Regional Water Control Authority
(DELCORA) is responsible for the safe collection, transmission, treatment, and disposal
of approximately 94 million gallons per day (MGD) of wastewater generated in
southeastern Pennsylvania (1-10). Please explain how the 94 MGD figure was
calculated.

9. The Plan states that DELCORA's Western Regional Treatment Plant (WRTP) treats all
wastewater from Southern Delaware County Authority (1-10). It is our understanding
that the BRPCP accepts wastewater from a portion of the Southern Delaware County
Authority service area. Please clarify.
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10. The Plan states, "As noted in the Chapter 94 Report, organic capacity is not applicable
since the NPDES permit for the plant addresses effluent" (3-3). Although the NPDES
permit addresses limitations for effluent quality, the plant's Water Quality
Management/Part 2 permit addresses influent parameters. Any exceedance of the design
influent organic load constitutes an organic overload. Any projected exceedance of the
design influent organic load constitutes a projected organic overload. The Plan must be
corrected.

11. The Plan states that DELCORA has a contract with the City of Philadelphia which
provides 50 MGD of capacity in the City of Philadelphia Southwest Wastewater
Treatment Facility (3-4). Please clarify if the 5Q MGD capacity includes the flows being
sent to the City of Philadelphia Southwest Wastewater Treatment Facility via the
Muckinipates Authority, Darby Creek Joint Authority, Radnor Haverford Marp~e Sewer
Authority, and the Central Delaware County Authority conveyance systems. Provide the
current flow being conveyed from these systems to the City of Philadelphia Southwest
Wastewater Treatment Facility.

12. The Plan indicates that the SWDCMA owns the collector sewers in the service area,
except for those in Middletown Township and those owned by the Southern Delaware
County Authority (3-5). According to our records, the following table identifies the
permittees of the collection and conveyance systems in the portions of the identified
municipalities which are tributary to the BRPCP:

Aston Townshi S WDCMA
Brookhaven Borou h SWDCMA
Chester Townshi
Chester Hei is Borou h
Ed mont Townshi
Middletown Townshi Middletown Townshi Sewer Authori
U r Chichester Townshi Southern Delaware Coun Authorit
U er Providence Townshi U er Providence Townshi Sewer Authority

Please clarify who currently owns and operates the collection and conveyance systems in
Chester Township and Chester Heights Borough. Please clarify who will own and
operate the proposed collection and conveyance system in Edgmont Township. Please
revise the Plan so that it correctly identifies the entities who own and/or operate
collection and conveyance systems tributary to the BRPCP.
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13. The Plan indicates that there are undeveloped parcels in the sewer service area that may
connect to the sewer system and further states that "without knowing if any are able to
subdivide, an accurate estimate of potential flows from future development is now
available" {4-1 }. S WDCMA, DELCORA, and the Delaware County Planning
Department must coordinate with the municipalities in which undeveloped parcels are
located to review lot sizes, zoning requirements, etc., in order to assure that accurate
flows projections are included in the Plan:

14. The Plan indicates that a very srnail percentage of properties in Aston Township,
Middletown Township, and Upper Chichester Township are served by on-lot sewage
disposal systems (4-3). Please indicate if capacity has been included for the future
connection of these properties.

15. The Plan indicates that there are 5 smaller, older properties in Chester Heights Borough
that are served by on-lot sewage disposal systems (4-3). Please indicate if capacity has
been included for the future connection of these properties.

16. Please indicate if there are any on-lot sewage disposal systems in Upper Providence
Township that are located within the sewer service area. If 

so, indicate if capacity has
been included for the future connection of these properties.

17. The Plan states that permits, easements, and agreements with the railroad owner will be
necessary to construct the force main from the proposed pumping station to the WRTP
(6-5). Please explain what permits and agreements will be required and provide a map
showing the location of the required easements. If any permits, easements, and
agreements will be required with parties other than the railroad owner, please provide the
information for those parties as well. Provide documentation that the easements have
been acquired and the agreements have been executed.

18. The Plan states that the preliminary cost estimates presented for Alternative 2 include
only those costs to construct the pumping station and force main and do not include costs
to decommission the BRPCP (6-8}. Since the Plan proposes to decommission the
BRPCP and divert flows to the WRTP, the costs to decommission the BRPCP must be
included in the Plan.

19. Please indicate if the industrial pretreatment agreements have been transferred to
DELCORA or if a new agreement to allow SWDCMA to administer the program has
been prepared. Provide copies of the signed agreements.
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20. Page 3-3 of the Plan states that the WRTP has a rated treatment capacity of 44 MGD.
Page 6-16 of the Plan states that the WRTP is rated to treat 50 MGD. According to our
records, the WRTP is permitted to accept 44 MGD. Sewage facilities planning has been
approved to expand the plant to 50 MGD; however, a permit for the expansion has not
been issued by the Department. Please revise the Plan so that it is consistent throughout
and with the actual permitted capacities.

21. Sewage facilities planning was approved on February 3, 2009, to expand the WRTP from
44 MGD to 50 MGD. The additional 6 MGD that was realized as a result of the
expansion was allocated to the City of Chester, Chester Township, Bethel Township,
Newtown Township, Edgmont Township, and Upper Providence Township, as indicated
in the Department's February 3, 2009, letter (copy attached). In addition, 3,618,730 gpd
was reserved for "Unallocated Future Needs." There does not appear to be adequate
capacity in the WRTP to allow for the diversion of 6.66 MGD of annual average flow
from the BRPCP. Please explain how the 6.66 MGD from the BRPCP can be
accommodated without exceeding the permitted flow at the WRTP or reallocating
capacity from those municipalities to which capacity was already allocated,

22. The Pennsylvania Historical and IVluseum Commission (PHMC) indicated in their review
of this project that there is a high probability that significant archaeological sites are
located in the project area and could be adversely affected by the project activities.
PHMC required that a Phase 1 archaeological survey be completed of the project area.
Submit documentation that the Phase 1 survey has been completed and that the potential
conflicts with resources under the purview of PHMC have been resolved.

23. The PNDI Project Environmental Review Receipt for Project Search
ID 20110119278906 identified a potential conflict with species under the purview of the
Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (DCNR).
Documentation from DCNR that indicates that the potential conflict has been resolved
must be submitted to the Department.

24. Sections 7 and 8 of the PNDI Project Environmental Review Receipt for Project Search
ID 2011011927$906 must be completed.

25. Sections 7 and 8 of the PNDI Project Environmental Review Receipt for Project Search
ID 20110119278891 must be completed.
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26. Comments provided by or on behalf of Brookhaven have not been adequately addressed.
Responses to the comments below must be provided to Brookhaven. Please include a
copy of your response with your resubmission of this project,

a. The following comments relate to upgrading the existing BRPCP:

i. Brookhaven asked that the size of various tanks at the BRPCP be provided
to determine if the tanks can meet the desired performance criteria. This
has not been addressed.

ii. Brookhaven notes that the cost evaluations for keeping the BRPCP in
operation and diverting the flow to DELCORA are inadequate and
overly-conservative. The response to Brookhaven indicates that it 

will

cost $28 million to upgrade the BRPCP for nutrient removal and an
additional $9 million to operate the plant for the next 10 years. It will cost
$12 million to divert the flow to DELCORA. Explain how these figures
were calculated.

iii. Brookhaven indicated that they estimated the cost of upgrading the
BRPCP. Their estimate is $7 million. Brookhaven must explain how they
calculated this figure. The response to this comment notes that the
$7 million to upgrade the plant and the $9 million to operate it for the next
10 years is still more than the $12 million needed to divert the flow to
DELCORA's plant. The significant discrepancies in the estimates
($28 million vs. $7 million) needs to be explained.

b. The following comments relate to diverting sewage flows from the existing
BRPCP to the WRTP:

Brookhaven asked that a plan showing the footprint of the BRPCP and a
plan showing the expected improvements be provided. The response
indicates that the Department specifically informed them that such plans
were not required. The Department questions whether this is an accurate
representation of guidance provided by the Department. It is typical that a
plot plan showing the location of the proposed facilities be provided
during the review of the Plan. A plot plan should be provided to
Brookhaven and to the Department.
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ii. Brookhaven is concerned that the estimates for the construction of a new
pump station and force main are too low. They have asked for plans
showing the project so that they can evaluate the cast estimates. The
response indicates that only conceptual engineering has been done. If
preliminary plans are available, they need to be provided to Brookhaven
and to the Department.

iii. Brookhaven asked that a breakdown of the force main cost by section be
provided. This was not provided.

iv. Brookhaven is concerned that there will be constraints and obstacles met
during the construction of the force main that have not been
considered. No response has been provided to this concern.

v. Brookhaven asked if the proposed force main will affect any buildings
located near the roadway. This comment was not addressed.

vi. Brookhaven asked if required easements have been evaluated. The
response indicates that they are currently working on obtaining all
required easements. Identify all easements that will be required to
implement this Plan. Please note that easements must be obtained before
the Plan will be approved.

vii. Brookhaven asked if estimates for easements have been included in the
total cost. The response indicates that the cost of easements is included in
the 15 percent contingency costs. DELCOR.A must explain why these
costs have not been separated from contingency costs,

viii. Brookhaven asked if bridge structures have affected the proposed routing
of the force main. This comment was not addressed.

ix. Brookhaven indicated that if Alternative 2 is chosen, the BRPCP will
close and a reduced customer base will pay for the operation and
maintenance of the collection and conveyance lines. Brookhaven needs to
explain why they feel the customer base will be reduced as a result of the
decommissioning of the BRPCP.

x. Brookhaven asked if the effects of removing 4.5 MGD of flow to the
aquatic life in Chester Creek were considered. The response indicates that
this was not evaluated. An evaluation showing the effects of removing
this flow from the Chester Creek needs to be provided.
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xi. Brookhaven is concerned with the estimates for the construction of the
pump station and force main. The response indicates that recent bids for
other projects were used as the basis of estimates. Brookhaven asked that
the projects' locations and utility interferences faced as part of these
projects be provided so that they can determine if the projects are similar
to the proposed diversion project. This information was not
provided. Brookhaven does not believe that the force main installation on
Route 291 is comparable to the proposed force main installation from
BRPCP to DELCORA's plant. If DELCORA is using this project as a
basis for its estimates, they must show that the projects are comparable.

xii. Brookhaven asked how utility relocations will be paid for and if the owner
will be responsible far relocations. Brookhaven asked for cost estimates
for relocating utilities. They have not been provided.

xiii. Brookhaven does not believe that costs have been included for crossing
Baldwin Run, clearing the railway area and revegetating the railway
area. There was no response to this comment.

xiv. Brookhaven noted that no estimates have been provided for wetland
mitigation. The response indicates that there will be only temporary
impacts to wetlands. DELCOR.A needs to describe these temporary
impacts, explain why they believe that they are only temporary and
explain if there are costs associated with these temporary impacts.

c. The following comments relate to available capacity at the WRTP:

Brookhaven asked how the new flow from new CDCA members was
considered in determining if there is capacity for the proposed
diversion. Was the additional flow from CDCA included in existing
DELCORA flow or has it been considered separately?

ii. Brookhaven commented that the DELCORA plant was rerated to 50 MGD
to account for additional flows from new CDCA members and to reduce
the amount of flow being sent to Philadelphia. They note that they believe
the same rerate is being used to justify capacity for the SWDCMA flows
being diverted to the DELCORA plant and asked if flows can be diverted
back to Philadelphia when the previous plan called for a decrease in the
flows being sent to Philadelphia. This was not addressed.
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iii. Brookhaven asked if any upgrades to the DELCORA plant would be
required if both additional CDCA flows from their new members and
SWDCMA flows were sent to DELCORA. The response only indicates
that there is available capacity. According to our records, all of the
additional capacity in the expansion (6 MGD} has been allocated to other
projects and municipalities and there is no capacity included in the
SO MGD plant for the SWDCMA flows. Please explain how DELCORA
has determined that there is adequate capacity in the WRTP for the
S WDCMA flows.

d. The following comments relate to the costs of implementing the Plan:

Brookhaven asked if PennVEST loans were available to individuals. The
response indicates that PennVEST loans are available to individuals for
the repair or replacement of their malfunctioning on-lot sewage disposal
system. It is not clear if this adequately addresses Brookhaven's concern.

ii. Brookhaven asked for the phase-out cost of the BRPCP. The response
indicates that this information is not included in the Plan, since this is a
responsibility of SWDCMA. This information should be included, since
the affected municipalities need to evaluate their total costs. SWDCMA
indicates that $500,000 will be required to clean the digesters. All other
work to decommission the plant will be done over time using operating
funds, not borrowing capital. Will the cost to phase-out the plant be
passed onto the SWDCMA members or is SVVDCMA paying for it
directly through money already budgeted far the project? If the members
are going to be responsible for paying for the phase-out, will the cast be
shared by existing users or all users?

iii. The letters indicate that Brookhaven will be assessed a fee of $54 per
EDU per year for 20 years. Explain the basis for this fee. Also,
Brookhaven notes that this fee does not include financing to cover the cost
of the decommissioning of the BRPCP. Please confirm this statement.
Provide the estimated total annual costs to Brookhaven residents to
implement this Plan.

iv. Brookhaven has repeatedly questioned the fees associated with closing the
BRPCP and diverting flow to the DELCORA plant. DELCORA and
SWDCMA need to clearly address this issue.
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v, Brookhaven notes that Chester Township will become a part of the
DELCORA collection system and SWDCMA will therefore lose
approximately 2,000 users. The revenue they are losing from losing those
customers will then be split among the remaining users. Brookhaven
needs to explain why they believe Chester Township will become part of
the DELCORA system. SWDCMA needs to explain what will happen in
this situation. WiII costs be reallocated among the remaining customers?

e. The following are additional comments related to the proposed Pian:

i. Brookhaven disagrees with DELCORA's statement that the proposed
Eastern Plan has no bearing on the current plant. It has been the
Department's practice to accept multiple plans, each of which cover
particular sections of the municipality that cumulatively address the
sewage disposal concerns for the entire municipality. DELCORA's
service area covers a significant portion of Delaware County and it is
feasible to separate the planning documents into specific portions of the
service area. DELCORA should respond to Brookhaven that the concept
of an Eastern Plan is acceptable to the Department and that any effects that
the Eastern Plan. may have on any other portion of the DELCORA service
area will be addressed adequately in the Eastern Plan.

ii. Brookhaven has indicated that they will be willing to adopt the proposed
Plan, provided SWDCMA conveys the sewer lines located in Brookhaven
to the Borough. Brookhaven will then do planning to send all flows
originating in the Borough to their own plant. Please indicate if this
option has been considered.

27. As we previously indicated in our June 21, 2011, administrative review letter, the
proposed Plan may not be approved unless Brookhaven adopts an Act 537 Plan Update to
divert sewage flows generated within Brookhaven from the BRPCP or until Brookhaven
adopts the proposed Plan. If Brookhaven elects to adopt the proposed Plan, the Plan must
be revised to include information pertaining to Brookhaven, comments from the
Brookhaven Borough Planning Commission must be submitted to the Department, along
with evidence that the comments received were considered by the municipality, and
Brookhaven must adopt the Plan by resolution.

In the I?epartment's approval of the proposed Plan of Study for this project, the Department
informed you that the Plan was to be formatted as suggested in "A Guide for Preparing Act 537
Update Revisions." The format of the Plan must be revised so as to be consistent with the
above-referenced guide.



Mr. Roger W. Lehman, P.E. - 11 - September 7, 2011

When the required information has been submitted, the Department will complete a review inaccordance with the provisions of Chapter 71, Administration of the Sewage Facilities Program.

If there are any questions concerning the informationrequired, please contact me at
484.250.5182.

Sincerely,

Kelly A. eeney
Sewage Planning Specialist 2
Water Management

cc: Mr. Pickett — Delaware County Planning Department (via e-mail)
Ms. Holm — Delaware County Planning Department (via e-mail)
Ms. Volkay-Hilditch — DELCORA (via e-mail)
Mr. Salvucci — DELCORA {via e-mail)
Mr. Crum — SWDCMA (via e-mail)
Mr. Catania — SDCA
Mr. Lehr —Aston Township (via e-mail)
Ms. McKinley — Brookhaven Borough (via e-mail)
Ms. Mulvena — Walton, Mulvena &Associates (via e-mail}
Mr. Pisarek — Chester Township
Ms. Timmins — Chester Heights Borough (via e-mail)
Ms. Reiner — Edgmont Township (via e-mail)
Mr, Clark — Middletown Township (via e-mail)
Mr. Majeski — Middletown Township Sewer Authority (via e-mail)
Mr. Fazler — Bradford Engineering Associates, Inc. (via e-mail}
Ms. Coleman —Upper Chichester Township (via e-mail)
Mr. Cashman —Upper Providence Township (via e-mail)
Mr. Donze —Upper Providence Township Sewer Authority
Mr. Kelly —Kelly &Close Engineers
Mr. Butler — City of Chester (via e-mail)
Mr. Brain — Office of Chief Counsel (via e-mail)
Mr. Feola — DEP (via e-mail)
Ms. Fields — DEP (via e-mail)
Ms. Mahoney — DEP (via e-mail)
Planning Section
Re 30 (GJS 11 WQM)250-3
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Weston Solutions, Inc. 
1400 Weston Way 
P.O. Box 2653 
West Chester, Pennsylvania 19380 
610-701-3000   Fax 610-701-3186 
www.westonsolutions.com 

 
8 December 2011 

Ms. Kelly A. Sweeney 
Municipal Planning and Finance Section 
PADEP Southeast Regional Office 
2 East Main Street 
Norristown, PA   19401 
 
Re: DELCORA Act 537 Plan Update Chester-Ridley Service Area 
 
Dear Ms. Sweeney: 
 
Weston Solutions, Inc. (WESTON®) is submitting the enclosed responses to your letter dated 
November 16, 2011 containing administrative completeness and technical comments for the Act 
537 Plan Update for the Chester-Ridley Service Area, on behalf of The Delaware Regional 
Water Quality Control Authority (DELCORA) and the Delaware County Planning Department 
(DCPD).   
 
This Plan Update has been prepared to evaluate alternatives for sewage treatment for customers 
of the Southwest Delaware County Municipal Authority (SWDCMA).  The Study Area is known 
as the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area.  The Act 537 Plan Update for the Chester-Ridley 
Creek Service Area has been prepared to address a serious problem at the Baldwin Run Pollution 
Control Facility (BRPCP) by evaluating alternatives to either upgrade the existing facility or 
divert flow to DELCORA via a new pump station and force main.   
 
Comment 1:    The resubmitted information indicates that the title of the plan has been changed 
to the Delaware County Sewage Facilities Plan Update – Western Plan of Study:  Chester-Ridley 
Creek Service Area to match the resolutions.  A Plan of study is a separate document under 
sewage facilities planning and an Act 537 Plan Update should not be referred to as a plan of 
study.  RESPONSE:  DELCORA and DCPD will restore the title of the Western Delaware 
County Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Update:  Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area to the plan.  
A request has been made to PADEP to allow the existing municipal resolutions to stand because 
the municipalities clearly intended to adopt the Western Delaware County Act 537 Sewage 
Facilities Plan Update:  Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area, even though the resolutions refer to 
the Delaware County Sewage Facilities Plan Update – Western Plan of Study:  Chester-Ridley 
Creek Service Area.  The resolutions have already been re-done once to add language specifying 
planning commission review and describing the selected alternative.  It will be a hardship to 
obtain municipal resolutions a third time because of time delays and it will create confusion at 
the municipal level because the plan content has not changed.  PADEP has stated that their 
counsel and supervisory personnel will be consulted to provide confirmation that the existing 
resolutions are acceptable. 
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Comment 2:  Provide a map showing the location of required easements for the new force main.  
Provide documentation that the easements for the new force main either have been or can be 
obtained.  RESPONSE:  During a telephone conference on 22 November 2011, PADEP stated 
that only maps from the BRPCP to I-95 are required.  Mapping of the proposed force main is 
attached to this response as Comment No. 2 Attachment.  The force main can be placed within 
public rights-of-way on the South side of I-95.  Maps showing the proposed force main 
alignment are attached to this response.  DELCORA has the authority to condemn property and 
obtain easements under Sections 5615 and 5607 (d) (15) of the Municipal Authorities Act (Act 
22 of 2001). 
 
DELCORA has submitted information to SEPTA to initiate acquisition of an easement to locate 
the proposed force main within the Chester Creek Branch right-of-way.  SEPTA has indicated 
that an easement within the Chester Creek Line right-of-way can be obtained upon board 
approval.  A copy of e-mail correspondence with SEPTA discussing acquisition of an easement 
for the force main in attached to this response in the Comment No. 2 Attachment.  Where the 
alignment leaves the easement (Sheet 19 of 22) it crosses private property including an unused 
portion of the mobile home development and unused portions of private land held by one owner.  
It then crosses onto municipally-held land owned by the Delaware County Solid Waste Authority 
(DCSWA) (established originally as the Delaware County Incinerator Authority in 1954). 
 
Comment 3:  DELCORA should provide documentation that Sunoco has accepted any plan to 
reduce its permitted discharge or explain how the additional 6.66 MGD of flow from SWDCMA 
will be accommodated at DELCORA’s Western Regional Treatment Plant.  RESPONSE:  
During a telephone conference on 22 November 2011 WESTON clarified the comparison 
between peak flows and average daily flows.  The 6.66 MGD is an average daily total projected 
demand though the year 2035 from SWDCMA.  The 15 MGD is the peak daily flow that Sunoco 
is allowed to discharge to the WRTP without incurring a surcharge.  The Agreement of Sales and 
Service between DELCORA and Sunoco is attached to this response as Comment No. 3 
Attachment.  The second page of this agreement documents that SUNOCO is allowed to 
discharge up to 10 MGD average daily flow to the WRTP, based on a monthly average.   
However, Sunoco’s average daily flow for the past five (5) years has not exceeded 6.224 MGD, 
and is not expected to increase due to the recent announcement that the company is ceasing 
refining operations effective March 1, 2012.  The average daily flow discharged to the WRTP by 
SEPTA for the years 2007 through 2011 are listed below: 
 
2007 6.01 MGD 
2008 5.85 MGD 
2009 5.79 MGD 
2010 5.73 MGD 
2011 6.224 MGD thru September 
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The WRTP is rated to discharge an average daily flow of 50 MGD, but can operate safely at 
discharge rates up to 108 MGD.  There is no maximum day flow limit in the NPDES permit for 
the WRTP.  If conditions at the plant indicate the potential for hydraulic overload, more flow can 
be directed to the Philadelphia Southwest Pollution Control Plant (PSWPCP).  Adequate 
capacity at the WRTP to accept the future projected average daily flow of 6.66 MGD from the 
Chester-Ridley Service Area can be documented if average daily flow values are compared 
consistently.  Considering the 3.6 MGD reserved for unallocated needs in the Act 537 Re-rate 
Plan for the WRTP, and considering the Average Daily Flow value of 10 MGD from the 
SUNOCO facility, there is 8.6 MGD available capacity, without considering planned 
developments contained in the Act 537 Re-rate Plan (prepared in 2006) that did not progress as 
scheduled due to the economic downturn.  Furthermore, with Sunoco consistently discharging 
around MGD,  
 
Comment 4:  Documentation that the potential conflicts with PHMC have been resolved must be 
submitted to the Department.  RESPONSE:  The final Phase 1 and Phase 2 Archeological Study 
is attached to this response as Comment 4 Attachment.  This study has been submitted to the 
PHMC for review and contains a recommendation that no further consideration of archeological 
resources is necessary within the forced sewer main right-of-way.  The force main alignment 
does not encroach on the location of the former Edward Carter pottery building, which was 
located on the opposite side of Concord Road from the proposed alignment.  The PHMC review 
letter will be forwarded to PADEP upon receipt. 
 
Comment 5:  Copies of all updated pages must be submitted to the Department.  Copies of the 
pages that were edited in response to PADEP comments in the 7 September 2011 review letter 
are attached to this response as Comment No. 5 Attachment. 
 
Comment 6:  A response to Item 26 of the Department’s September 7, 2011 letter is required.  
RESPONSE:  The following comprehensive response to the Item 26 in PADEP’s September 7th 
technical comment letter is provided: 
 

a. The following comments relate to upgrading the existing BRPCP:  
 

i.  Brookhaven asked that the size of various tanks at the BRPCP be 
provided to determine if the tanks can meet the desired 
performance criteria. This has not been addressed.  

 
Response:  SWDCMA provided the tank sizes.  The schedule of tank sizes is 
included in this response as Comment 6.a.i Attachment.  A sketch plan of the 
BRPCP dated February 2009 is showing the tank identifications is attached as 
Comment 6.a.i Attachment. 
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ii.  Brookhaven notes that the cost evaluations for keeping the BRPCP 
in operation and diverting the flow to DELCORA are inadequate 
and overly-conservative. The response to Brookhaven indicates 
that it will cost $28 million to upgrade the BRPCP for nutrient 
removal and an additional $9 million to operate the plant for the 
next 10 years. It will cost $12 million to divert the flow to 
DELCORA. Explain how these figures were calculated.  

 
Response: The detailed cost estimates prepared by WESTON for this project are 
attached to this response as Comment 6.a.ii Attachment.  The $9 million are funds 
required for currently identified facility and pump station deficiencies by 
SWDCMA.  SWDCMA reported these costs in 2009 dollars to be $8.766M, 
which was rounded up to $9.0M.  These are projects that SWDCMA has been 
unable to fund given their current revenue sources but will be necessary if the 
plant is required to continue long-term operations.  These cost estimates were 
compiled into the summary cost estimates found in Section 6 of the report. 
 
iii.  Brookhaven indicated that they estimated the cost of upgrading the 

BRPCP. Their estimate is $7 million. Brookhaven must explain how 
they calculated this figure. The response to this comment notes that 
the $7 million to upgrade the plant and the $9 million to operate it 
for the next 10 years is still more than the $12 million needed to 
divert the flow to DELCORA's plant. The significant discrepancies in 
the estimates ($28 million vs. $7 million) needs to be explained.  

 
Response:  Weston Solutions, Inc. prepared a rough order of magnitude cost 
estimate to upgrade the BRPCP to provide tertiary treatment (nitrogen removal).  
The rough order of magnitude estimate is attached to this response in Comment 
6.a.iii Attachment, and is based on addition of denitrifying filters to the existing 
treatment train.  Costs for the denitrifying filters were based on budgetary 
estimates from similar applications (i.e. the addition of tertiary filtration to an 
existing process train). 
 
The Brookhaven cost estimate of $7.18M to upgrade the plant is attached as 
Comment No. 6.a.iii Attachment.  Additional information would be needed to 
perform a detailed comparison of the two estimates, however, based on available 
information the following initial observations are offered: 
 

• The Brookhaven analysis (page 2) indicates that membrane biofiltration 
would be used after the secondary clarifiers.  Tertiary filtration is not 
currently provided at the plant and the cost of the membrane biofiltration 
system does not appear as a line item in the estimate.  The cost for 
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membrane (or other tertiary) filtration is likely to be significant.  It is 
noted that page 4 of the letter states that the plant can be retrofitted to meet 
the nitrogen limit without the filter, while page 2 indicates that it is 
needed.  It is likely that filtration may be needed to meet a low total 
phosphorus limit regardless of the nitrogen performance.   

• The Brookhaven estimates appear to assume the trickling filter tanks are 
available for conversion.  One trickling filter has been converted to a 
clarifier and the other is being used to house the activated biofilters.   

 
It should be noted that neither estimate includes improvements to existing systems 
and facilities.  Additional costs (not included in the maintenance spreadsheet 
attached to this response in Comment No. 6.a.ii Attachment) include repairs and 
upgrades to the nitrification tanks, improvements to the headworks, and additional 
costs to upgrade the primary clarifiers and aeration system estimated by 
SWDCMA to be approximately $2.46M.   
 

b.  The following comments relate to diverting sewage flows from the existing 
BRPCP to the WRTP:  

 
i.  Brookhaven asked that a plan showing the footprint of the BRPCP 

and a plan showing the expected improvements be provided. The 
response indicates that the Department specifically informed them 
that such plans were not required. The Department questions 
whether this is an accurate representation of guidance provided by 
the Department. It is typical that a plot plan showing the location of 
the proposed facilities be provided during the review of the Plan. A 
plot plan should be provided to Brookhaven and to the Department.  

 
Response:  The Yard Piping Plan produced by Catania Engineering Associates, 
dated 1/31/1992 is attached as Comment 6.b.i Attachment.  A sketch plan of the 
BRPCP dated February 2009 is attached as Comment 6.a.i Attachment.  The 
location of the proposed pump station is indicated on Sheet 22 of 22 in the 
Comment No. 2 Attachment. 
 
ii.  Brookhaven is concerned that the estimates for the construction of 

a new pump station and force main are too low. They have asked 
for plans showing the project so that they can evaluate the cost 
estimates. The response indicates that only conceptual engineering 
has been done. If preliminary plans are available, they need to be 
provided to Brookhaven and to the Department.  
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Response: Only conceptual engineering has been performed.  There are no 
preliminary engineering plans.  The proposed pump station location is shown on 
Sheet 22 of 22 in the Comment No. 2 Attachment. 
 
iii.  Brookhaven asked that a breakdown of the force main cost by 

section be provided. This was not provided.  
 
Response:  Please see the Comment 6.a.ii Attachment for cost estimate detail.  
The force main estimate was not compiled by section; this type of detailed 
estimate is performed after the design is finalized. 
 
iv. Brookhaven is concerned that there will be constraints and 

obstacles met during the construction of the force main that have 
not been considered. No response has been provided to this 
concern.  

 
Response:  Contingencies have been built into the cost estimate to cover 
unforeseen obstacles.  Obstacles that have been considered include natural 
resources and cultural resources, structural limitations of crossing I-95 near the 
Engle Street Bridge, avoiding private property and existing buildings, structural 
limitations crossing active rail lines, engineering and cost optimization, and utility 
conflicts.  Any obstacles will be clearly identified during detailed engineering 
design and will be addressed by the final design. 
 
v. Brookhaven asked if the proposed force main will affect any 

buildings located near the roadway. This comment was not 
addressed.  

 
Response:  No existing structures will be impacted by the proposed project. 
 
vi.  Brookhaven asked if required easements have been evaluated. 

The response indicates that they are currently working on obtaining 
all required easements. Identify all easements that will be required 
to implement this Plan. Please note that easements must be 
obtained before the Plan will be approved. 

 
Response:  Please see response to Comment 2 and Comment No. 2 Attachment. 
 
vii.  Brookhaven asked if estimates for easements have been included in 

the total cost. The response indicates that the cost of easements is 
included in the 15 percent contingency costs. DELCORA must 
explain why these costs have not been separated from contingency 
costs.  
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Response:  The cost of easement cannot be determined until preliminary 
engineering is completed and a final route alignment is selected.  At that time, the 
extent of non-public parcels that will require easements will be known and costs 
can be assigned.  The conceptual alignment has few non-public parcels so the cost 
of easements should be covered by the funds identified for contingencies. 
 
viii.  Brookhaven asked if bridge structures have affected the proposed 

routing of the force main. This comment was not addressed.  
 
Response:  Attaching to the existing PADOT bridge at Engle Street was 
considered by the plan.  After discussions with PADOT, the current structure 
crossing I-95 is not suitable to allow this modification.  Therefore the bridge 
structure will be avoided. 
 
ix. Brookhaven indicated that if Alternative 2 is chosen, the BRPCP 

will close and a reduced customer base will pay for the operation 
and maintenance of the collection and conveyance lines. 
Brookhaven needs to explain why they feel the customer base will 
be reduced as a result of the decommissioning of the BRPCP.  

 
Response:  The response from Brookhaven Borough appears on the fourth page 
of the 17 October 2011 letter from Walton, Mulvena & Associates, attached to 
this response as Comment No. 6.a.iii Attachment. 
 
x. Brookhaven asked if the effects of removing 4.5 MGD of flow to the 

aquatic life in Chester Creek were considered. The response 
indicates that this was not evaluated. An evaluation showing the 
effects of removing this flow from the Chester Creek needs to be 
provided.  

 
Response:  WESTON analyzed USGS observed average daily flow data and 
average annual flow data recorded at USGS Station 01477000, located above the 
outfall, just downstream from the Dutton Mill Road Bridge.  The period of record 
for this gage is 1932 to the present.  The minimum annual average flow at this 
location is 24.6 MGD (38 cubic feet per second) for the year 2002.  Terminating 
the additional average discharge from the BRPCP is equal to a 15.5 percent 
reduction in average stream flow rate below the plant, in the driest year occurring 
during the 79-year period of recorded observations.  The average daily flow 
during the period of record is 60.9 MGD (the gage is located upstream of the plant 
discharge).  Removing 4.5 MGD from the average stream flow equates to a 6.9% 
flow reduction in the stream. 
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xi.  Brookhaven is concerned with the estimates for the construction of 

the pump station and force main. The response indicates that 
recent bids for other projects were used as the basis of estimates. 
Brookhaven asked that the projects' locations and utility 
interferences faced as part of these projects be provided so that 
they can determine if the projects are similar to the proposed 
diversion project. This information was not provided. Brookhaven 
does not believe that the force main installation on Route 291 is 
comparable to the proposed force main installation from BRPCP to 
DELCORA's plant. If DELCORA is using this project as a basis for 
its estimates, they must show that the projects are comparable.  

 
Response:  An independent estimate for the cost of the proposed force main and 
pump station was performed.  The detailed cost estimate for the selected 
alternative is included in this response as Comment 6.a.ii Attachment. 
 
xii.  Brookhaven asked how utility relocations will be paid for and if the 

owner will be responsible for relocations. Brookhaven asked for 
cost estimates for relocating utilities. They have not been provided.  

 
Response:  Typically designs are engineered to avoid the relocation of existing 
utilities.  There are instances when it is less expensive to relocate a utility that to 
construct around.  Utility relocations are done in full cooperation with the utility.  
DELCORA will be responsible for costs of any necessary utility relocation. 
 
xiii.  Brookhaven does not believe that costs have been included for 

crossing Baldwin Run, clearing the railway area and revegetating 
the railway area. There was no response to this comment.  

 
Response:  Costs for these project elements is included in the detailed cost 
estimate attached to this letter as Comment No. 6.a.ii Attachment. 
 
xiv.  Brookhaven noted that no estimates have been provided for 

wetland mitigation. The response indicates that there will be only 
temporary impacts to wetlands. DELCORA needs to describe these 
temporary impacts, explain why they believe that they are only 
temporary and explain if there are costs associated with these 
temporary impacts. 

 
Response:  If wetlands are identified along the proposed force main alignment, 
impacts can be avoided by boring under the wetlands, or by seeking appropriate 
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permits to disturb and re-establish the wetlands.  If trenching is used to install the 
force main, the area will be restored to existing conditions.  Any wetland impacts 
will be addressed during the detailed design phase. 
 

c.  The following comments relate to available capacity at the WRTP:  
 
i.  Brookhaven asked how the new flow from new CDCA members 

was considered in determining if there is capacity for the proposed 
diversion. Was the additional flow from CDCA included in existing 
DELCORA flow or has it been considered separately?  

 
Response:  Additional flow from CDCA was included in the previously approved 
Act 537 for the rerating of the WRTP to 50 MGD.  Additionally, DELCORA’s 
system was specifically designed to allow flexibility in how much of the daily 
flow from CDCA is sent to the WRTP and how much is sent to Philadelphia.  
Please see also the response to Comment No. 3 above. 
 
ii.  Brookhaven commented that the DELCORA plant was rerated to 

50 MGD to account for additional flows from new CDCA members 
and to reduce the amount of flow being sent to Philadelphia. They 
note that they believe the same rerate is being used to justify 
capacity for the SWDCMA flows being diverted to the DELCORA 
plant and asked if flows can be diverted back to Philadelphia when 
the previous plan called for a decrease in the flows being sent to 
Philadelphia. This was not addressed.  

 
Response:  Please see the response to Comment No. 3 above. 
 
iii.  Brookhaven asked if any upgrades to the DELCORA plant would 

be required if both additional CDCA flows from their new members 
and SWDCMA flows were sent to DELCORA. The response only 
indicates that there is available capacity. According to our records, 
all of the additional capacity in the expansion (6 MGD) has been 
allocated to other projects and municipalities and there is no 
capacity included in the 50 MGD plant for the SWDCMA flows. 
Please explain how DELCORA has determined that there is 
adequate capacity in the WRTP for the SWDCMA flows. 

 
Response:  Please see the response to Comment No. 3 above. 
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d.  The following comments relate to the costs of implementing the Plan:  
 

i. Brookhaven asked if PennVEST loans were available to individuals. 
The response indicates that PennVEST loans are available to 
individuals for the repair or replacement of their malfunctioning on-
lot sewage disposal system. It is not clear if this adequately 
addresses Brookhaven's concern.  

 
Response:  PennVest funding is available for on-lot system owners.  Brookhaven 
has indicated that this question has been answered adequately. 
 
ii. Brookhaven asked for the phase-out cost of the BRPCP. The 

response indicates that this information is not included in the Plan, 
since this is a responsibility of SWDCMA. This information should 
be included, since the affected municipalities need to evaluate their 
total costs. SWDCMA indicates that $500,000 will be required to 
clean the digesters. All other work to decommission the plant will be 
done over time using operating funds, not borrowing capital. Will 
the cost to phase-out the plant be passed onto the SWDCMA 
members or is SWDCMA paying for it directly through money 
already budgeted for the project? If the members are going to be 
responsible for paying for the phase-out, will the cost be shared by 
existing users or all users?  

 
Response:  Costs to phase out the BRPCP have been estimated at $3 Million by 
SWDCMA and amortized over 20 years to an annual cost of $230,697.  This 
value has been divided by 7,327 SWDCMA customers excluding MTSA flows to 
calculate a conservative per customer estimate of $32 per year over 20 years for 
decommissioning the BRPCP.  If MTSA agrees to participate in decommissioning 
costs, the cost per customer will decrease. 
 
iii.  The letters indicate that Brookhaven will be assessed a fee of $54 

per EDU per year for 20 years. Explain the basis for this fee. Also, 
Brookhaven notes that this fee does not include financing to cover 
the cost of the decommissioning of the BRPCP. Please confirm this 
statement. Provide the estimated total annual costs to Brookhaven 
residents to implement this Plan.  

 
Response:  The total annual costs over 20 years to Brookhaven Residents to 
implement this plan are $54 to construct the proposed force main and $32 to 
decommission the BRPCP.  The cost per customer to construct the pump station 
and force main were calculated by assuming a 5% interest rate over a period of 20 
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years to finance the $12 Million cost of Alternative 2C.  This payment was 
divided equally among 18,000 total SWDCMA customers to arrive at $54 annual 
cost per customer, reported in Chapter 6 of the Act 537 Plan. 
 
iv. Brookhaven has repeatedly questioned the fees associated with 

closing the BRPCP and diverting flow to the DELCORA plant. 
DELCORA and SWDCMA need to clearly address this issue.  

 
Response:  Please see response to d.iii above. 
 
v. Brookhaven notes that Chester Township will become a part of the 

DELCORA collection system and SWDCMA will therefore lose 
approximately 2,000 users. The revenue they are losing from losing 
those customers will then be split among the remaining users. 
Brookhaven needs to explain why they believe Chester Township 
will become part of the DELCORA system. SWDCMA needs to 
explain what will happen in this situation. Will costs be reallocated 
among the remaining customers?  

 
Response:  SWDCMA will not lose customers that currently flow to the BRPCP 
in any of the contributing municipalities unless they prepare revisions to their Act 
537 Plans and construct pump stations connecting existing infrastructure to a 
treatment option, or construct new infrastructure.  Changes to the collection 
system or the customer base are not anticipated or included in this Act 537 Plan 
Update for the Chester-Ridley Service Area.  The limits of the Chester-Ridley 
Service Area are clearly shown in Figure 1-2 of the Plan. 
 

e.  The following are additional comments related to the proposed Plan:  
 

i.  Brookhaven disagrees with DELCORA's statement that the 
proposed Eastern Plan has no bearing on the current plant. It has 
been the Department's practice to accept multiple plans, each of 
which cover particular sections of the municipality that cumulatively 
address the sewage disposal concerns for the entire municipality. 
DELCORA's service area covers a significant portion of Delaware 
County and it is feasible to separate the planning documents into 
specific portions of the service area. DELCORA should respond to 
Brookhaven that the concept of an Eastern Plan is acceptable to 
the Department and that any effects that the Eastern Plan may 
have on any other portion of the DELCORA service area will be 
addressed adequately in the Eastern Plan.  

 



 
 
Kelly Sweeney  12/30/2011 
PADEP 
 

Response to 16 November 2011 PADEP Comments 12 

Response:  The concept of an Eastern Service Area Plan is acceptable to PADEP 
and any effects that the Eastern Plan may have on any other portion of the 
DELCORA service area will be addressed adequately in the Eastern Plan.   
 
ii.  Brookhaven has indicated that they will be willing to adopt the 

proposed Plan, provided SWDCMA conveys the sewer lines 
located in Brookhaven to the Borough. Brookhaven will then do 
planning to send all flows originating in the Borough to their own 
plant. Please indicate if this option has been considered. 

 
Response:  Brookhaven has considered this option.  SWDCMA has provided a 
cost estimate for Brookhaven’s consideration to purchase portions of the 
collection system located within the Borough boundaries.  Brookhaven Borough 
stated at their 25 October 2011 planning commission meeting that getting the 
collection system at no cost is their hope.  This is a negotiation between 
Brookhaven Borough and SWDCMA and is outside of DELCORA’s ability for 
intercession or influence.   
 

If you have any questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me 
at (610) 701-3708.  Thank you for your attention, 
 

Very truly yours, 
 
WESTON SOLUTIONS, INC. 

 
Roger W. Lehman, P.E. 
Senior Technical Manager 

Attachments 
 
cc: C. Volkay-Hilditch (DELCORA) 

K. Holm (DCPD) 
 
 



 

 

 

 

 

Comment 2 Attachment 

Proposed Force Main Mapping:  BRPCP to I‐95 

e‐mail correspondence with SEPTA regarding easement 
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Comment 3 Attachment 

Agreement of Sales and Service between Sunoco and DELCORA 

 

 

























 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment 4 Attachment 

 

Phase 1 and Phase 2 Archeological Report 

PHMC Review Letter (Pending) 

 

 













 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment 5 Attachment 

Revised Plan Pages as per PADEP 7 September 2011 Review 

 

 













 

 

Comment 6.a.i Attachment 

BRPCP Sketch Plan 

Schedule of Tank Sizes 

 

 





Southwest Delaware County Municipal Authority

Project #: Prepared By: SSG

Subject : Checked By:

Date:

Gallons

Main Lift Station 1 x 33Ft x 7.5Ft x 6.5FT 12,000              

Grit Chamber 1 x 12Ft Dia, 2Ft SWD 1,700                 

Primary Clarifier 1 & 2 2 x 55Ft Dia, 8.75Ft SWD 312,000            

Primary Clarifier 3 1 x 107Ft Dia, 8.75Ft SWD 590,000            

Activated Biofilter Towers 2 x 24Ft x 52Ft x 14Ft 12,424              Max GPM

Nitrification Tanks 4 x 103Ft x 38Ft x 18.5Ft 2,200,000         

Final Clarifiers 3 x 80Ft Dia, 12Ft SWD 1,355,000         

Holding Tanks 2 x 55Ft Dia, 7Ft SWD 250,000            

Chlorine Contact Tanks 2 x 118Ft x 3.33Ft x 7Ft SWD 41,200              

Flushing Water Clear Well 2 x 61Ft x 5Ft 4,600                 

Primary Digester 1 1 x 50Ft Dia, 22.67Ft SWD 333,200            

Primary Digester 2 1 x 65Ft Dia, 14Ft SWD 350,000            

Secondary Digester 1 x 50Ft Dia, 14.75Ft SWD 218,000            

Changes/Upgrades to the Plant since 1992 Design Plans are

2004 Upgrades to ABF Towers - Structural changes, Flow Pattern Changes. No Increase in Volumes.

2004 Upgrades to Headworks - Structural Changes, Addition of Rotomat Screen, Updating the Parshall Flume, Addition of 

Distribution Box for better Flow Controls between the three PCs.

176710204

Schedule of Tanks and Volumes at Baldwin Run 

Pollution Control Facility 12/7/2011

Description Size Volumes



 

 

 

 

 

Comment 6.a.ii Attachment 

Cost Estimate Details for Alternative 2C 

 

 



DELCORA 537 PLAN - SWDCMA UPGRADE - INITIAL COST ESTIMATE

18-Jan-11

Data

Flow 6800000 gpd

Scope

1 System to include

Pump state to feed denitrification system from existing nitrification system

Chemical feed for phosphorus precipitation (assume sodium aluminate)

Denitrifying filter system with methanol feed (assume Dynasand system or similar)

Reaeration system for provide  DO on effluent

Assumptions

1 existing system 

is adequate to 

nitrify 6.8 mgd Exclusions

1 land acquisition

2  no new power feed to site; assume existing power is adequate for additional load

3  no change to outfall; assume  Reaeration tank effluent is discharged directly to outfall

 Sources

1 see detail sheets

Capital Cost

Item COST

Rounded

Denitrification Pump Station 575,000$             

Denitrifying filters FRP Option 13,856,000$        

Methanol Feed system 146,000$             

Aluminate feed system 152,000$             

Reaeration blowers, diffusers and control panel 201,000$             

Subtotal installed equipment 14,930,000$        

Reaeration tank 221,000$             

Control Building 54,000$                

Subtotal 15,206,000$        

Mob/Demob 100,000$             

Facility & Yard Piping (10% of installed equipment) 1,493,000$          

Facility & Yard Elect. (10% of installed equipment) 1,493,000$          

Instrumentation (8% of installed equipment) 1,194,000$          

Site Work 747,000$             

Subtotal 20,233,000$        

Engineering and Legal 4,046,600$          

Contingency 6,069,900$          

Total 30,349,500$        
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DELCORA   Alt-C (orange route)
rev 1-19-2011

Project name DELCORA - Alt C

(orange line)

Chester City

PA 

USA

Estimator Ray Young

Labor rate table FACL2010

Equipment rate table FACL2010

Job size 14061 LF

Bid date 1/19/2011

Notes Rev 1/19/2011 Change Pipe from 24" Ductile Iron to 30" HDPE DR13.5

Alt "C" (Orange Line) 14,061 lf.

Open Trench excavating = 13,771 lf

Jack and Bore = 290 lf

Clearing of trees and brush

Hydro Seeding of disturbed green areas - includes Veterans Memorial

Park

Sawcut asphalt trench wide at 3' then recut 12" wider on each side prior

to paving

Demo and removal of asphalt and base courses for trench and boring

activities

Demo and removal of asphalt and base courses for additional 24" after

backfill work.

Trenching to be 3' wide by minimum of 5' deep - to allow for 24" of pipe

cover

Sand bedding around all sidea of the piping

Piping to be 24" ductile iron pipe - concrete lined and mechanical joints.

Casings at borings to be 42" - including pipe spacers

Minor Streets and Alleys - Paving section of 1-1/2" AC over 2" AC over

6" Base Course

Major Street - Paving Section of 3" AC over 9" RCC (roller compacted

concrete) base course
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Notes Bitimous Seal Coating 12" wide at sawcut joints.

Restiping of Street Center Line or Edge line.

Unusable spoils from clearing, demolition and trenching to be hauled

offsite to local landfill or recycling center.

Subcontractor Markups:

GC 15% + Overhead 10% + Profit 10%

Report format Sorted by 'Location/Task'

'Detail' summary

Allocate addons

Paginate

Cost index Pennsylvania-Westchester
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Item Description Takeoff Qty

Labor

Amount

Material

Amount

Equipment

Amount

Other

Amount

Total

Amount

C - Orange Line

Clearing Site Clearing of Trees and Brush

0200 Selective demolition, dump charges, typical urban

city, trees, brush, lumber, includes tipping fees

only *** ALLOWANCE $25 / ton ***

2,812.00 ton - 0 - 94,905 94,905

0200 Clearing & grubbing, medium trees, to 12"

diameter, cut and chip

2.00 acre 8,247 - 5,433 - 13,680

0250 Clearing & grubbing, trees to 12" diameter, grub

stumps and remove

2.00 acre 2,997 - 6,352 - 9,349

1255 Hauling, excavated material, lcy, 20 mile round

trip, 20 C.Y., highway haulers, no loading (export

tree cuttings)

1,406.00 lcy 6,195 - 17,695 - 23,891

Clearing Site Clearing of Trees and Brush 17,439 29,481 94,905 141,825

183.06 Labor hours

183.06 Equipment hours

Demo Demolition of AC & Base for Open Cut Trenching

0100 Mobilization or demobilization, sweeper,  above

150 H.P., up to 50 miles

2.00 ea 303 - 829 - 1,133

0100 Mobilization or demobilization, asphalt miller,

above 150 H.P., up to 50 miles

2.00 ea 303 - 829 - 1,133

0100 Mobilization or demobilization, loader,  above 150

H.P., up to 50 miles

2.00 ea 303 - 829 - 1,133

0500 Selective demolition, dump charges, typical urban

city, reclamation station, usual charge, includes

tipping fees only *** ALLOWANCE $25 / ton ***

3,274.00 ton - 0 - 110,498 110,498

0015 Selective demolition, saw cutting, asphalt, up to

3" deep (1st cut)

14,112.00 lf 10,325 7,830 8,635 - 26,790

0015 Selective demolition, saw cutting, asphalt, up to

3" deep (2nd cut)

14,112.00 lf 10,325 7,830 8,635 - 26,790

0020 Selective demolition, saw cutting, each additional

inch of depth over 3" (1st cut)

14,112.00 lf 6,016 1,715 5,031 - 12,762

0020 Selective demolition, saw cutting, each additional

inch of depth over 3" (2nd cut)

14,112.00 lf 6,016 1,715 5,031 - 12,762

3800 Excavating, bulk bank measure, 1 C.Y. capacity =

120 C.Y./hour, shovel, excluding truck loading

(demo base course& AC)

1,637.00 bcy 1,370 - 2,885 - 4,255

1255 Hauling, excavated material, lcy, 20 mile round

trip,  20 C.Y. highway haulers, no loading (export

base spoils)

1,018.00 lcy 4,486 - 12,812 - 17,298
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Item Description Takeoff Qty

Labor

Amount

Material

Amount

Equipment

Amount

Other

Amount

Total

Amount

Demo Demolition of AC & Base for Open Cut Trenching

1255 Hauling, excavated material, lcy, 20 mile round

trip, 20 C.Y., highway haulers, no loading (export

AC spoils)

519.00 lcy 2,287 - 6,532 - 8,819

5360 Cold milling asphalt paving, profile grooving,

asphalt pavement, 6" deep, load and sweep

2,352.00 sy 1,698 - 4,523 - 6,221

Demo Demolition of AC & Base for Open

Cut Trenching

43,432 19,089 56,573 110,498 229,591

531.42 Labor hours

531.42 Equipment hours

Demo-RR Demo of Railroad Spur (50 lf)

0100 Forklift crew, all-terrain forklift, 45' lift, 35' reach,

9000 lb. capacity, weekly use

1.00 week 2,832 - 3,228 - 6,060

0100 Mobilization or demobilization, loader,  above 150

H.P., up to 50 miles

2.00 ea 303 - 829 - 1,133

0500 Selective demolition, dump charges, typical urban

city, reclamation station, usual charge, includes

tipping fees only  *** ALLOWANCE $25/ton***

150.00 ton - - 5,063 5,063

3800 Excavating, bulk bank measure, 1 C.Y. capacity =

120 C.Y./hour, shovel, excluding truck loading

(demo ballast)

25.00 bcy 21 - 44 - 65

1255 Hauling, excavated material, lcy, 20 mile round

trip,  20 C.Y. highway haulers, no loading (export

ballast-ties-spurs)

55.00 lcy 242 - 692 - 935

Demo-RR Demo of Railroad Spur (50 lf) 3,399 4,794 5,063 13,255

51.183 Labor hours

51.184 Equipment hours

Excavation Excavation & Backfilling for open trench pipe work (13,761 lf)

0100 Mobilization or demobilization, excavator, above

150 H.P., up to 50 miles

2.00 ea 303 - 829 - 1,133

0100 Mobilization or demobilization, excavator, above

150 H.P., up to 50 miles

2.00 ea 303 - 829 - 1,133

1362 Excavating, trench or continuous footing,

common earth, 3/4 C.Y. excavator, 6' to 10' deep,

includes trench box, excludes dewatering

10,932.00 bcy 41,439 - 55,085 - 96,524

3060 Excavating, trench backfill, 1 C.Y. bucket, 200'

haul, front end loader, wheel mounted, excludes

dewatering

2,909.00 lcy 17,946 - 10,580 - 28,525

0500 Fill by borrow and utility bedding, for pipe and

conduit, compacting bedding in trench (labor &

equip)

2,909.00 ecy 11,093 - 1,492 - 12,585

1255 Hauling, excavated material, lcy, 20 mile round

trip,  20 C.Y. highway haulers, no loading (export

spoils)

8,022.00 lcy 35,347 - 100,962 - 136,309
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Item Description Takeoff Qty

Labor

Amount

Material

Amount

Equipment

Amount

Other

Amount

Total

Amount

Excavation Excavation & Backfilling for open trench pipe work (13,761 lf)

1255 Hauling, borrow material, lcy, 20 mile round trip, 

20 C.Y. highway haulers, no loading (import

backfill from stockpile)

2,909.00 lcy 12,818 - 36,612 - 49,429

7600 Compaction, 2 passes, 24" wide, 12" lifts, walk

behind, vibrating roller

2,909.00 ecy 2,136 - 699 - 2,835

Excavation Excavation & Backfilling for

open trench pipe work (13,761 lf)

121,383 207,089 328,472

2,063.32 Labor hours

2,063.321 Equipment hours

H-Boring Horizontal Boring & Piping

0100 Forklift crew, all-terrain forklift, 45' lift, 35' reach,

9000 lb. capacity, weekly use

2.00 week 5,665 - 6,456 - 12,120

0100 Mobilization or demobilization, fork lift, above 150

H.P., up to 50 miles

12.00 ea 1,819 - 4,977 - 6,795

0100 Mobilization or demobilization, boring machine,

above 150 H.P., up to 50 miles

12.00 ea 1,819 - 4,977 - 6,795

0100 Mobilization or demobilization, excavator, above

150 H.P., up to 50 miles

12.00 ea 1,819 - 4,977 - 6,795

0300 Subsurface investigation, boring and exploratory

drilling, mobilization and demobilization, minimum

(pot hole utilities)

100.00 totl 33,759 - 35,296 - 69,054

3060 Excavating, trench backfill, 1 C.Y. bucket, 200'

haul, front end loader, wheel mounted, excludes

dewatering (back fill pits)

60.00 lcy 370 - 218 - 588

0310 Excavating, bulk bank measure, 1/2 C.Y. capacity

= 30 C.Y./hour, backhoe, hydraulic, wheel

mounted, (dig bore pits)

64.00 bcy 161 - 104 - 265

0200 Fill by borrow and utility bedding, for pipe and

conduit, sand, dead or bank, excludes compaction

4.00 lcy 30 63 12 - 105

1255 Hauling, excavated material, lcy, 20 mile round

trip,  20 C.Y. highway haulers, no loading (export

spoils)

10.00 lcy 44 - 126 - 170

1255 Hauling, borrow material, lcy, 20 mile round trip, 

20 C.Y. highway haulers, no loading (import

backfill from stockpile)

6.00 lcy 26 - 76 - 102

1255 Hauling, borrow material, lcy, 20 mile round trip, 

20 C.Y. highway haulers, no loading (import sand)

4.00 lcy 18 - 50 - 68

7600 Compaction, 2 passes, 24" wide, 12" lifts, walk

behind, vibrating roller

6.00 ecy 4 - 1 - 6

0600 Horizontal boring, railroad work, 42" diameter,

includes casing only, 100' minimum, excludes

jacking pits or dewatering

300.00 lf 87,322 72,618 39,534 - 199,474
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Item Description Takeoff Qty

Labor

Amount

Material

Amount

Equipment

Amount

Other

Amount

Total

Amount

H-Boring Horizontal Boring & Piping

0400 Utility Line Signs, Markers, and Flags,

underground tape, detectable, reinforced,

aluminum foil core, 2", excludes excavation and

backfill

3.00 clf 9 9 - - 18

0900 Waste water force main, piping, HDPE, butt

fusion joints, 40' lengths, 30" dia, SDR 13.5

(mat'l,fusion +s&f = $102.20lf)+equip $48.44fl

=$150.64lf

300.00 lf 0 0 0 61,009 61,009

H-Boring Horizontal Boring & Piping 132,864 72,691 96,803 61,009 363,367

580.310 Labor hours

580.151 Equipment hours

Landscaping Reseading of distrubed areas

0100 Mobilization or demobilization, crew above 150

H.P., up to 50 miles

4.00 ea 606 - 1,659 - 2,265

5400 Seeding athletic fields, seeding utility mix with

mulch and fertilizer, 7 lb. per M.S.F., hydro or air

seeding

97.00 msf 1,456 5,927 1,133 - 8,516

Landscaping Reseading of distrubed areas 2,062 5,927 2,792 10,781

20.37 Labor hours

20.37 Equipment hours

Major Paving Major Street Repaving, Incl Base Course (7,056 lf)

0100 Mobilization or demobilization, crane above 150

H.P., up to 50 miles

6.00 ea 909 - 2,488 - 3,398

5020 Structural concrete, in place, slab on grade (3000

psi), 9" thick, includes concrete and placing,

excludes forms and reinforcing (RCC base

course)

35,280.00 sf 56,672 109,544 624 - 166,840

5100 Compaction, riding, vibrating roller, 4 passes, 12"

lifts (compact RCC base)

525.00 ecy 125 - 141 - 266

3270 Asphalt surface treatment, tack coat, emulsion,

0.10 gallons per S.Y., 1,000 S.Y. (at paving)

3,920.00 sy 1,637 4,593 1,904 - 8,134

3270 Asphalt surface treatment, tack coat, emulsion,

0.10 gallons per S.Y., 1,000 S.Y. (at edges)

1,568.00 sy 655 1,837 762 - 3,254

n 0854 Plant-mix asphalt paving, for highways and large

paved areas, wearing course, alternate method

for developing paving costs, 3" thick, hauling

included

718.00 ton 4,519 58,596 3,394 - 66,510

Major Paving Major Street Repaving, Incl

Base Course (7,056 lf)

64,516 174,571 9,314 248,401

164.08 Labor hours

164.08 Equipment hours
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Item Description Takeoff Qty

Labor

Amount

Material

Amount

Equipment

Amount

Other

Amount

Total

Amount

Minor Paving Repaving of Minor Streets or Alleyways (3,944 lf)

0100 Mobilization or demobilization, crane above 150

H.P., up to 50 miles

6.00 ea 909 - 2,488 - 3,398

1255 Hauling, borrow material, lcy, 20 mile round trip, 

20 C.Y. highway haulers, no loading (import base

course)

402.00 lcy 1,771 - 5,059 - 6,831

3270 Asphalt surface treatment, tack coat, emulsion,

0.10 gallons per S.Y., 1,000 S.Y. (at paving 2

layers)

4,382.00 sy 1,830 5,135 2,128 - 9,093

3270 Asphalt surface treatment, tack coat, emulsion,

0.10 gallons per S.Y., 1,000 S.Y. (at edges)

877.00 sy 366 1,028 426 - 1,820

0100 Base course drainage layers, aggregate base

course for roadways and large paved areas,

stone base, compacted, 3/4" stone base, to 6"

deep

2,191.00 sy 992 17,880 2,190 - 21,062

n 0811 Plant-mix asphalt paving, for highways and large

paved areas, binder course, alternate method for

developing paving costs, 2" thick, hauling included

300.00 ton 1,974 23,403 1,506 - 26,883

n 0851 Plant-mix asphalt paving,for highways and large

paved areas,wearing course,alternate method for

developing paving costs,1-1/2"thick,hauling

included

200.00 ton 1,599 16,322 1,201 - 19,122

Minor Paving Repaving of Minor Streets or

Alleyways (3,944 lf)

9,441 63,768 14,999 88,208

83.582 Labor hours

83.582 Equipment hours

Misc Paving Repaving of Bore Pits

0100 Mobilization or demobilization, crane above 150

H.P., up to 50 miles

12.00 ea 1,819 - 4,977 - 6,795

5020 Structural concrete, in place, slab on grade (3000

psi), 9" thick, includes concrete and placing,

excludes forms and reinforcing (RCC base

course)

207.00 sf 333 643 4 - 979

1255 Hauling, borrow material, lcy, 20 mile round trip, 

20 C.Y. highway haulers, no loading (import base

rock)

10.00 lcy 44 - 126 - 170

5100 Compaction, riding, vibrating roller, 4 passes, 12"

lifts (compact RCC base)

6.00 ecy 1 - 2 - 3

3270 Asphalt surface treatment, tack coat, emulsion,

0.10 gallons per S.Y., 1,000 S.Y. (at paving)

46.00 sy 19 54 22 - 95

3270 Asphalt surface treatment, tack coat, emulsion,

0.10 gallons per S.Y., 1,000 S.Y. (at edges)

67.00 sy 28 79 33 - 139
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Item Description Takeoff Qty

Labor

Amount

Material

Amount

Equipment

Amount

Other

Amount

Total

Amount

Misc Paving Repaving of Bore Pits

n 0854 Plant-mix asphalt paving, for highways and large

paved areas, wearing course, alternate method

for developing paving costs, 3" thick, hauling

included

4.00 ton 25 326 19 - 371

Misc Paving Repaving of Bore Pits 2,269 1,102 5,182 8,552

34.161 Labor hours

34.161 Equipment hours

Pavement Markings Restriping of Center Lines

0730 Painted pavement markings, thermoplastic, white

or yellow, 6" wide

7,056.00 lf 962 10,926 936 - 12,823

0784 Painted pavement markings, glass beads, add 7.00 mlf - 78 - - 78

1600 Painted pavement markings, mobilization for

pavement markings, each

12.00 ea 2,636 - 1,465 - 4,101

Pavement Markings Restriping of Center

Lines

3,597 11,004 2,401 17,002

28.022 Labor hours

28.022 Equipment hours

Piping Open Trench Pipe Installation and Bedding (13,761 lf)

0100 Mobilization or demobilization, crane above 150

H.P., up to 50 miles

12.00 ea 1,819 - 4,977 - 6,795

3825 Structural concrete, in place, footing (3000 psi), 1

C.Y. to 5 C.Y., incl forms, reinforcing steel,

concrete, placing and finishing (thrust blocks)

23.00 cy 4,279 4,808 22 - 9,108

9000 Structural concrete, in place, minimum

labor/equipment charge, includes forms,

reinforcing steel (thrust blocks)

12.00 job 14,281 - - - 14,281

2100 Excavating, trench or continuous footing,

common earth, trim sides and bottom for

concrete pours, excludes sheeting or dewatering

42,183.00 sf 29,517 - 1,654 - 31,172

3060 Excavating, trench backfill, 1 C.Y. bucket, 200'

haul, front end loader, wheel mounted, excludes

dewatering

2,639.00 lcy 16,280 - 9,598 - 25,878

0050 Fill by borrow and utility bedding, for pipe and

conduit, screened bank run gravel, excludes

compaction

2,639.00 lcy 19,608 99,220 8,023 - 126,850

0500 Fill by borrow and utility bedding, for pipe and

conduit, compacting bedding in trench (labor &

equip)

2,639.00 ecy 10,063 - 1,354 - 11,417

1255 Hauling, import material, lcy, 20 mile round trip, 

20 C.Y. highway haulers, no loading (import sand)

2,639.00 lcy 11,628 - 33,214 - 44,842
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Item Description Takeoff Qty

Labor

Amount

Material

Amount

Equipment

Amount

Other

Amount

Total

Amount

Piping Open Trench Pipe Installation and Bedding (13,761 lf)

0400 Utility Line Signs, Markers, and Flags,

underground tape, detectable, reinforced,

aluminum foil core, 2", excludes excavation and

backfill

14.00 clf 42 43 - - 85

0900 Waste water force main, piping, HDPE, butt

fusion joints, 40' lengths, 30" dia, SDR 13.5

(mat'l,fusion +s&f = $102.20lf)+equip $48.44fl

=$150.64lf

13,790.00 lf 0 0 0 2,804,390 2,804,390

2000 Waste water force main, piping, piping HDPE,

butt fusion joints, fittings, elbows, 90 degree, 30"

diameter, SDR 13.5 (mat'l = $2,200 ea)

17.00 ea 6,051 50,490 754 - 57,295

3000 Waste water force main, piping HDPE, butt fusion

joints, fittings, elbows, 45 degree 30" diameter,

SDR 13.5

6.00 ea 3,203 15,926 399 - 19,529

Piping Open Trench Pipe Installation and

Bedding (13,761 lf)

116,770 170,487 59,994 2,804,390 3,151,640

2,387.49 Labor hours

2,290.743 Equipment hours

Temp Facilities Traffic Controls

0160 Field Personnel, general purpose laborer,

average (sweeper operator)

10.00 week 22,289 - - - 22,289

3400 Highway equip rental;road

sweeper,self-propelled,8'wide,90 H.P.

60.00 day - - 52,682 - 52,682

5400 Roadway plate, steel, 1"x8'x20' (5 pieces ) 140.00 day - - 1,427 - 1,427

0500 Barricades, plywood with steel legs, 32" wide 100.00 ea - 9,370 - - 9,370

0600 Barricades, telescoping Christmas tree, buy, 9'

high, with 5 flags

4.00 ea - 635 - - 635

---- Flagmen  **ALLOWANCE** (2 men - 65 days @

$ 31.50/Hr Burdened)

1.00 LS - - - 44,226 44,226

Temp Facilities Traffic Controls 22,289 10,005 54,109 44,226 130,629

400.00 Labor hours

1,600.00 Equipment hours

C - Orange Line 539,461 528,643 543,529 3,120,090 4,731,723
6,526.982 Labor hours

7,630.08 Equipment hours
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Estimate Totals

Description Amount Totals Hours Rate Percent of Total
Labor 539,461 6,526.982 ch 11.40%

Material 528,643 11.17%

Subcontract

Equipment 543,529 7,630.078 ch 11.49%

Other 3,120,090 65.94%

4,731,723 4,731,723 100.00 100.00%

Total 4,731,723
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DELCORA - Building Utilities
MEP to Buildings

Rev 1-20-2011

Project name DELCORA Wet Building

Chester

PA 

Estimator Mike Kirchner

Labor rate table FACL2010

Equipment rate table FACL2010

Bid date 1/20/2011

Notes Revision 1/20/2011

Added Underground trenching and electric to bring existing onsite power

up to pump building.

Markups:

G&A 15% + Overhead 10% + Profit 10%

Report format Sorted by 'BID ITEM /WBS Lv1'

'Detail' summary

Allocate addons

Paginate

Cost index Pennsylvania-Philadelphia
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Item Description Takeoff Qty

Labor

Amount

Material

Amount

Equipment

Amount

Other

Amount

Total

Amount

Controll Bldg Control Building

Communication Communication

0220 Electric metallic tubing, 3/4" diameter, to 15' high,

incl couplings only

200.00 lf 604 197 - - 801

0152 Outlet boxes, pressed steel, 4" square 2.00 ea 85 7 - - 91

2300 Telephone cable, telephone twisted, PVC

insulation, #22-4 conductor

2.00 clf 191 36 - - 227

7100 Unshielded twisted pair (UTP) cable, solid,

plenum, #24, 4 pair, category 5

2.00 clf 218 117 - - 335

7312 Unshielded twisted pair (UTP) jack, RJ-45,

category 5

2.00 ea 24 12 - - 36

Communication Communication 1,122 368 1,490

11.745 Labor hours

Controls Controls

0130 Control Components/DDC Systems, analog

inputs, sensors (avg. 50' run in 1/2" EMT), space

temperature

1.00 ea - - - 779 779

n 3214 Control cmpnts/ systems,sbcntr' quote incl

materl&labor,ddc cntrllr (avg 50'run

condt),mechncl room,16 point controller,incl

120v/1 phase power supply

1.00 ea - - - 2,616 2,616

5010 Control Components/DDC Systems,

communications bus (data transmission cable),

#18 twisted shielded pair in 1/2" EMT conduit

2.00 clf - - - 894 894

0220 Electric metallic tubing, 1/2" diameter, to 15' high,

incl couplings only

200.00 lf 604 197 - - 801

0152 Outlet boxes, pressed steel, 4" square 2.00 ea 85 7 - - 91

Controls Controls 689 203 4,288 5,180

7.213 Labor hours

Electrical Electrical

0030 Wire, copper solid, 600 volt, #12, type THW, in

raceway

32.00 clf 2,223 489 - - 2,712

0140 Wire, copper, stranded, 600 volt, #8, type THW,

in raceway

8.00 clf 764 346 - - 1,110

2600 Wire, copper, stranded, 600 volt, 350 kcmil, type

THWN-THHN, in raceway

10.00 clf 4,245 9,110 - - 13,356

0030 Grounding rod, copper clad, 8' long, 1/2" diameter 1.00 LS 2,780 13,500 - - 16,280

0220 Electric metallic tubing, 3/4" diameter, to 15' high,

incl couplings only

800.00 lf 2,416 786 - - 3,203
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Item Description Takeoff Qty

Labor

Amount

Material

Amount

Equipment

Amount

Other

Amount

Total

Amount

Electrical Electrical

0260 Electric metallic tubing, 1-1/4" diameter, to 15'

high, incl couplings only

200.00 lf 883 566 - - 1,450

0152 Outlet boxes, pressed steel, 4" square 10.00 ea 425 33 - - 457

1550 Outlet boxes, cast, weatherproof switch cover, 1

gang

10.00 ea 119 126 - - 245

2280 Switch devices, single pole, #12/2, EMT & wire,

20', 20 amp, incl box & cover plate

2.00 ea 315 108 - - 423

4630 Exhaust & Supply Fans wire connection at 20'

away

2.00 ea 382 233 - - 615

6080 Lighting outlets, wire only (for fixture), EMT &

wire, 20'

4.00 ea 306 108 - - 413

1500 Switchboards, no main disconnect, 4 wire,

277/480 V, 1200 amp, incl CT compartment, excl

CT's or PT's

1.00 ea 2,123 7,242 - - 9,365

1350 Panelboards, 3 phase 4 wire, main lugs, 277/480

V, 225 amp, 24 circuits, NEHB, incl 20 A 1 pole

plug-in breakers

1.00 ea 1,698 2,458 - - 4,156

0120 Motor starter, size 1, FVNR, type A, circuit

breaker, NEMA 1

1.00 ea 283 2,425 - - 2,708

3170 Switch cover, weatherproof, 1 gang 2.00 ea 25 23 - - 49

4980 Receptacle cover plate, weatherproof, NEMA 7-23 8.00 ea 102 341 - - 443

5530 Safety switches, heavy duty, 3 pole, 3 ph, fusible,

600 volt, 100 amp, NEMA 3R

6.00 ea 2,547 7,472 - - 10,019

5550 Safety switches, heavy duty, 3 pole, 3 ph, fusible,

600 volt, 400 amp, NEMA 3R

2.00 ea 1,910 8,062 - - 9,972

6010 Incandescent fixture, interior, vapor tight, ceiling

mounted, 200 W, incl lamps, mounting hardware

and connections

4.00 ea 493 370 - - 863

2500 Incandescent fixture, exterior, lamp holder,

weatherproof w/PAR, 150 Watt

2.00 ea 96 80 - - 175

0360 Fixture whips, 3/8" greenfield, 2 connectors,

THHN wire, three #12, 6' long

4.00 ea 96 70 - - 165

Electrical Electrical 24,231 53,947 78,179

194.05 Labor hours

Fire Alarm Fire Alarm

1550 Fire alarm cable, FEP teflon, 150 volt, to 200

Deg.C, #22, 1 pair

2.00 clf 153 165 - - 318

0220 Electric metallic tubing, 1/2" diameter, to 15' high,

incl couplings only

200.00 lf 604 197 - - 801

0152 Outlet boxes, pressed steel, 4" square 2.00 ea 85 7 - - 91

7080 Smoke detectors, box, #14/3, type EMT & wire,

20'

2.00 ea 306 130 - - 435

0100 Detection Systems, burglar alarm, battery

operated, mechanical trigger, excl. wires & conduit

1.00 ea 162 367 - - 529



Weston Solutions Standard Estimate Report Page 4
DELCORA Wet Building 1/20/2011  3:21 PM

Item Description Takeoff Qty

Labor

Amount

Material

Amount

Equipment

Amount

Other

Amount

Total

Amount

Fire Alarm Fire Alarm

3400 Detection Systems, glass break alarm switch,

excl. wires & conduit

1.00 ea 81 124 - - 204

3480 Detection Systems, telephone dialer, excl. wires

& conduit

1.00 ea 122 506 - - 628

3600 Detection Systems, fire alarm control panel, 4

zone, excluding wires & conduits

1.00 ea 646 986 - - 1,632

5010 Detection Systems, fire alarm, detector, heat

(addressable type), excl. wires & conduit

1.00 ea 89 333 - - 423

Fire Alarm Fire Alarm 2,247 2,814 5,061

21.63 Labor hours

Mechical Mechanical

4700 Fans, corrosive fume resistant, plastic roof

ventilator, centrifugal, V belt drive, motor, 1/4"

S.P., 3810 CFM, 2 H.P.

2.00 ea 1,631 15,525 - - 17,156

n 7230 Fans,roof exhauster,centrifugal,aluminum

housing,bird screen,back draft damper,v belt

drive,1/4"sp, 3500 cfm,12"galvanized curb,21"sq

damper

2.00 ea 725 3,915 - - 4,640

6980 Electric heating, unit heater, vertical discharge,

three phase, 208-240 volt, 30 kW, includes fan

2.00 ea 3,540 5,805 - - 9,345

Mechical Mechanical 5,896 25,245 31,141

51.56 Labor hours

Controll Bldg Control Building 34,186 82,577 0 4,288 121,052
286.19 Labor hours
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Item Description Takeoff Qty

Labor

Amount

Material

Amount

Equipment

Amount

Other

Amount

Total

Amount

Underground Power Underground Electrical Power

Conduit & Cable Conduit & Cable

0490 Wire, copper, stranded, 600 volt, 500 kcmil, type

THW, in raceway

10.00 clf 4,776 12,584 - - 17,360

---- Testing & Commissioning 1.00 LS 0 - 3,780 3,780

0680 Rigid galvanized steel conduit, 4" diameter, to 15'

high, incl couplings only

80.00 lf 2,351 2,034 - - 4,386

7400 Trench duct, riser, and cabinet connector, depths

to 4", 12" wide

1.00 ea 332 262 - - 594

0800 Switchboards, distribution section, aluminum bus

bars, 4 W, 120/208 or 277/480 V, 2500 amp, excl

breakers

1.00 ea 2,547 7,406 - - 9,954

1070 Electrical Underground Ducts and Manholes,

PVC, conduit with coupling, 4" diameter,

schedule 40, installed by direct burial in slab or

duct bank

120.00 lf 1,065 869 - - 1,935

Conduit & Cable Conduit & Cable 11,072 23,156 3,780 38,008

50.05 Labor hours

Trenching Trenching

4950 Soil testing, Proctor compaction, 6" modified mold 4.00 ea - - - 367 367

n 0150 Struct concrete,ready mix,normal wt,3000

psi,includes local aggregate,sand,portland

cement and water,delivered,excludes all additives

and treatments

3.00 cy - 390 - - 390

1900 Structural concrete, placing, continuous footing,

shallow, direct chute, includes strike off &

consolidation, excludes material

3.00 cy 75 - 2 - 77

9000 Structural concrete, placing, minimum

equipment/labor charge, includes strike off &

consolidation

1.00 job 1,490 - 41 - 1,531

0012 Fine grading, finish grading, small area, to be

paved with grader

120.00 sy 240 - 252 - 492

0750 Excavating, chain trencher, utility trench, common

earth, 12 H.P., 8" wide, 36" deep, chain trencher,

operator walking

120.00 lf 174 - 36 - 210

1750 Excavating, chain trencher, utility trench, common

earth, 8" wide, 36" deep, backfill by hand, add

120.00 lf 310 - 62 - 372

0800 Backfill, 12" layers, compaction in layers, hand

tamp, add to above

4.00 ecy 41 - - - 41

0200 Fill by borrow and utility bedding, for pipe and

conduit, sand, dead or bank, excludes compaction

3.00 lcy 23 45 9 - 77
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Item Description Takeoff Qty

Labor

Amount

Material

Amount

Equipment

Amount

Other

Amount

Total

Amount

Trenching Trenching

0500 Utility Line Signs, Markers, and Flags,

underground tape, detectable, reinforced,

aluminum foil core, 6", excludes excavation and

backfill

1.20 clf 4 12 - - 16

n 0600 Electrcl undrgrnd ducts and manholes,hand

holes,precast concrete,with concrete

cover,2'x2'x3'deep,excludes excavation,backfill

and cast place concrete

1.00 ea 729 535 78 - 1,341

Trenching Trenching 3,086 982 480 367 4,914

21.414 Labor hours

20.41 Equipment hours

Underground Power Underground
Electrical Power

14,158 24,138 480 4,147 42,923

71.462 Labor hours

20.41 Equipment hours
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Item Description Takeoff Qty

Labor

Amount

Material

Amount

Equipment

Amount

Other

Amount

Total

Amount

Vault Bldg Vault Building

Electrical Electrical

0030 Wire, copper solid, 600 volt, #12, type THW, in

raceway

6.00 clf 417 92 - - 508

0140 Wire, copper, stranded, 600 volt, #8, type THW,

in raceway

3.00 clf 287 130 - - 416

0030 Grounding rod, copper clad, 8' long, 1/2" diameter 1.00 LS 2,780 13,500 - - 16,280

0220 Electric metallic tubing, 3/4" diameter, to 15' high,

incl couplings only

200.00 lf 604 197 - - 801

0260 Electric metallic tubing, 1-1/4" diameter, to 15'

high, incl couplings only

50.00 lf 221 142 - - 362

0152 Outlet boxes, pressed steel, 4" square 10.00 ea 425 33 - - 457

1550 Outlet boxes, cast, weatherproof switch cover, 1

gang

10.00 ea 119 126 - - 245

2280 Switch devices, single pole, #12/2, EMT & wire,

20', 20 amp, incl box & cover plate

2.00 ea 315 107 - - 423

6080 Lighting outlets, wire only (for fixture), EMT &

wire, 20'

4.00 ea 306 107 - - 413

1500 Switchboards, no main disconnect, 4 wire,

277/480 V, 1200 amp, incl CT compartment, excl

CT's or PT's

1.00 ea 2,123 7,242 - - 9,365

1350 Panelboards, 3 phase 4 wire, main lugs, 277/480

V, 225 amp, 24 circuits, NEHB, incl 20 A 1 pole

plug-in breakers

1.00 ea 1,698 2,458 - - 4,156

0120 Motor starter, size 1, FVNR, type A, circuit

breaker, NEMA 1

1.00 ea 283 2,425 - - 2,708

3170 Switch cover, weatherproof, 1 gang 2.00 ea 25 23 - - 49

4980 Receptacle cover plate, weatherproof, NEMA 7-23 8.00 ea 102 341 - - 443

6010 Incandescent fixture, interior, vapor tight, ceiling

mounted, 200 W, incl lamps, mounting hardware

and connections

4.00 ea 493 370 - - 863

2500 Incandescent fixture, exterior, lamp holder,

weatherproof w/PAR, 150 Watt

2.00 ea 96 80 - - 175

0360 Fixture whips, 3/8" greenfield, 2 connectors,

THHN wire, three #12, 6' long

4.00 ea 96 70 - - 165

Electrical Electrical 10,388 27,442 37,830

88.751 Labor hours

Vault Bldg Vault Building 10,388 27,442 0 0 37,830
88.751 Labor hours
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Item Description Takeoff Qty

Labor

Amount

Material

Amount

Equipment

Amount

Other

Amount

Total

Amount

Wet Building Wet Building

Electrical Electrical

0030 Wire, copper solid, 600 volt, #12, type THW, in

raceway

6.00 clf 417 92 - - 508

0140 Wire, copper, stranded, 600 volt, #8, type THW,

in raceway

6.00 clf 573 260 - - 833

0030 Grounding rod, copper clad, 8' long, 1/2" diameter 1.00 LS 2,780 13,500 - - 16,280

0220 Electric metallic tubing, 3/4" diameter, to 15' high,

incl couplings only

200.00 lf 604 197 - - 801

0260 Electric metallic tubing, 1-1/4" diameter, to 15'

high, incl couplings only

50.00 lf 221 142 - - 362

0152 Outlet boxes, pressed steel, 4" square 10.00 ea 425 33 - - 457

1550 Outlet boxes, cast, weatherproof switch cover, 1

gang

10.00 ea 119 126 - - 245

2280 Switch devices, single pole, #12/2, EMT & wire,

20', 20 amp, incl box & cover plate

2.00 ea 315 107 - - 423

6080 Lighting outlets, wire only (for fixture), EMT &

wire, 20'

4.00 ea 306 108 - - 413

1500 Switchboards, no main disconnect, 4 wire,

277/480 V, 1200 amp, incl CT compartment, excl

CT's or PT's

1.00 ea 2,123 7,242 - - 9,365

1350 Panelboards, 3 phase 4 wire, main lugs, 277/480

V, 225 amp, 24 circuits, NEHB, incl 20 A 1 pole

plug-in breakers

1.00 ea 1,698 2,458 - - 4,156

0120 Motor starter, size 1, FVNR, type A, circuit

breaker, NEMA 1

1.00 ea 283 2,425 - - 2,708

3170 Switch cover, weatherproof, 1 gang 2.00 ea 25 23 - - 49

4980 Receptacle cover plate, weatherproof, NEMA 7-23 8.00 ea 102 341 - - 443

6010 Incandescent fixture, interior, vapor tight, ceiling

mounted, 200 W, incl lamps, mounting hardware

and connections

4.00 ea 493 370 - - 863

2500 Incandescent fixture, exterior, lamp holder,

weatherproof w/PAR, 150 Watt

2.00 ea 96 80 - - 175

0360 Fixture whips, 3/8" greenfield, 2 connectors,

THHN wire, three #12, 6' long

4.00 ea 96 70 - - 165

Electrical Electrical 10,674 27,572 38,246

91.751 Labor hours

Wet Building Wet Building 10,674 27,572 0 0 38,246
91.751 Labor hours
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Estimate Totals

Description Amount Totals Hours Rate Percent of Total
Labor 69,406 538.152 ch 28.91%

Material 161,729 67.37%

Subcontract

Equipment 480 20.406 ch 0.20%

Other 8,436 3.51%

240,051 240,051 100.00 100.00%

Total 240,051



SOUTHWEST DELAWARE COUNTY MUNICIPAL AUTHORITY

WISH LIST

ESTIMATED COST AND REPLACEMENT YEAR
To: Operations Committee

From: Fred Tasker

Date: Monday, April 27, 2009

Subject: Wish List 2009 % Per Year 0.03 2010 2014 2019 2024

Item No. Description Quote Year Quote Price Adjusted  Price One Year Five Years 10 Years 15 Years Plant Upgrade

1-1  Main Lift Station (M.L.S.) (1960-1974)

Upgrade all four pumps to VFD type variable speed drives.

It has been determined that this pumping station is the second 

largest usage of electricity in the plant. An upgrade of this 

station would increase power efficiency and better control 

storm events.

Price to purchase and install one VFD $14,000.00 (9-2008)

Replace influent sampler that was damage during Hurricane 

Floyd. 
We are presently using a portable sampler to take 24hr. 

composites 7 days a week. A refrigerated sampler relocated to 

Installation of a backup generator to supply power to the 

station if power is ever lost.

PECO supplies two sources of power to the plant at the 

present time. If one source or grid goes down then the other 

would automatically switch over.  There is a 90% chance that 

we would have power at all times.  This service has been 

available since 1994 to the authority, we have never lost power 

to the plant.  But if we ever did lose power, the M.L.S. would 

be the minimum power needed to stay up and running. 

PECO gave us a proposal in April 2002 for stand-by 

generation at this location. The cost for this installation would 

be $123,900. *

Pump replacement

All three variable speed pumps are reaching the end of their 

life expectancy. All three pumps were replaced from 1987-

1989 and have each been rebuilt at least once. Estimated 

replacement cost of one pump $35,000.00. (9-2008)

1-6  Headworks

5

Install an adjustable weir on No.3 primary clarifier weir wall in 

new headworks d-box so flows can be disturbed properly.
-$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

6

Come up with another way to meter flows to No.3 primary 

clarifier. Stilling well keeps clogging up with grease.
-$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

7

Put old grit area back into service. It will be a back up and a 

grit-polishing unit for new grit classifier. -$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

8

Reconnect headworks drain line that was relocated and 

capped when new headworks d-box was built.
-$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

9

Install new flowmeter in Parshall flume to meter flows from grit 

classifier.
-$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

10

Raise outer walls of old headworks area to contain flows from 

storm events.
-$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

1-7  Primary Clarifiers

11 Replacement of collectors and drives on No.1&2 clarifiers.

12

Both of theses units are 1960 vintage and are due for 

replacement. ($36,675 (in 2002 $) each to replace drive units 

only.) *

13 Weir replacement on No.1&2 clarifiers. -$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     

14 Walkways replaced on No.1 clarifiers. -$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     

1 57,680$              

148,830$            

2

3

2008 56,000$       

123,000$     

4

88,754$              73,350$       2002

2008 105,000$     108,150$            

59,360$         

-$                      -$                     -$                   -$                   -$                   

82,880$            74,480$         66,080$         

152,520$       

121,761$          110,759$       99,756$         90,954$         

204,180$          204,180$          

ESTIMATED REPLACEMENT YEARSESTIMATED COST

155,400$          139,650$       123,900$       111,300$       

185,730$       167,280$       2002

-$                       
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SOUTHWEST DELAWARE COUNTY MUNICIPAL AUTHORITY

WISH LIST

ESTIMATED COST AND REPLACEMENT YEAR

15

Sandblasting & painting No. 3 primary clarifier. $70,000.00 in 

2004. 2004 70,000$       
80,500$              82,600$         91,000$         101,500$       112,000$          

1-9 Aerobic Biological Filters (ABF Towers) (1992)

Repair corrosion of ABF towers outer sheet metal.

Labor and equipment to do the repairs $166250 each tower.

304 stainless steel wire rope and hardware  $9495 each tower

Galvanized Z & C girts with hardware to attach interior siding 

to girts. $8942 each tower

Painted, galvanized steel 22 gage exterior siding Option 

$29693 each tower
FIBERGLASS SIDING FOR REPAIR OF LOUVER AREAS 

$3360 each tower

Combining No.3 final and ABF tower drain lines, to No.1&2 

finals existing drain line.

ABF towers do not have a dedicated drain to the headworks.  

It has a roundabout way that is not effective during daily high 

flow periods.

Replacement of 2 of the three ABF Tower pumps

5/27/2008 Rebuilt No.3 ABF tower pump at a cost of 

$29,365.00.

Replacement cost for one new pump 30,796.00 as of 

7/31/2008.

1-5 Blower Room (1974)

19

Replacement of coarse bubble diffusers to fine bubble diffuser 

in tanks 11, 12 &13.  $25,000 to $100,000 (depending on what 

plan is used.)*
2000 300,000$     381,000$            390,000$       426,000$       471,000$       516,000$          

The replacement of No. 1, 2&3 blower Motor Control Centers, 

install VFD variable speed drives, and automate nitrification 

process.

The blower MCC’s were never up graded during the 1992 

plant expansion.  They were installed in the 1974 expansion. 

21

It has been determined that the nitrification process is our 

largest usage of electricity.  The above two upgrades would 

increase process and power efficiency dramatically.

Look into bypass problem of 24” bypass.

The bypass was designed to handle 100% of the nitrification 

tank flows.  It presently can handle only 1/3 due to the lack of 

head pressure on the tank.

23
Getting all return activated sludge (RAS) to the head end of 

nitrification tank.
-$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

24

Ph and DO. monitoring and PLC control for nitrification 

system. -$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     

25
Repair damaged walls under walkways of tanks 10 and 13. 

$8955
2007 17,910$       18,985$              19,522$         21,671$         24,358$         27,044$            

RAS Pumping Station -$                       

26

Up grade of pumps, motors and force main to handle RAS 

from all three clarifiers and pump to the head end of the 

nitrification tanks.
-$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

1-7 Final Clarifiers -$                       

27
Sandblasting & painting No. 3 final clarifier. $70,000.00 in 

2004.
2004 70,000$       80,500$              82,600$         91,000$         101,500$       112,000$          

28
Combining No.3 final and ABF tower drain lines to No.1&2 

finals existing drain line.
-$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

16 2006 474,673$            435,480$     

17 -$                       

2008

-$                       

18

20

22

-$                      -$                     -$                   -$                   

63,440$              

539,995$       670,639$          670,639$          

72,679$         

-$                   

65,288$         

487,738$       605,317$       

-$                     -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                       

-$                      -$                     -$                   -$                   -$                   

91,156$            81,917$         61,592$       
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SOUTHWEST DELAWARE COUNTY MUNICIPAL AUTHORITY

WISH LIST

ESTIMATED COST AND REPLACEMENT YEAR

1-11 Chlorination / De-chlorination Feed System (1999)

Chlorine residual analyzer. Presently we are operating our chlorine feed system on a flow 

matching bases, which is an open loop system.  Adding a Cl2 

analyzer into the loop with flow pacing (close loop system) will 

better monitor dosages and signal operations personnel of 

problems quicker.

30 Look into replacing hypo pumps with Hose pump system 2008 12,400$       12,772$              13,144$         14,632$         16,492$         18,352$            

31
Replace or repair chemical system sheds. Estimated cost 

$11,000.00 (9-2008)
2009 15,000$       15,000$              15,450$         17,250$         19,500$         21,750$            

1-1 Operations Building (1960)

Replacing old incandescent lights with florescent lights.

Presently about 1/3 of the building has been changed over to 

florescent lights.

33
No.1 gas compressor noise problem. (110dbs.)  $3703 was 

the quote from 1995. *
1995 3,703$         5,258$                5,369$           5,814$           6,369$           6,925$              6,925$              

Replacing No.1 digester roof.

Roof is presently leaking gas around its seam since 1999.

Clean digester and replace roof. Estimate $1,500,000.00 (7-

2006)

Drain, clean and inspect No.2 digester.

No.2 digester roof was replaced in 1987 after being in service 

for 21 years.  As a rule the roof should be inspected every ten 

years or so to make sure there is no deterioration.

Clean digester and Paint Roof. 429,113.00. (7-2006)

36 Clean digester and replace roof. $716,113.00 (7-2006) 2006 716,113$     780,563$            802,047$       887,980$       995,397$       1,102,814$       
Ventilate boiler room.

During the summer months that room can get as hot as 130 

deg. For safety reasons boiler room doors should be closed at 

all times, but due to the heat build up in that room we have to 

keep the doors open.

Upgrade last two flushing water pump. $1176.47 ea.(2005)

In 1992 the flushing water piping system was replaced. That 

solved our pressure drop problem through out the plant.  But 

over the years as we added more equipment to the system our 

pumps cannot keep up with the demand.

39
Repair sludge can storage area, repave sludge can storage 

area, and install rails for all sludge cans. 
-$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

40 Replace both beltpresses 1988 550,000$     896,500$            913,000$       979,000$       1,061,500$    1,144,000$       

Plant Miscellaneous

41
Look into converting one of the Septage holding tanks into 

sludge thicken tank. $1,000,000.00. (2005)
2005 1,000,000$  1,120,000$         1,150,000$    1,270,000$    1,420,000$    1,570,000$       1,570,000$       

42

Repair of fence around plant property and barbwire on top. 

$2895.00 quote dated 1-2003. Not including clearing 6’ r.o.w. 

around fence line. 
2003 2,895$         3,416$                3,503$           3,850$           4,285$           4,719$              4,719$              

43 Replace walkways around plant. -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

44 Repair potholes on Catania Way and in plant. -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      
Installation of a single backup generator to supply power to the 

whole plant if power is ever lost.

37 -$                       

32

45 427,735$            353,500$     2002

38 2,635$                2,353$         2005

34 1,635,000$         

429,113$     2006

1,500,000$  2006

35 467,733$            

29

-$                      -$                     -$                   -$                   -$                   

2,310,000$       

-$                   -$                     -$                      

586,810$          586,810$          533,785$       

2,085,000$    1,860,000$    1,680,000$    

660,834$          596,467$       532,100$       

480,760$       438,340$       

480,607$       

-$                       -$                   -$                   

2,988$           2,706$           

-$                       -$                   -$                   -$                      

3,694$              3,341$           

-$                   -$                     
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SOUTHWEST DELAWARE COUNTY MUNICIPAL AUTHORITY

WISH LIST

ESTIMATED COST AND REPLACEMENT YEAR
PECO supplies two source of power to the plant at the present 

time. If one source or grid goes down the other would 

automatically switch over.  There is a 90% chance that we 

would have power at all times.  In the ten years since this 

service has been available to the authority, we have never lost 

power to the plant.  But, if we ever did lose power, the plant 

would be down and the M.L.S. would start to flood.

PECO gave us a proposal in April 2002 for stand-by 

generation at this location. The cost for this installation would 

be $353,500 *

46
Correcting treatment plant hydraulic thru-put issues. (Hydraulic 

Study (10-2005)
-$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

Collection System Department

47 Another full time employee. -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     

48 Data Cap 3.0 system for TV truck. $14,000.00 in 2002 2002 14,000$       16,940$              17,360$         19,040$         21,140$         23,240$            

49 Lateral and main line inspection system. -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     

50 Lateral seal unit. -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     

51 1000 feet of TV cable for seal truck. -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     

52
New sewer cleaning truck to replace our 1994 truck. $96,000 

(1994)
1994 96,000$       139,200$            142,080$       153,600$       168,000$       182,400$          

53
New TV seal truck to replace our 1996 Truck. $126,000 (1996)

1996 126,000$     175,140$            178,920$       194,040$       212,940$       231,840$          

Toby Farms Pumping Station

Upgrade of pumps and station.

This is our oldest pumping station.  Built in 1963, the pumps 

were upgraded to its present configuration in 1971.

Automate station for remote monitoring from plant Scada 

system.This can be done over a phone at the station.  With the proper 

equipment we can have real time monitoring of station status 

from the plant.  Also all alarms could be tied into our Scada 

alarm system. 

Team Road Pumping Station (District 4)

56 Install a three-phase monitor on generator transfer switch. * -$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

57

The automatic transfer switch only monitors one phase coming 

in. If we lose only one phase to the station and it happens to 

be the one that isn’t being monitor, of the generator will not 

start.

-$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

58
Automate station for remote monitoring from plant Scada 

system.
-$                      

59

This can be done over a phone at the station.  With the proper 

equipment we can have real time monitoring of station status 

from the plant.  Also all alarms could be tied into our Scada 

alarm system.

-$                      

60 Install flow meter and chart recorder. -$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

61 Exhaust Fan for wet well. -$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

62 Pump replacement 15,834.00. (8-2008) 2008 15,834$       16,309$              16,784$         18,684$         21,059$         23,434$            
Eagle Pumping Station

63 Replacement of plug valves with gate valves on pumps. -$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

64 Basement heater not working. -$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

65 Leaking basement floor. -$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      
Install a three-phase monitor on generator transfer switch. * -$                      

45 427,735$            353,500$     2002

55

54 171,360$            500,000$     2008

66

665,000$       590,000$       

-$                     -$                   -$                   

586,810$          586,810$          533,785$       480,760$       438,340$       

740,000$          

-$                   

-$                       -$                   

-$                       

530,000$       

-$                   -$                   -$                     

-$                   -$                     -$                   -$                   -$                       
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SOUTHWEST DELAWARE COUNTY MUNICIPAL AUTHORITY

WISH LIST

ESTIMATED COST AND REPLACEMENT YEAR

The automatic transfer switch only monitors one phase coming 

in. If we lose one phase to the station and it happens to be the 

one that isn’t being monitored, the generator will not start.

-$                      

67
Automate station for remote monitoring from plant Scada 

system.
-$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

68

This can be done over a phone at the station.  With the proper 

equipment we can have real time monitoring of station status 

from the plant.  Also all alarms could be tied into our Scada 

alarm system.

-$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

69 Install flow meter and chart recorder. -$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

70 Force main failures. Install new larger force main -$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     
Concord Hills Pumping Station -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     

Bring this station up to the same standards that we have for 

Northwest Aston grinder pump specification.

The contractors installed these pumps in a manhole and brace 

them to the walls.  There is no easy way to get to them.  No 

alarm panel was ever installed and no phone line was ever run 

to station.

Woodbrook Pumping Station

Up grade stations electrical service.

Station is presently rated for 225 amps at 240 volts three-

phase.  When the storm pump and one regular pump runs 

together we are drawing 200 amps.  

73 Upgrade storm pump to handle peak flows. -$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

74 During heavy rains the station has and will continue to flood. -$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

75 Install electric motors on all three 10” pump discharge valves. -$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

76

These valves can not be turned by one person and are 

extremely difficult to turn with two people. Someone could get 

hurt turning these valves.

-$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

77 Install a three-phase monitor on generator transfer switch. *

78

The automatic transfer switch only monitors one phase coming 

in. If we lose only one phase to the station and it happens to 

be the one that isn’t being monitored then the generator will 

not start.

79 Repair stone driveway where storm runoff washed out area. -$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      

80 Upgrade lighting in basement of station. -$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     -$                      
Automate station for remote monitoring from plant Scada 

system.This can be done over a phone at the station.  With the proper 

equipment we can have real time monitoring of station status 

from the plant.  Also all alarms could be tied into our Scada 

alarm system.

82
Up grade all three pumps to VFD.  and replace existing motors

83
One 20HP VFD purchased and installed (motor not included) 

$4,430.00. (9-2008)

84
One 25 HP motor to replace wound rotor motor.$7,670.00 (10-

2008)
2008 15,340$       15,800$              16,260$         18,101$         20,402$         22,703$            

Replace one (1) Fairbanks-Morse Model B5400, Type B-5412, 

S/N K3W1-070813-1, GPM 700 @ 70’ TDH, Size 4” 

(discharge), Suction 6”, 
2009 7,018$         7,018$                7,229$           8,071$           9,123$           10,176$            

Interceptor

66

-$                     -$                   -$                   -$                   

71 -$                       

81

72 -$                      

-$                      -$                     -$                   -$                   

-$                       

-$                      -$                     -$                   -$                   

-$                   

-$                   

-$                   -$                   -$                     

9,126$                8,860$         2008 13,113$            11,784$         10,455$         9,392$           

-$                       -$                      -$                     -$                   -$                   -$                   

-$                       

-$                   -$                       
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SOUTHWEST DELAWARE COUNTY MUNICIPAL AUTHORITY

WISH LIST

ESTIMATED COST AND REPLACEMENT YEAR

85
Upgrade Chester Creek Interceptor from Ballinahinch Siphon 

to Knowlton Road siphon 
-$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     

-$                       -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                     

7,420,017$         8,765,726$    9,767,795$    10,769,864$     
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Comment 6.a.iii Attachment 

Brookhaven Cost Estimate to Upgrade BRPCP 

 

 













 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment 6.b.i Attachment 

1992 BRPCP Site Plan 
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Brookhaven Borough Questions and Responses: 

Chester-Ridley Act 537 Plan, 22 April 2011 

 

For DELCORA, 

 

1.  What is the status of the Brookhaven units as a result of the revised 

Act 537 Plan issued by DELCORA? 

Response:  If Brookhaven approves the original plan, flow from those units 

will go to DELCORA for treatment when the pump station becomes 

operational.  If Brookhaven does not approve the original plan and the 

‘revised’ plan is submitted, in a practical sense, nothing will change in the 

short term.  The units in Brookhaven Borough are attached to the 

SWDCMA collection system.  Ultimately, though, Brookhaven Borough is 

responsible for Act 537 planning.  If Brookhaven does not adopt the original 

plan and the ‘revised’ plan is adopted, Brookhaven Borough will not be 

operating according to an approved Act 537 Plan, and will be responsible 

for development of an alternative planning document, that will determine 

the status longer term. 

2.  It is understood that the proposed force main project is considered to 

be very similar to Rt. 291 project; however, it seems that there are a 

lot more possibilities of utility conflicts on this proposed project than 

on the route 291 project.  How many utility conflicts did they face on 

the route 291 project?  How much has been spent in resolving them?  

Who paid for the relocations?  The owner or the project? 

Response:  The alignment for the Chester Force Main was chosen to stay 

out of the street, thereby minimizing utility conflicts.  As construction 

continues, we anticipate issues with unmarked lines.  The project owner 

would incur the costs of any utility relocations, however, to date, there have 



been no relocations.   We do expect an issue later in the project with the 

discovery of an unmarked gas line and water line.  These lines were not 

identified by the respective utilities during design.   The project owner  

(DELCORA) will pay for these costs. 

3.  Please clarify how the recent letter regarding a revision to the 

eastern service area may impact the flows at the Chester Plant. 

Response:  The Eastern Plan Revision has just started.  Alternatives have 

not been identified at this time. 

4.  It seems worthwhile to investigate removing flow from Philadelphia 

and sending it to Chester for the cost savings.  But, the current Plan 

indicates that CDCA-diverted flow currently going to Chester could be 

sent to Philadelphia if need be to handle the SWDCMA diversion.  

This is in conflict with the alternative analysis used to select the 

diversion of CDCA flow to Chester.  And, if there are times that CDCA 

flow has to be sent to Philadelphia, then it seems that diverting 

additional flow from Philadelphia is not a possibility without treatment 

plant upgrades in Chester.  It seems that there should be a slow-

down of the SWDCMA Plan approval so that the alternative to send 

Philadelphia flow to Chester can be evaluated against the diversion of 

the SWDCMA diversion to Chester vs diversion of Philadelphia flow 

to Chester and upgrading the SWDCMA plant. 

Response:  The Central Delaware Force Main was installed to balance flow 

between two sewer districts: East and West.  It provides flexibility to send 

flow to the WRTP or to Philadelphia.  It is not a conflict to send flow each 

way.  It is not a conflict to balance flow between two sewer districts. 

 

5. What is the proposed treatment cost to the SWDCMA residents? 

Response:  The DELCORA treatment cost per thousand gallons for 

western wholesale users in 2011 is $1.77 and is the most descriptive rate 



for estimation purposes for the new proposed Chester-Ridley Creek PS 

and FM to service and treat the waste from the Baldwin Run customers.  

The $1.77 figure includes the O&M costs for routine maintenance for the 

two Southern Pump Stations.  This is the figure we have used since the 

inception of our planning.  To this the debt service for the FM and PS 

needs to be added (estimated at $54.00 per unit for 20 years).  Also 

SWDCMA charges will also have to be included.   2014/2015 is still years 

away.  The final DELCORA rate will be developed using the rate study 

DELCORA employs to determine the rates for all user classifications.  All 

users in the same classification will pay the same rate.  These charges will 

be billed to the SWDCMA (or Middletown) who would then bill those 

municipalities and or individual units they provide collection and/or 

conveyance to.  DELCORA’s rates for treatment over the past 10 years 

have increased less than 2% per year. 

 

6. And, any of the original questions we asked that have not yet been 

answered. 

Response:  All questions asked have been answered to the highest degree 

possible during this planning stage of the proposed alternatives. 
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Alternate configuration data 

 

Project details: Alum and Methanol feed added 

Project name: Gamble lane Project ref.: E11059 

Plant name: Unknown   User name: jeways 

 

Created: 4/29/2011   Saved: 5/3/2011 

 

Steady state solution 

SRT : 5.51 

 

Flowsheet 

 

 

BOD Influent

Activated primary settling tank1

Membrane bioreactor-2 units

Aeration

Anaerobic Digester-3units

Effluent

clarifiers-3 units

Sludge

Anaerobic -2 units

Alum addition

Recycle

anoxic-2 units

Methanol
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Configuration information for all Activated primary settling tank units 

 

Physical data 

 

Element name Volume [gallons] Area [ft2] Depth [ft] 

Activated primary settling tank1 975275.0000 8991.4008 14.500 

 

 

Operating data Average (flow/time weighted as required) 

 

Element name Split method Average Split specification 

Activated primary settling tank1 Flow paced    10.00 % 

 

 

Element name Percent removal Blanket fraction 

Activated primary settling tank1 65.00 0.85 
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Configuration information for all Anaerobic Digester units 

 

Physical data 

 

Element name Volume [gallons] Area [ft2] Depth [ft] Head space volume 

Anaerobic Digester-3units 839933.0000 5614.1358 20.000 154637.0 

 

 

Operating data Average (flow/time weighted as required) 

 

Element name Pressure [psi] pH 

Anaerobic Digester-3units 5.0 - 

 

Element name Average Temperature 

Anaerobic Digester-3units 35.0 
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Configuration information for all Bioreactor units 

Physical data 

 

Element name Volume [gallons] Area [ft2] Depth [ft] # of diffusers 

Aeration 2302548.6000 21228.0000 14.500 4810 

Anaerobic -2 units 613326.0000 5654.4666 14.500 Un-aerated 

anoxic-2 units 654892.0000 6037.6780 14.500 Un-aerated 

 

Operating data Average (flow/time weighted as required) 

 

Element name Average DO Setpoint [mg/L] 

Aeration 1.3 

Anaerobic -2 units 0 

anoxic-2 units 0 

 

 

Aeration equipment parameters 

 

Element name k1 in C = 

k1(PC)^0.25 + k2 

k2 in C = 

k1(PC)^0.25 + k2 

Y in Kla = C Usg ^ 

Y - Usg in [m3/(m2 

d)] 

Area of one 

diffuser  

% of tank area 

covered by 

diffusers [%] 

Aeration 2.5656 0.0432 0.8200 0.0410 10.0000 
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Anaerobic -2 units 2.5656 0.0432 0.8200 0.0410 10.0000 

anoxic-2 units 2.5656 0.0432 0.8200 0.0410 10.0000 

 

Element name Alpha (surf) OR Alpha F (diff) [-] Beta [-] Surface pressure [kPa] Fractional effective saturation 

depth (Fed) [-] 

Aeration 0.5000 0.9500 101.3250 0.3250 

anoxic-2 units 0.5000 0.9500 101.3250 0.3250 

 

Element 

name 

Supply gas 

CO2 

content 

[vol. %] 

Supply gas 

O2 [vol. %] 

Off-gas 

CO2 [vol. 

%] 

Off-gas O2 

[vol. %] 

Off-gas H2 

[vol. %] 

Off-gas 

NH3 [vol. 

%] 

Off-gas 

CH4 [vol. 

%] 

Surface 

turbulence 

factor [-] 

Aeration 0.0350 20.9500 2.0000 18.8000 0 0 0 2.0000 

anoxic-2 

units 

0.0350 20.9500 2.0000 18.8000 0 0 0 2.0000 

 

 

Configuration information for all Membrane bioreactor units 

Physical data 

 

Element 

name 

Volume 

[gallons] 

Area [ft2] Depth [ft] # of 

diffusers 

# of 

cassettes 

Displaced 

volume / 

cassette 

[ft3/casset

te] 

Membrane 

area / 

cassette 

[ft2/cassett

e] 

Total 

displaced 

volume 

[gallons] 

Membrane 

surface area 

[ft2] 

Membrane 

bioreactor-2 

90100.0000 354.2535 34.000 329 6.00 1000.000 300000.00 44899.83 1800670.50 
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units 

 

Operating data Average (flow/time weighted as required) 

 

Element name Average DO Setpoint [mg/L] 

Membrane bioreactor-2 units 1.3 

 

 

Element name Split method Average Split specification 

Membrane bioreactor-2 units Flow paced    10.00 % 

 

Aeration equipment parameters 

 

Element name k1 in C = 

k1(PC)^0.25 + k2 

k2 in C = 

k1(PC)^0.25 + k2 

Y in Kla = C Usg ^ 

Y - Usg in [m3/(m2 

d)] 

Area of one 

diffuser  

% of tank area 

covered by 

diffusers [%] 

Membrane 

bioreactor-2 units 

0.0500 0.3800 1.0500 0.0500 50.0000 

 

 

Element name Alpha (surf) OR Alpha F 

(diff) [-] 

Beta [-] Surface pressure [kPa] Fractional effective 

saturation depth (Fed) [-] 

Membrane bioreactor-2 

units 

0.7000 0.9500 101.3250 0.3000 
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Element 

name 

Supply gas 

CO2 

content 

[vol. %] 

Supply gas 

O2 [vol. %] 

Off-gas 

CO2 [vol. 

%] 

Off-gas O2 

[vol. %] 

Off-gas H2 

[vol. %] 

Off-gas 

NH3 [vol. 

%] 

Off-gas 

CH4 [vol. 

%] 

Surface 

turbulence 

factor [-] 

Membrane 

bioreactor-

2 units 

0.0350 20.9500 1.2000 19.9000 0 0 0 2.0000 

 

 

Configuration information for all BOD Influent units 

 

Operating data Average (flow/time weighted as required) 

 

Element name BOD Influent 

Flow 7000000 

Total Carbonaceous BOD mgBOD/L 250.00 

Volatile suspended solids mgVSS/L 195.00 

Total suspended solids mgTSS/L 240.00 

Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen mgN/L 45.00 

Total P mgP/L 10.00 

Nitrate N mgN/L 0 

pH 7.30 

Alkalinity mmol/L 6.00 
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Calcium mg/L 80.00 

Magnesium mg/L 15.00 

Dissolved oxygen mg/L 0 

 

 

Element name BOD Influent 

Fbs  -  Readily biodegradable (including Acetate)    [gCOD/g of total COD] 0.1600 

Fac  - Acetate    [gCOD/g of readily biodegradable COD] 0.1500 

Fxsp - Non-colloidal slowly biodegradable    [gCOD/g of slowly degradable COD] 0.7347 

Fus  - Unbiodegradable soluble    [gCOD/g of total COD] 0.0500 

Fup  - Unbiodegradable particulate    [gCOD/g of total COD] 0.1300 

Fna  - Ammonia    [gNH3-N/gTKN]  0.6600 

Fnox - Particulate organic nitrogen    [gN/g Organic N] 0.5000 

Fnus - Soluble unbiodegradable TKN    [gN/gTKN] 0.0200 

FupN - N:COD ratio for unbiodegradable part. COD    [gN/gCOD] 0.0350 

Fpo4 - Phosphate    [gPO4-P/gTP] 0.5000 

FupP - P:COD ratio for unbiodegradable part. COD    [gP/gCOD] 0.0110 

FZbh - Non-poly-P heterotrophs    [gCOD/g of total COD] 0.0001 

FZbm - Anoxic methanol utilizers    [gCOD/g of total COD] 0.0001 

FZaob - Ammonia oxidizers    [gCOD/g of total COD] 0.0001 

FZnob - Nitrite oxidizers    [gCOD/g of total COD] 0.0001 

FZamob - Anaerobic ammonia oxidizers    [gCOD/g of total COD] 0.0001 

FZbp - PAOs    [gCOD/g of total COD] 0.0001 

FZbpa - Propionic acetogens    [gCOD/g of total COD] 0.0001 
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FZbam - Acetoclastic methanogens    [gCOD/g of total COD] 0.0001 

FZbhm - H2-utilizing methanogens    [gCOD/g of total COD] 0.0001 

 

 

 

 

Configuration information for all Methanol units 

 

Operating data Average (flow/time weighted as required) 

 

Element name Methanol 

Non-polyP heterotrophs mgCOD/L 0 

Anoxic methanol utilizers mgCOD/L 0 

Ammonia oxidizing biomass mgCOD/L 0 

Nitrite oxidizing biomass mgCOD/L 0 

Anaerobic ammonia oxidizers mgCOD/L 0 

PolyP heterotrophs mgCOD/L 0 

Propionic acetogens mgCOD/L 0 

Acetoclastic methanogens mgCOD/L 0 

Hydrogenotrophic methanogens mgCOD/L 0 

Endogenous products mgCOD/L 0 

Slowly bio. COD (part.) mgCOD/L 0 
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Slowly bio. COD (colloid.) mgCOD/L 0 

Part. inert. COD mgCOD/L 0 

Part. bio. org. N mgN/L 0 

Part. bio. org. P mgP/L 0 

Part. inert N mgN/L 0 

Part. inert P mgP/L 0 

Stored PHA mgCOD/L 0 

Releasable stored polyP mgP/L 0 

Fixed stored polyP mgP/L 0 

PolyP bound cations mg/L 0 

Readily bio. COD (complex) mgCOD/L 0 

Acetate mgCOD/L 0 

Propionate mgCOD/L 0 

Methanol mgCOD/L 1188000.00 

Dissolved H2 mgCOD/L 0 

Dissolved methane mg/L 0 

Ammonia N mgN/L 0 

Sol. bio. org. N mgN/L 0 

Nitrite N mgN/L 0 

Nitrate N mgN/L 0 

Dissolved nitrogen gas mgN/L 0 

PO4-P (Sol. & Me Complexed) mgP/L 0 

Sol. inert COD mgCOD/L 0 

Sol. inert TKN mgN/L 0 

Inorganic S.S. mgISS/L 0 
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Struvite mgISS/L 0 

Hydroxy-dicalcium-phosphate mgISS/L 0 

Hydroxy-apatite mgISS/L 0 

Magnesium mg/L 0 

Calcium mg/L 0 

Metal mg/L 0 

Other Cations (strong bases) meq/L 0 

Other Anions (strong acids) meq/L 0 

Total CO2 mmol/L 0 

User defined 1 mg/L 0 

User defined 2 mg/L 0 

User defined 3 mgVSS/L 0 

User defined 4 mgISS/L 0 

Dissolved oxygen mg/L 0 

Flow 400 

 

Configuration information for all Model clarifier units 

Physical data 

 

Element name Volume[gallons] Area[ft2] Depth[ft] Number of layers Top feed layer Feed Layers 

clarifiers-3 units 1422166.4000 15843.0000 12.000 10 6 1 

 

Operating data Average (flow/time weighted as required) 
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Element name Split method Average Split specification 

clarifiers-3 units Flow paced    72.00 % 

 

Element name Average Temperature Reactive 

clarifiers-3 units Uses global setting Yes 

 

Configuration information for all Metal addition units 

 

Operating data Average (flow/time weighted as required) 

 

Element name Alum addition 

Non-polyP heterotrophs mgCOD/L 0 

Anoxic methanol utilizers mgCOD/L 0 

Ammonia oxidizing biomass mgCOD/L 0 

Nitrite oxidizing biomass mgCOD/L 0 

Anaerobic ammonia oxidizers mgCOD/L 0 

PolyP heterotrophs mgCOD/L 0 

Propionic acetogens mgCOD/L 0 

Acetoclastic methanogens mgCOD/L 0 

Hydrogenotrophic methanogens mgCOD/L 0 

Endogenous products mgCOD/L 0 
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Slowly bio. COD (part.) mgCOD/L 0 

Slowly bio. COD (colloid.) mgCOD/L 0 

Part. inert. COD mgCOD/L 0 

Part. bio. org. N mgN/L 0 

Part. bio. org. P mgP/L 0 

Part. inert N mgN/L 0 

Part. inert P mgP/L 0 

Stored PHA mgCOD/L 0 

Releasable stored polyP mgP/L 0 

Fixed stored polyP mgP/L 0 

PolyP bound cations mg/L 0 

Readily bio. COD (complex) mgCOD/L 0 

Acetate mgCOD/L 0 

Propionate mgCOD/L 0 

Methanol mgCOD/L 0 

Dissolved H2 mgCOD/L 0 

Dissolved methane mg/L 0 

Ammonia N mgN/L 0 

Sol. bio. org. N mgN/L 0 

Nitrite N mgN/L 0 

Nitrate N mgN/L 0 

Dissolved nitrogen gas mgN/L 0 

PO4-P (Sol. & Me Complexed) mgP/L 0 

Sol. inert COD mgCOD/L 0 

Sol. inert TKN mgN/L 0 
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Inorganic S.S. mgISS/L 0 

Struvite mgISS/L 0 

Hydroxy-dicalcium-phosphate mgISS/L 0 

Hydroxy-apatite mgISS/L 0 

Magnesium mg/L 0 

Calcium mg/L 0 

Metal mg/L 150000.00 

Other Cations (strong bases) meq/L 5.00 

Other Anions (strong acids) meq/L 894.03 

Total CO2 mmol/L 7.00 

User defined 1 mg/L 0 

User defined 2 mg/L 0 

User defined 3 mgVSS/L 0 

User defined 4 mgISS/L 0 

Dissolved oxygen mg/L 0 

Flow 200 

 

Configuration information for all Splitter units 

 

Operating data Average (flow/time weighted as required) 

 

Element name Split method Average Split specification 

Recycle Flow paced   250.00 % 
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Album page - Page 1 

 

Elements Total 

Carbon

aceous 

BOD 

[mg/L] 

Total 

Carbona

ceous 

BOD [lb 

/d] 

Total 

suspended 

solids 

[mgTSS/L] 

Total 

suspended 

solids [lb 

TSS/d] 

Total 

Kjeldahl 

Nitroge

n 

[mgN/L] 

Total 

Kjeldahl 

Nitrogen [lb 

N/d] 

Ammonia N 

[mgN/L] 

Ammonia 

N [lb N/d] 

Total N 

[mgN/L] 

Total 

N [lb 

N/d] 

Total P 

[mgP/L] 

Total 

P [lb 

P/d] 

Dissolved 

oxygen 

[mg/L] 

Dissolved 

oxygen [lb 

/d] 

pH 

[] 

pH 

[lb 

/d] 

BOD 

Influent 

250.03 14606.11 240.04 14022.85 45.00 2628.80 29.70 1735.01 45.00 2628.80 10.00 584.18 0 0 7.30 ----- 

Effluent 0.80 42.16 0.00 0.00 2.85 149.93 1.14 59.98 3.49 183.73 0.01 0.50 1.25 65.73 6.95 ----- 

Sludge 1288.91 7529.51 2529.17 14774.88 161.46 943.22 44.15 257.89 161.46 943.22 99.92 583.68 0.00 0.00 5.99 ----- 

 

Album page - Page 2 

 

Elements Hydraulic 

residence time 

[hours] 

Return activated 

sludge flow [gal/d] 

Return activated 

sludge TSS [mg/L] 

Solids loading rate 

[lb/(ft2 d)] 

Surface overflow 

rate [gal/(ft2 d)] 

Activated primary 

settling tank1 

3.04 ----- ----- ----- 778.54 

clarifiers-3 units 1.16 5040000.00 10076.99 27.50 1546.46 

 

 

Album page - Page 3 

Elements # of diffusers [] Air flow rate / diffuser 

[ft3/min (20C, 1 atm)] 

Air supply rate [ft3/min 

(20C, 1 atm)] 

Hydraulic residence time 

[hours] 
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Aeration 4810.00 0.97 4648.61 1.87 

Membrane bioreactor-2 

units 

329.00 0.74 242.22 0.04 

 

Album page - Page 4 

 

 

 

Album page - Page 5 

 

Elements Flow [gal/d] Metal ion [mmol/L] Methanol [mgCOD/L] Metal [mg/L] 

Alum addition 200.00 298.34 0 150000.00 

Total N

BioWin Chart

BOD Influent Anaerobic -2 units Membrane bioreactor-2 units
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. 
(m

g
N
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File C:\Documents and Settings\jeways\My Documents\Jim Projects\Process engineering\Brookhaven E09006\Gamble Lane WTP#2.bwc 17 

Methanol 400.00 0 1188000.00 0 

 

 

Album page - Page 6 

 

Alum addition    

Parameters Conc. (mg/L) Mass rate (lb/d) Notes 

Volatile suspended solids 0 0  

Total suspended solids 410377.08 684.95  

Particulate COD 0 0  

Filtered COD 0 0  

Total COD 0 0  

Soluble PO4-P 0 0  

Total P 0 0  

Filtered TKN 0 0  

Particulate TKN 0 0  

Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen 0 0  

Filtered Carbonaceous BOD 0 0  

Total Carbonaceous BOD 0 0  

Nitrite + Nitrate 0 0  

Total N 0 0  

Total inorganic N 0 0  

Alkalinity 15789.04 11.95 mmol/L and kmol/d 
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pH 7.00   

Volatile fatty acids 0 0  

Total precipitated solids 410377.08 684.95  

Total inorganic suspended solids 410377.08 684.95  

Ammonia N 0 0  

Nitrate N 0 0  

    

    

Parameters Value Units  

 

 

 
 





























































Weston Solutions, Inc. 
1400 Weston Way 
West Chester, PA  19380 
610-701-3000  Fax 610-701-3186 
www.westonsolutions.com 

 
 

23 April 2012 
Ms. Kelly A. Sweeney 
Municipal Planning and Finance Section 
PADEP Southeast Regional Office 
2 East Main Street 
Norristown, PA   19401 
 
Re: DELCORA Act 537 Plan Update Chester-Ridley Service Area 
 
Dear Ms. Sweeney: 
 
Weston Solutions, Inc. (WESTON®) is submitting the enclosed responses to your e-mail dated 
April 19, 2012 requesting additional information for the Act 537 Plan Update for the Chester-
Ridley Service Area, on behalf of The Delaware Regional Water Quality Control Authority 
(DELCORA) and the Delaware County Planning Department (DCPD). 
 
This Plan Update has been prepared to evaluate alternatives for sewage treatment for customers 
of the Southwest Delaware County Municipal Authority (SWDCMA).  The Study Area is known 
as the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area.  The Act 537 Plan Update for the Chester-Ridley 
Creek Service Area has been prepared to address a serious problem at the Baldwin Run Pollution 
Control Facility (BRPCP) by evaluating alternatives to either upgrade the existing facility or 
divert flow to DELCORA via a new pump station and force main.   

Bethel Township was not included in Table 2 because DELCORA does not believe that the 
project will proceed due to the number of pump stations needed to redirect the flow.  However, 
to avoid any issues, Table 2 has been updated to include the Bethel Township flow and to 
incorporate the terms of the Sunoco Refinery agreement that was finalized on 23 March 2012.  
The new agreement with Sunoco limits their average daily flow (ADF) to 6.0 MGD.  The 
previous agreement limited Sunoco flow to 10 MGD, so there is now 4 MGD of added available 
capacity at the WRTP.  Moreover, Sunoco’s average daily flow has decreased to less than 2.0 
MGD since operations ceased at the end of 2011. 

In order to streamline this review process, rather than transmitting large meter data files, the flow 
values for Newtown and Upper Providence Townships have been removed as flows less than 
municipal commitments from the calculation in the revised Table 2.  The new agreement with 
Sunoco is provided to you (Attachment 1 of this letter) and has also been included in the revised 
Table 2 to demonstrate ample capacity at the WRTP to accept flows from the Chester-Ridley 
Service Area.  We are happy to provide the meter data, which reports flow values to the 
hundredth of an MGD.   
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Revised Table 2 
WRTP Capacity and Committed Flows 

Source of Flow 
Average Daily Flow 

(MGD) 
WRTP (5-year average)1 37.1 

Committed Industrial Flows 
Sunoco Reserve2 0.00 

Municipal Commitments3 
City of Chester 0.326 

Chester Township 0.375 
Bethel Township 0.121 

Newtown Township 0.841 
Edgmont Township 0.350 

Upper Providence Township 0.369 
2011 Flow Under Municipal Commitments4 

Newtown Township 0.00 
Upper Providence Township 0.00 

Proposed Commitment 
Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area 6.66 

Total WRTP Flow + Commitments 
 46.142 
Notes:   
1 5-Year ADF per 2011 Chapter 94 Report 
2 Permitted flow 5-year ADF (6.0 MGD - 6.020 MGD = -
0.02MGD)) 
3 Commitments per February 3, 2009 PADEP letter 
4 This flow is from metered sources that were included in the 
Municipal Commitments listed in the February 3, 2009 PADEP 
letter and are now delivering flow to the WRTP. 

Please find a copy of the agreement with the City of Philadelphia attached to this letter, as well.  
Thank you for your communication concerning the Chester-Ridley Act 537 Plan review.  We 
trust that this submission addresses your outstanding information requirements.  If you have any 
questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at (610) 701-
3132.  Thank you for your attention. 

Very truly yours, 
 
WESTON SOLUTIONS, INC. 

 
Elizabeth Bolt, P.E. 
Senior Project Engineer 

cc: C. Volkay-Hilditch (DELCORA) 
R. Powell (DELCORA) 
K. Holm (DCPD)  



 
 
 
 

Attachment 1 
 

Agreement with Sunoco 



AMENDED AGREEMENT OF SALES AND SERVICE 
 

THIS AMENDED AGREEMENT is made as of the 23rd day of MARCH 2012 by 
Delaware County Regional Water Quality Control Authority ("DELCORA"), a Pennsylvania 
Municipal Authority and Sunoco, Inc. (R&M) ("SUNOCO"), a Pennsylvania Corporation. 
 

RECITALS 
 

A. DELCORA owns and operates (i) a wastewater treatment plant (the "Western 
Regional Plant") located in the City of Chester, Pennsylvania and (ii) a related conveyance system 
consisting of interceptors, sewers, pump stations and other equipment (together with the Western 
Regional Plant, the "Western Regional System"); and 
 

B. DELCORA and SUNOCO entered into an Agreement dated as of December 1, 
1973 (the "Original Agreement") pursuant to which the Authority has been treating SUNOCO 
wastewater since the Western Regional System began commercial operation; and 
 

C. The Original Agreement terminated on December 1, 2004, and the parties replaced 
the Original Agreement with that certain Agreement of Sales and Service dated January 1, 2005 by 
and between DELCORA and SUNOCO (the “Existing Agreement”) setting forth the terms under 
which the Authority agreed to treat SUNOCO wastewater; and 
 

D. Due to changes in the operations of SUNOCO’s Marcus Hook Refinery, the 
parties are replacing the Existing Agreement with this Amended Agreement to set forth the terms 
under which the Authority will continue to treat SUNOCO wastewater; and 

 
E, For purposes of this Agreement, SUNOCO shall be classified as a "Wholesale 

Industrial User"; and 
 

F. SUNOCO is authorized to discharge certain wastewaters into the Western Regional 
System (i) under an Industrial Discharge Permit No. lOT-03-02, which was issued to SUNOCO by 
the DELCORA on December 10, 2003 (the "Permit"), and (ii) subject to the conditions of the Permit 
and DELCORA Standards, Rules and Regulations of 2011 adopted by DELCORA Resolution No. 
2011-04 adopted April 19, 2011 and as same shall be amended from time to time (collectively, the 
"Rules and Regulations"). Such wastewater is referred to herein as "Permitted Wastewater". 

1 





















 
 
 
 

Attachment 2 
 

Agreement with City of Philadelphia 
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Weston Solutions, Inc. 
1400 Weston Way 
P.O. Box 2653 
West Chester, Pennsylvania 19380 
610-701-3000   Fax 610-701-3186 
www.westonsolutions.com 

 
8 December 2011 

Ms. Kelly A. Sweeney 
Municipal Planning and Finance Section 
PADEP Southeast Regional Office 
2 East Main Street 
Norristown, PA   19401 
 
Re: DELCORA Act 537 Plan Update Chester-Ridley Service Area 
 
Dear Ms. Sweeney: 
 
Weston Solutions, Inc. (WESTON®) is submitting the enclosed responses to your letter dated 
November 16, 2011 containing administrative completeness and technical comments for the Act 
537 Plan Update for the Chester-Ridley Service Area, on behalf of The Delaware Regional 
Water Quality Control Authority (DELCORA) and the Delaware County Planning Department 
(DCPD).   
 
This Plan Update has been prepared to evaluate alternatives for sewage treatment for customers 
of the Southwest Delaware County Municipal Authority (SWDCMA).  The Study Area is known 
as the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area.  The Act 537 Plan Update for the Chester-Ridley 
Creek Service Area has been prepared to address a serious problem at the Baldwin Run Pollution 
Control Facility (BRPCP) by evaluating alternatives to either upgrade the existing facility or 
divert flow to DELCORA via a new pump station and force main.   
 
Comment 1:    The resubmitted information indicates that the title of the plan has been changed 
to the Delaware County Sewage Facilities Plan Update – Western Plan of Study:  Chester-Ridley 
Creek Service Area to match the resolutions.  A Plan of study is a separate document under 
sewage facilities planning and an Act 537 Plan Update should not be referred to as a plan of 
study.  RESPONSE:  DELCORA and DCPD will restore the title of the Western Delaware 
County Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Update:  Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area to the plan.  
A request has been made to PADEP to allow the existing municipal resolutions to stand because 
the municipalities clearly intended to adopt the Western Delaware County Act 537 Sewage 
Facilities Plan Update:  Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area, even though the resolutions refer to 
the Delaware County Sewage Facilities Plan Update – Western Plan of Study:  Chester-Ridley 
Creek Service Area.  The resolutions have already been re-done once to add language specifying 
planning commission review and describing the selected alternative.  It will be a hardship to 
obtain municipal resolutions a third time because of time delays and it will create confusion at 
the municipal level because the plan content has not changed.  PADEP has stated that their 
counsel and supervisory personnel will be consulted to provide confirmation that the existing 
resolutions are acceptable. 
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Response to 16 November 2011 PADEP Comments 2 

Comment 2:  Provide a map showing the location of required easements for the new force main.  
Provide documentation that the easements for the new force main either have been or can be 
obtained.  RESPONSE:  During a telephone conference on 22 November 2011, PADEP stated 
that only maps from the BRPCP to I-95 are required.  Mapping of the proposed force main is 
attached to this response as Comment No. 2 Attachment.  The force main can be placed within 
public rights-of-way on the South side of I-95.  Maps showing the proposed force main 
alignment are attached to this response.  DELCORA has the authority to condemn property and 
obtain easements under Sections 5615 and 5607 (d) (15) of the Municipal Authorities Act (Act 
22 of 2001). 
 
DELCORA has submitted information to SEPTA to initiate acquisition of an easement to locate 
the proposed force main within the Chester Creek Branch right-of-way.  SEPTA has indicated 
that an easement within the Chester Creek Line right-of-way can be obtained upon board 
approval.  A copy of e-mail correspondence with SEPTA discussing acquisition of an easement 
for the force main in attached to this response in the Comment No. 2 Attachment.  Where the 
alignment leaves the easement (Sheet 19 of 22) it crosses private property including an unused 
portion of the mobile home development and unused portions of private land held by one owner.  
It then crosses onto municipally-held land owned by the Delaware County Solid Waste Authority 
(DCSWA) (established originally as the Delaware County Incinerator Authority in 1954). 
 
Comment 3:  DELCORA should provide documentation that Sunoco has accepted any plan to 
reduce its permitted discharge or explain how the additional 6.66 MGD of flow from SWDCMA 
will be accommodated at DELCORA’s Western Regional Treatment Plant.  RESPONSE:  
During a telephone conference on 22 November 2011 WESTON clarified the comparison 
between peak flows and average daily flows.  The 6.66 MGD is an average daily total projected 
demand though the year 2035 from SWDCMA.  The 15 MGD is the peak daily flow that Sunoco 
is allowed to discharge to the WRTP without incurring a surcharge.  The Agreement of Sales and 
Service between DELCORA and Sunoco is attached to this response as Comment No. 3 
Attachment.  The second page of this agreement documents that SUNOCO is allowed to 
discharge up to 10 MGD average daily flow to the WRTP, based on a monthly average.   
However, Sunoco’s average daily flow for the past five (5) years has not exceeded 6.224 MGD, 
and is not expected to increase due to the recent announcement that the company is ceasing 
refining operations effective March 1, 2012.  The average daily flow discharged to the WRTP by 
SEPTA for the years 2007 through 2011 are listed below: 
 
2007 6.01 MGD 
2008 5.85 MGD 
2009 5.79 MGD 
2010 5.73 MGD 
2011 6.224 MGD thru September 
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Response to 16 November 2011 PADEP Comments 3 

The WRTP is rated to discharge an average daily flow of 50 MGD, but can operate safely at 
discharge rates up to 108 MGD.  There is no maximum day flow limit in the NPDES permit for 
the WRTP.  If conditions at the plant indicate the potential for hydraulic overload, more flow can 
be directed to the Philadelphia Southwest Pollution Control Plant (PSWPCP).  Adequate 
capacity at the WRTP to accept the future projected average daily flow of 6.66 MGD from the 
Chester-Ridley Service Area can be documented if average daily flow values are compared 
consistently.  Considering the 3.6 MGD reserved for unallocated needs in the Act 537 Re-rate 
Plan for the WRTP, and considering the Average Daily Flow value of 10 MGD from the 
SUNOCO facility, there is 8.6 MGD available capacity, without considering planned 
developments contained in the Act 537 Re-rate Plan (prepared in 2006) that did not progress as 
scheduled due to the economic downturn.  Furthermore, with Sunoco consistently discharging 
around MGD,  
 
Comment 4:  Documentation that the potential conflicts with PHMC have been resolved must be 
submitted to the Department.  RESPONSE:  The final Phase 1 and Phase 2 Archeological Study 
is attached to this response as Comment 4 Attachment.  This study has been submitted to the 
PHMC for review and contains a recommendation that no further consideration of archeological 
resources is necessary within the forced sewer main right-of-way.  The force main alignment 
does not encroach on the location of the former Edward Carter pottery building, which was 
located on the opposite side of Concord Road from the proposed alignment.  The PHMC review 
letter will be forwarded to PADEP upon receipt. 
 
Comment 5:  Copies of all updated pages must be submitted to the Department.  Copies of the 
pages that were edited in response to PADEP comments in the 7 September 2011 review letter 
are attached to this response as Comment No. 5 Attachment. 
 
Comment 6:  A response to Item 26 of the Department’s September 7, 2011 letter is required.  
RESPONSE:  The following comprehensive response to the Item 26 in PADEP’s September 7th 
technical comment letter is provided: 
 

a. The following comments relate to upgrading the existing BRPCP:  
 

i.  Brookhaven asked that the size of various tanks at the BRPCP be 
provided to determine if the tanks can meet the desired 
performance criteria. This has not been addressed.  

 
Response:  SWDCMA provided the tank sizes.  The schedule of tank sizes is 
included in this response as Comment 6.a.i Attachment.  A sketch plan of the 
BRPCP dated February 2009 is showing the tank identifications is attached as 
Comment 6.a.i Attachment. 
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Response to 16 November 2011 PADEP Comments 4 

ii.  Brookhaven notes that the cost evaluations for keeping the BRPCP 
in operation and diverting the flow to DELCORA are inadequate 
and overly-conservative. The response to Brookhaven indicates 
that it will cost $28 million to upgrade the BRPCP for nutrient 
removal and an additional $9 million to operate the plant for the 
next 10 years. It will cost $12 million to divert the flow to 
DELCORA. Explain how these figures were calculated.  

 
Response: The detailed cost estimates prepared by WESTON for this project are 
attached to this response as Comment 6.a.ii Attachment.  The $9 million are funds 
required for currently identified facility and pump station deficiencies by 
SWDCMA.  SWDCMA reported these costs in 2009 dollars to be $8.766M, 
which was rounded up to $9.0M.  These are projects that SWDCMA has been 
unable to fund given their current revenue sources but will be necessary if the 
plant is required to continue long-term operations.  These cost estimates were 
compiled into the summary cost estimates found in Section 6 of the report. 
 
iii.  Brookhaven indicated that they estimated the cost of upgrading the 

BRPCP. Their estimate is $7 million. Brookhaven must explain how 
they calculated this figure. The response to this comment notes that 
the $7 million to upgrade the plant and the $9 million to operate it 
for the next 10 years is still more than the $12 million needed to 
divert the flow to DELCORA's plant. The significant discrepancies in 
the estimates ($28 million vs. $7 million) needs to be explained.  

 
Response:  Weston Solutions, Inc. prepared a rough order of magnitude cost 
estimate to upgrade the BRPCP to provide tertiary treatment (nitrogen removal).  
The rough order of magnitude estimate is attached to this response in Comment 
6.a.iii Attachment, and is based on addition of denitrifying filters to the existing 
treatment train.  Costs for the denitrifying filters were based on budgetary 
estimates from similar applications (i.e. the addition of tertiary filtration to an 
existing process train). 
 
The Brookhaven cost estimate of $7.18M to upgrade the plant is attached as 
Comment No. 6.a.iii Attachment.  Additional information would be needed to 
perform a detailed comparison of the two estimates, however, based on available 
information the following initial observations are offered: 
 

• The Brookhaven analysis (page 2) indicates that membrane biofiltration 
would be used after the secondary clarifiers.  Tertiary filtration is not 
currently provided at the plant and the cost of the membrane biofiltration 
system does not appear as a line item in the estimate.  The cost for 
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Response to 16 November 2011 PADEP Comments 5 

membrane (or other tertiary) filtration is likely to be significant.  It is 
noted that page 4 of the letter states that the plant can be retrofitted to meet 
the nitrogen limit without the filter, while page 2 indicates that it is 
needed.  It is likely that filtration may be needed to meet a low total 
phosphorus limit regardless of the nitrogen performance.   

• The Brookhaven estimates appear to assume the trickling filter tanks are 
available for conversion.  One trickling filter has been converted to a 
clarifier and the other is being used to house the activated biofilters.   

 
It should be noted that neither estimate includes improvements to existing systems 
and facilities.  Additional costs (not included in the maintenance spreadsheet 
attached to this response in Comment No. 6.a.ii Attachment) include repairs and 
upgrades to the nitrification tanks, improvements to the headworks, and additional 
costs to upgrade the primary clarifiers and aeration system estimated by 
SWDCMA to be approximately $2.46M.   
 

b.  The following comments relate to diverting sewage flows from the existing 
BRPCP to the WRTP:  

 
i.  Brookhaven asked that a plan showing the footprint of the BRPCP 

and a plan showing the expected improvements be provided. The 
response indicates that the Department specifically informed them 
that such plans were not required. The Department questions 
whether this is an accurate representation of guidance provided by 
the Department. It is typical that a plot plan showing the location of 
the proposed facilities be provided during the review of the Plan. A 
plot plan should be provided to Brookhaven and to the Department.  

 
Response:  The Yard Piping Plan produced by Catania Engineering Associates, 
dated 1/31/1992 is attached as Comment 6.b.i Attachment.  A sketch plan of the 
BRPCP dated February 2009 is attached as Comment 6.a.i Attachment.  The 
location of the proposed pump station is indicated on Sheet 22 of 22 in the 
Comment No. 2 Attachment. 
 
ii.  Brookhaven is concerned that the estimates for the construction of 

a new pump station and force main are too low. They have asked 
for plans showing the project so that they can evaluate the cost 
estimates. The response indicates that only conceptual engineering 
has been done. If preliminary plans are available, they need to be 
provided to Brookhaven and to the Department.  
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Response: Only conceptual engineering has been performed.  There are no 
preliminary engineering plans.  The proposed pump station location is shown on 
Sheet 22 of 22 in the Comment No. 2 Attachment. 
 
iii.  Brookhaven asked that a breakdown of the force main cost by 

section be provided. This was not provided.  
 
Response:  Please see the Comment 6.a.ii Attachment for cost estimate detail.  
The force main estimate was not compiled by section; this type of detailed 
estimate is performed after the design is finalized. 
 
iv. Brookhaven is concerned that there will be constraints and 

obstacles met during the construction of the force main that have 
not been considered. No response has been provided to this 
concern.  

 
Response:  Contingencies have been built into the cost estimate to cover 
unforeseen obstacles.  Obstacles that have been considered include natural 
resources and cultural resources, structural limitations of crossing I-95 near the 
Engle Street Bridge, avoiding private property and existing buildings, structural 
limitations crossing active rail lines, engineering and cost optimization, and utility 
conflicts.  Any obstacles will be clearly identified during detailed engineering 
design and will be addressed by the final design. 
 
v. Brookhaven asked if the proposed force main will affect any 

buildings located near the roadway. This comment was not 
addressed.  

 
Response:  No existing structures will be impacted by the proposed project. 
 
vi.  Brookhaven asked if required easements have been evaluated. 

The response indicates that they are currently working on obtaining 
all required easements. Identify all easements that will be required 
to implement this Plan. Please note that easements must be 
obtained before the Plan will be approved. 

 
Response:  Please see response to Comment 2 and Comment No. 2 Attachment. 
 
vii.  Brookhaven asked if estimates for easements have been included in 

the total cost. The response indicates that the cost of easements is 
included in the 15 percent contingency costs. DELCORA must 
explain why these costs have not been separated from contingency 
costs.  
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Response:  The cost of easement cannot be determined until preliminary 
engineering is completed and a final route alignment is selected.  At that time, the 
extent of non-public parcels that will require easements will be known and costs 
can be assigned.  The conceptual alignment has few non-public parcels so the cost 
of easements should be covered by the funds identified for contingencies. 
 
viii.  Brookhaven asked if bridge structures have affected the proposed 

routing of the force main. This comment was not addressed.  
 
Response:  Attaching to the existing PADOT bridge at Engle Street was 
considered by the plan.  After discussions with PADOT, the current structure 
crossing I-95 is not suitable to allow this modification.  Therefore the bridge 
structure will be avoided. 
 
ix. Brookhaven indicated that if Alternative 2 is chosen, the BRPCP 

will close and a reduced customer base will pay for the operation 
and maintenance of the collection and conveyance lines. 
Brookhaven needs to explain why they feel the customer base will 
be reduced as a result of the decommissioning of the BRPCP.  

 
Response:  The response from Brookhaven Borough appears on the fourth page 
of the 17 October 2011 letter from Walton, Mulvena & Associates, attached to 
this response as Comment No. 6.a.iii Attachment. 
 
x. Brookhaven asked if the effects of removing 4.5 MGD of flow to the 

aquatic life in Chester Creek were considered. The response 
indicates that this was not evaluated. An evaluation showing the 
effects of removing this flow from the Chester Creek needs to be 
provided.  

 
Response:  WESTON analyzed USGS observed average daily flow data and 
average annual flow data recorded at USGS Station 01477000, located above the 
outfall, just downstream from the Dutton Mill Road Bridge.  The period of record 
for this gage is 1932 to the present.  The minimum annual average flow at this 
location is 24.6 MGD (38 cubic feet per second) for the year 2002.  Terminating 
the additional average discharge from the BRPCP is equal to a 15.5 percent 
reduction in average stream flow rate below the plant, in the driest year occurring 
during the 79-year period of recorded observations.  The average daily flow 
during the period of record is 60.9 MGD (the gage is located upstream of the plant 
discharge).  Removing 4.5 MGD from the average stream flow equates to a 6.9% 
flow reduction in the stream. 
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xi.  Brookhaven is concerned with the estimates for the construction of 

the pump station and force main. The response indicates that 
recent bids for other projects were used as the basis of estimates. 
Brookhaven asked that the projects' locations and utility 
interferences faced as part of these projects be provided so that 
they can determine if the projects are similar to the proposed 
diversion project. This information was not provided. Brookhaven 
does not believe that the force main installation on Route 291 is 
comparable to the proposed force main installation from BRPCP to 
DELCORA's plant. If DELCORA is using this project as a basis for 
its estimates, they must show that the projects are comparable.  

 
Response:  An independent estimate for the cost of the proposed force main and 
pump station was performed.  The detailed cost estimate for the selected 
alternative is included in this response as Comment 6.a.ii Attachment. 
 
xii.  Brookhaven asked how utility relocations will be paid for and if the 

owner will be responsible for relocations. Brookhaven asked for 
cost estimates for relocating utilities. They have not been provided.  

 
Response:  Typically designs are engineered to avoid the relocation of existing 
utilities.  There are instances when it is less expensive to relocate a utility that to 
construct around.  Utility relocations are done in full cooperation with the utility.  
DELCORA will be responsible for costs of any necessary utility relocation. 
 
xiii.  Brookhaven does not believe that costs have been included for 

crossing Baldwin Run, clearing the railway area and revegetating 
the railway area. There was no response to this comment.  

 
Response:  Costs for these project elements is included in the detailed cost 
estimate attached to this letter as Comment No. 6.a.ii Attachment. 
 
xiv.  Brookhaven noted that no estimates have been provided for 

wetland mitigation. The response indicates that there will be only 
temporary impacts to wetlands. DELCORA needs to describe these 
temporary impacts, explain why they believe that they are only 
temporary and explain if there are costs associated with these 
temporary impacts. 

 
Response:  If wetlands are identified along the proposed force main alignment, 
impacts can be avoided by boring under the wetlands, or by seeking appropriate 
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permits to disturb and re-establish the wetlands.  If trenching is used to install the 
force main, the area will be restored to existing conditions.  Any wetland impacts 
will be addressed during the detailed design phase. 
 

c.  The following comments relate to available capacity at the WRTP:  
 
i.  Brookhaven asked how the new flow from new CDCA members 

was considered in determining if there is capacity for the proposed 
diversion. Was the additional flow from CDCA included in existing 
DELCORA flow or has it been considered separately?  

 
Response:  Additional flow from CDCA was included in the previously approved 
Act 537 for the rerating of the WRTP to 50 MGD.  Additionally, DELCORA’s 
system was specifically designed to allow flexibility in how much of the daily 
flow from CDCA is sent to the WRTP and how much is sent to Philadelphia.  
Please see also the response to Comment No. 3 above. 
 
ii.  Brookhaven commented that the DELCORA plant was rerated to 

50 MGD to account for additional flows from new CDCA members 
and to reduce the amount of flow being sent to Philadelphia. They 
note that they believe the same rerate is being used to justify 
capacity for the SWDCMA flows being diverted to the DELCORA 
plant and asked if flows can be diverted back to Philadelphia when 
the previous plan called for a decrease in the flows being sent to 
Philadelphia. This was not addressed.  

 
Response:  Please see the response to Comment No. 3 above. 
 
iii.  Brookhaven asked if any upgrades to the DELCORA plant would 

be required if both additional CDCA flows from their new members 
and SWDCMA flows were sent to DELCORA. The response only 
indicates that there is available capacity. According to our records, 
all of the additional capacity in the expansion (6 MGD) has been 
allocated to other projects and municipalities and there is no 
capacity included in the 50 MGD plant for the SWDCMA flows. 
Please explain how DELCORA has determined that there is 
adequate capacity in the WRTP for the SWDCMA flows. 

 
Response:  Please see the response to Comment No. 3 above. 
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d.  The following comments relate to the costs of implementing the Plan:  
 

i. Brookhaven asked if PennVEST loans were available to individuals. 
The response indicates that PennVEST loans are available to 
individuals for the repair or replacement of their malfunctioning on-
lot sewage disposal system. It is not clear if this adequately 
addresses Brookhaven's concern.  

 
Response:  PennVest funding is available for on-lot system owners.  Brookhaven 
has indicated that this question has been answered adequately. 
 
ii. Brookhaven asked for the phase-out cost of the BRPCP. The 

response indicates that this information is not included in the Plan, 
since this is a responsibility of SWDCMA. This information should 
be included, since the affected municipalities need to evaluate their 
total costs. SWDCMA indicates that $500,000 will be required to 
clean the digesters. All other work to decommission the plant will be 
done over time using operating funds, not borrowing capital. Will 
the cost to phase-out the plant be passed onto the SWDCMA 
members or is SWDCMA paying for it directly through money 
already budgeted for the project? If the members are going to be 
responsible for paying for the phase-out, will the cost be shared by 
existing users or all users?  

 
Response:  Costs to phase out the BRPCP have been estimated at $3 Million by 
SWDCMA and amortized over 20 years to an annual cost of $230,697.  This 
value has been divided by 7,327 SWDCMA customers excluding MTSA flows to 
calculate a conservative per customer estimate of $32 per year over 20 years for 
decommissioning the BRPCP.  If MTSA agrees to participate in decommissioning 
costs, the cost per customer will decrease. 
 
iii.  The letters indicate that Brookhaven will be assessed a fee of $54 

per EDU per year for 20 years. Explain the basis for this fee. Also, 
Brookhaven notes that this fee does not include financing to cover 
the cost of the decommissioning of the BRPCP. Please confirm this 
statement. Provide the estimated total annual costs to Brookhaven 
residents to implement this Plan.  

 
Response:  The total annual costs over 20 years to Brookhaven Residents to 
implement this plan are $54 to construct the proposed force main and $32 to 
decommission the BRPCP.  The cost per customer to construct the pump station 
and force main were calculated by assuming a 5% interest rate over a period of 20 
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years to finance the $12 Million cost of Alternative 2C.  This payment was 
divided equally among 18,000 total SWDCMA customers to arrive at $54 annual 
cost per customer, reported in Chapter 6 of the Act 537 Plan. 
 
iv. Brookhaven has repeatedly questioned the fees associated with 

closing the BRPCP and diverting flow to the DELCORA plant. 
DELCORA and SWDCMA need to clearly address this issue.  

 
Response:  Please see response to d.iii above. 
 
v. Brookhaven notes that Chester Township will become a part of the 

DELCORA collection system and SWDCMA will therefore lose 
approximately 2,000 users. The revenue they are losing from losing 
those customers will then be split among the remaining users. 
Brookhaven needs to explain why they believe Chester Township 
will become part of the DELCORA system. SWDCMA needs to 
explain what will happen in this situation. Will costs be reallocated 
among the remaining customers?  

 
Response:  SWDCMA will not lose customers that currently flow to the BRPCP 
in any of the contributing municipalities unless they prepare revisions to their Act 
537 Plans and construct pump stations connecting existing infrastructure to a 
treatment option, or construct new infrastructure.  Changes to the collection 
system or the customer base are not anticipated or included in this Act 537 Plan 
Update for the Chester-Ridley Service Area.  The limits of the Chester-Ridley 
Service Area are clearly shown in Figure 1-2 of the Plan. 
 

e.  The following are additional comments related to the proposed Plan:  
 

i.  Brookhaven disagrees with DELCORA's statement that the 
proposed Eastern Plan has no bearing on the current plant. It has 
been the Department's practice to accept multiple plans, each of 
which cover particular sections of the municipality that cumulatively 
address the sewage disposal concerns for the entire municipality. 
DELCORA's service area covers a significant portion of Delaware 
County and it is feasible to separate the planning documents into 
specific portions of the service area. DELCORA should respond to 
Brookhaven that the concept of an Eastern Plan is acceptable to 
the Department and that any effects that the Eastern Plan may 
have on any other portion of the DELCORA service area will be 
addressed adequately in the Eastern Plan.  
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Response:  The concept of an Eastern Service Area Plan is acceptable to PADEP 
and any effects that the Eastern Plan may have on any other portion of the 
DELCORA service area will be addressed adequately in the Eastern Plan.   
 
ii.  Brookhaven has indicated that they will be willing to adopt the 

proposed Plan, provided SWDCMA conveys the sewer lines 
located in Brookhaven to the Borough. Brookhaven will then do 
planning to send all flows originating in the Borough to their own 
plant. Please indicate if this option has been considered. 

 
Response:  Brookhaven has considered this option.  SWDCMA has provided a 
cost estimate for Brookhaven’s consideration to purchase portions of the 
collection system located within the Borough boundaries.  Brookhaven Borough 
stated at their 25 October 2011 planning commission meeting that getting the 
collection system at no cost is their hope.  This is a negotiation between 
Brookhaven Borough and SWDCMA and is outside of DELCORA’s ability for 
intercession or influence.   
 

If you have any questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me 
at (610) 701-3708.  Thank you for your attention, 
 

Very truly yours, 
 
WESTON SOLUTIONS, INC. 

 
Roger W. Lehman, P.E. 
Senior Technical Manager 

Attachments 
 
cc: C. Volkay-Hilditch (DELCORA) 

K. Holm (DCPD) 
 
 



































 

Weston Solutions, Inc. 
1400 Weston Way 

P.O. Box 2653 

West Chester, Pennsylvania 19380 

610-701-3000   Fax 610-701-3186 

www.westonsolutions.com 
 

14 October 2011 

 

Ms. Kelly A. Sweeney 

Municipal Planning and Finance Section 

PADEP Southeast Regional Office 

2 East Main Street 

Norristown, PA   19401 

 

Re:  Act 537 Plan Update Western Delaware County Act 537 Plan Update for the Chester-Ridley 

Creek Service Area  

 

Aston, Chester, Edgmont, Middletown, Upper Chichester, and Upper Providence 

Townships; Brookhaven and Chester Heights Boroughs; and City of Chester Delaware 

County  

 

Dear Ms. Sweeney:  

 

On September 8, 2011, the Southeast Regional Office of the Department of Environmental 

Protection (PADEP) received the resubmission of the proposed Official Sewage Facilities Plan 

(“Plan”) entitled Western Delaware County Act 537 Plan Update for the Chester-Ridley Creek 

Service Area.  On September 22, 2011, additional information was submitted to the Department.  

Comments requesting additional information necessary to consider the Plan administratively 

complete were received via e-mail from PADEP to the Delaware County Regional Water Quality 

Control Authority (DELCORA) on October 11, 2011.  This letter and attachments are provided on 

behalf of DELCORA and the Delaware County Planning Department (DCPD) to provide the 

additional information necessary for an administratively complete Plan submission to PADEP. 

Comments and Responses: 

Comment 1. Item 2 of the Department’s June 21, 2011, letter required the submission of a Plan 

Summary.  The Plan Summary is described in the Administrative Completeness Checklist that is 

found in Part 2 of the DEP publication entitled Instructions for Completing Act 537 Plan Content 

and Environmental Assessment Checklist (Document ID 362-0300-003).  The Plan Summary is 

required by the Department’s regulations, under Title 25, Chapter 71, Section 71.21(a)(7). 

Your response indicates that the Administrative Completeness Checklist was submitted with the 

Plan and included an indication of the page numbers in the Plan where items required to be in the 

Plan Summary were included. 
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Your response is not adequate.  Submit a distinct Plan Summary, which includes all of the 

information required by Title 25, Chapter 71, Section 71.21(a)(7) and Part 2 of the Administrative 

Completeness Checklist. 

Response:  Attached is the Plan Summary as requested. 

Comment 2. Item 3 of the Department’s June 21, 2011, letter requested that you clarify why 

Chester Heights Borough was not included in Section C of the Act 537 Plan Content and 

Environmental Assessment Checklist.  This section provides the names of the municipalities 

which are tributary to the existing SWDCMA Wastewater Treatment Facility and are, therefore, 

municipalities affected by this Plan. 

Your response indicates that Chester Heights Borough has been added to Section C.  In addition, 

your resubmission indicates that Brookhaven Borough has been included in this submission.  As 

such, Brookhaven Borough must be included in Section C. 

Revise Section C of the Act 537 Plan Content and Environmental Assessment Checklist, so that it is 

consistent with the proposed Plan. 

Response: Attached is the revised Act 537 Plan Content and Environmental Assessment Checklist 

as requested. 

Comment 3. Item 4 of the Department’s June 21, 2011, letter required the submission of an 

original, signed, and sealed Resolution of Adoption from Aston Township, Chester Heights 

Borough, Chester Township, the City of Chester, Middletown Township, Upper Chichester 

Township, and Upper Providence Township.  The Resolutions are required to reference the 

specific alternatives chosen and correctly identify the title of the Plan. 

Further, this item required the submission of an original, signed, and sealed Resolution of Adoption 

from Edgmont Township, which referenced the specific alternatives chosen, correctly identified the 

title of the Plan, and did not contain any conditions to the approval. 

Revised Resolutions were received from Aston Township, Chester Township, Chester Heights 

Borough, the City of Chester, Edgmont Township, Middletown Township, Upper Chichester 

Township, and Upper Providence Township; however, the revised Resolutions continue to 

incorrectly identify the title of the Plan.  A “Plan of Study” is a separate document used to initiate 

planning and lists possible costs for future reimbursement.  As such, you were informed that the 

Plan may not be referred to as the “Western Plan of Study.” 

Resolutions that contain all of the required information, and which reference the proper title of the 

Plan (“Western Delaware County Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Update for the Chester-Ridley 

Creek Service Area”) must be submitted for Aston Township, Chester Heights Borough, Chester 

Township, the City of Chester, Edgmont Township, Middletown Township, Upper Chichester 

Township, and Upper Providence Township. 
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Response:  The plan that was submitted for the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area is an update of 

the existing Delaware County Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Revision: Western Plan of Study that 

was approved by PADEP on October 2, 2006 (APS Id. 480595 AUTH Id. 647542).  Accordingly, 

the resolutions as approved by the municipalities are titled correctly.  The cover of this plan has 

been modified to reflect the update relationship of this Plan to the previously approved Plan.  A 

copy of the revised Plan cover is attached to this letter. 

Comment 4. Item 5 of the Department’s June 21, 2011, letter required that you submit comments 

from the planning agencies of Aston Township, Chester Heights Borough, Chester Township, the 

City of Chester, Edgmont Township, Middletown Township, Upper Chichester Township, and 

Upper Providence Township, along with evidence that all comments received from the municipal 

planning agencies were considered by the host municipalities.  Alternately, you were advised that 

you may submit documentation that the Plan was before any of the planning agencies for 60 days 

without comment, which would satisfy the requirement to obtain comments from that planning 

agency. 

Your resubmission indicates that the Plan was submitted to all municipalities in the Study Area with 

a request for municipal review.  The Resolutions have been revised to include a note that the 

municipalities’ planning agencies have reviewed the Plan.  Further, the resubmission indicates that 

the Plan was provided to the municipalities on February 2, 2011, with the request for review and 

comment, and more than 60 days has elapsed since the Plan was delivered to the municipalities. 

Separate documentation of the municipal planning agencies’ reviews is required.  Title 25, Chapter 

71, Section 71.31(b) clearly requires that a municipality request, review and consider comments by 

appropriate official planning agencies of the municipality.  Comments of the planning agencies of 

all of the above-referenced municipalities must be submitted.  In addition, documentation that all 

of the comments received from the municipal planning agencies were considered must be submitted 

to the Department. 

Alternately, you may submit documentation, in the form of a signed certified mail receipt, which 

documents the day on which the Plan was delivered to the municipal planning agencies, as evidence 

that the Plan was before these agencies for 60 days without comment. 

Response:  Attached are letters from the municipal planning agencies indicating that they 

reviewed the document and have no comments.  Upper Chichester Township has indicated that a 

letter confirming no comments from their planning commission is forthcoming.  WESTON will 

forward the letter to PADEP upon receipt. 

Comment 5. Item 6 of the Department’s June 21, 2011, letter required that a new public notice, 

which included all of the information required by Chapter 71, Section 71.31(c), be published and 

that an additional 30-day public comment period be provided. 

The resubmission includes a letter from DELCORA, which states that no comments were received 

as a result of the public notice.  Please note that consideration of and response to public comments 
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is a municipal responsibility.  Submit letters from each of the affected municipalities indicating 

that no comments were received.  If any municipality received comments, copies of the comments 

and the municipality’s response to the comment must be provided. 

Response:  The municipalities authorized DCPD and DELCORA to prepare the plan update on 

their behalf by resolution.  DELCORA advertised the plan and solicited comments from the public 

and from the municipalities.  All of the municipalities (with the exception of Brookhaven Borough) 

have passed a resolution adopting the Delaware County Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Update - 

Western Plan of Study:  Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area as an amendment to their official plan 

for sewage facilities.  Any comments from municipal residents or planning agencies would have 

been resolved prior to adoption of the plan update.  Municipal comments are documented and 

addressed in Appendix E of the Plan Update and letters from the municipal planning commissions 

are attached to this letter. 

Comment 6. Item 9 of the Department’s June 21, 2011, letter indicated that the Plan did not 

appear to contain any documentation that SWDCMA agreed to the proposed decommissioning of 

their wastewater treatment facility and the diversion of the flow to the DELCORA wastewater 

treatment facility. 

Your response indicates that SWDCMA has prepared a letter clearly indicating their intention to 

decommission the treatment plant upon successful start-up of the pump station and force main and 

states that the letter is included as Attachment I. 

The letter is not included in the resubmission.  Submit a copy of the SWDCMA letter. 

Response:  The statement referencing a letter from SWDCMA indicating their intention to 

decommission the treatment plant should have been removed from the September 7, 2011, response 

to PADEP comments.  The agreement between DELCORA and SWDCMA that was submitted on 

September 7, 2011, clearly states in paragraph 4 on page 1 that SWDCMA will “cease to treat 

wastewater” and will divert flows from its service area to DELCORA for treatment.  Additionally, 

the response to technical comments submitted on October 10, 2011, includes SWDCMA’s budget 

projection through 2040.  This includes a $3,000,000 capital cost charge for the decommissioning 

of the Baldwin Run Pollution Control Plant.  A letter containing an explicit statement of intent to 

decommission the BRPCP has been requested from the SWDCMA. 

Comment 7. Item 10 of the Department’s June 21, 2011, letter required the submission of a final, 

signed agreement between DELCORA and the Southern Delaware County Authority (“SDCA”) 

that notes that flows generated in Upper Chichester Township that are served by the collection and 

conveyance system owned and operated by SDCA will be diverted to DELCORA. 

Your response indicates that the SDCA entered into an agreement with DELCORA for the 

treatment of some of the wastewater generated by its member municipalities.  It appears that this 

agreement covers the flows that are tributary to the Naaman’s Creek pump station and subsequently 

to the DELCORA treatment plant.  It does not appear to cover the sewage that will be conveyed by 



 
Ms. Kelly Sweeney 5 14 October 2011 
Sewage Planning Specialist 2 

PADEP 
 

the new pump station and force main on the site of the SWDCMA treatment plant to the DELCORA 

treatment plant. 

An agreement, as described in the Department’s June 21, 2011, letter must be submitted. 

Response:  DELCORA does not have an agreement with SDCA for treatment of the flow coming to 

the BRPCP from Upper Chichester Township.  The SDCA has an agreement with the SWDCMA 

for treatment of flow from portions of Upper Chichester Township.  DELCORA has an agreement 

with the SWDCMA to treat all flow coming from the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area through the 

proposed pump station and force main.  This would include flow from SDCA. 

Please don’t hesitate to call me at 610-701-3708 or Beth Bolt at 610-701-3132 if the responses 

provided in this letter do not satisfy the requirements for an administratively complete Plan 

submission to PADEP, or if you have any questions regarding these responses.   

 

        Very truly yours, 

 

        WESTON SOLUTIONS, INC. 

        
        Roger W. Lehman, P.E. 

        Senior Technical Manager 

Cc: E. Mahoney, PADEP, via e-mail 

 K. Dudley, PADEP, via e-mail 

 J. Fields, PADEP, via e-mail 

 C. Volkay-Hilditch, DELCORA, via e-mail 

 R. Powell, DELCORA, via e-mail 

 K. Holm, DCPD, via e-mail 



 PS-1 
 

Plan Summary.docx 

PLAN SUMMARY 

This plan is an update of the existing Delaware County Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan 

Revision: Western Plan of Study that was approved by PADEP on October 2, 2006 (APS Id. 

480595 AUTH Id. 647542).  This plan is for the area currently served by the Baldwin Run 

Pollution Control Plant (BRPCP) which is owned and operated by Southwest Delaware County 

Municipal Authority (SWDCMA) and is referred to in this planning document as the Chester-

Ridley Creek Service Area.  The planning area encompasses 21.72 square miles in eight 

municipalities in Delaware County.  The Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area includes Aston 

Township, Brookhaven Borough, Chester Township, Chester Heights Borough, Middletown 

Township, Upper Chichester Township, Upper Providence Township, and 27 approved planned 

residences in Edgmont Township. SWDCMA owns and operates the collection systems in Aston, 

Brookhaven, Chester Heights and Chester Township as well as interceptors that transport flow 

from other municipalities to the BRPCP. 

The BRPCP, located in Aston, PA is currently permitted to treat 6 MGD of sewage.  The 

2009 Chapter 94 report indicated that the facility treated a 5-year maximum three month 

consecutive average (MTMCA) of 5.32 MGD.  The MTMCA projected for 2014 is 5.6 MGD, or 

93% of permitted capacity.  The plant discharges to Chester Creek which has been under scrutiny 

in recent years for not meeting designated uses.  SWDCMA entered into a Consent Order and 

Agreement (dated 5 February 2009) with PADEP to remediate Inflow and Infiltration (I/I) 

contributing to sanitary sewer overflows in the collection system and at pump stations.  In 

addition, upgrades to the BRPCP are required for continued operation of that facility, especially 

upon the anticipated implementation of lower effluent limits for nutrients in 2014.  This plan 

examines options to address the lack of future capacity as well as the need to meet increasingly 

tighter discharge requirements.  This plan includes a conceptual design and construction 

schedule for the recommended facilities that are necessary to meet the needs of the service area.   

The evaluation of available alternatives presented in the plan led to the recommendation 

of constructing a new pump station and force main to send all flow from the Chester-Ridley 

Creek Service Area to the Western Regional Treatment Plant (WRTP) in Chester which is owned 

and operated by the Delaware County Regional Water Quality Control Authority (DELCORA).  

Existing reserve capacity in DELCORA’s Western Regional Treatment Plant (WRTP) will 
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accommodate flows from the SWDCMA.  No proposed construction or plant expansion of the 

WRTP is proposed under this Act 537 Plan Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area Update.   

Additionally, the plan recommends that SWDCMA continue to repair and address I/I 

issues as required by the consent decree.  DELCORA and SWDCMA and entered into an 

agreement to implement the recommended alternative and a copy of the agreement is provided in 

an attachment to the response to comments submitted on September 7, 2011. 

The initial cost estimate for design and construction of the selected treatment alternative 

is $11,768,618.  Financed over a 20-year period, this cost equated to approximately $53 per year 

per EDU.  Decommissioning the existing BRPCP will cost approximately $32 per year per EDU.  

Additional operational costs from SWDCMA to maintain the collection system, comply with the 

Consent Agreement, and pay existing debts were provided by SWDCMA and are attached to this 

Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area Plan Update as Appendix G.  The preferred funding method 

will be bond financing. The contingency financing plan is to use existing DELCORA capital 

reserves. 

SWDCMA is committed to decommissioning the BRPCP and to continuing the I/I 

abatement program required in the consent decree.  DELCORA is committed to construct, own, 

and operate the pump station and force main as well as to continue to operate the WRTP as an 

environmentally safe facility.  Implementation of the recommended alternative contained in this 

Plan Update is planned to be complete by August 1, 2014.  Intermediate benchmark dates are 

noted in the table below: 

Implementation Schedule for Pump Station and Force Main Alternative 2C,  

Baldwin Run to Union Street Alignment 

Date Milestone 

September 6, 2011 Submit amended Final Plan to PADEP with Brookhaven added to the study area. 

October 30, 2011 PADEP Act 537 Plan approval. 

October 30, 2011 Begin final engineering design for pump station and force main 

March 1, 2012 Complete 60% design and submit E&S and NPDES Construction Activity Permit 

applications to PADEP 

March 1, 2012 Submit Water Quality Management Permit Application 

June 1, 2012 Advertise for bids 

August 1, 2012 Bid selection and construction contract award 

August 1, 2014 Complete construction and divert flow to WRTP 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

BUREAU OF WATER STANDARDS AND FACILITY REGULATION 
 

Act 537 Plan Content and Environmental Assessment Checklist 
PART 1  GENERAL INFORMATION 

A. Project Information  

1. Project Name  Western Delaware County Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Update Chester-Ridley Creek Service Areat 

2. Brief Project Description   Act 537 Plan update including all municipalities within the Southwest Delaware County 
Municipal Authority (SWDCMA) service area to resolve existing problems at the Baldwin Run Pollution Control Plant 
(BRPCP) discharging to Chester Creek in Aston, Twp., Delaware County. 

B. Client (Municipality) Information  

Municipality Name County City Boro Twp 

Delaware County Regional Water Quality 
Control Authority (DELCORA) 

Delaware    

Municipality Contact Individual - Last Name First Name MI Suffix Title  

Volkay-Hilditch Christine   PE,DEE Director of Engineering 

Additional Individual Last Name First Name MI Suffix Title 

Powell Robert A       Business Development 
Manager 

Municipality Mailing Address Line 1 Mailing Address Line 2 

100 East Fifth Street P.O. Box 999 

Address Last Line -- City State ZIP+4 

Chester PA 19016-0999 

Phone + Ext. FAX (optional) Email (optional) 

610-876-5523 X 116 610-827-2728 hilditchc@delcora.org 

C. Site Information  

Site (or Project) Name 

Delaware County Western Region 

 
  (Municipal Name) Act 537 Plan 

Site Location Line 1  
Aston Twp., Chester Twp, Chester Heights Borough, 
Brookhaven Borough, and Chester City 

Site Location Line 2 
Middletown, Edgmont, Upper Chichester, Upper Providence 
Twps. 

D. Project Consultant Information  

Last Name  

Lehman 

First Name 

Roger 

MI 

W 

Suffix 

P.E. 

Title 

Technical Director 

Consulting Firm Name 

Weston Solutions, Inc. 

Mailing Address Line 1 

Building 5-1 

Mailing Address Line 2 

1400 Weston Way 

Address Last Line – City 

West Chester  

State 

PA 

ZIP+4 

19380 

Country 

USA 

Email 
Roger.Lehman @ 
Westonsolutions.com 

Phone + Ext. 
610 701 3708 

FAX 
610 701 3401 
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PART 2  ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLETENESS CHECKLIST 

 
DEP 
Use 
Only  

Indicate 
Page #(s) 

in Plan 

In addition to the main body of the plan, the plan must include items one through eight listed 
below to be accepted for formal review by the department. Incomplete Plans will be returned 
unless the municipality is clearly requesting an advisory review. 

     
 

i 1. Table of Contents 

2. Plan Summary 

       PS-1 A. Identify the proposed service areas and major problems evaluated in the plan. 
(Reference - Title 25, §71.21.a.7.i).  

       PS-1 B. Identify the alternative(s) chosen to solve the problems and serve the areas of need 
identified in the plan.  Also, include any institutional arrangements necessary to 
implement the chosen alternative(s). (Reference Title 25 §71.21.a.7.ii).  

       PS-2 C. Present the estimated cost of implementing the proposed alternative (including the 
user fees) and the proposed funding method to be used. (Reference Title 25, 
§71.21.a.7.ii).  

       PS-2 D. Identify the municipal commitments necessary to implement the Plan. (Reference 
Title 25, §71.21.a.7.iii).  

       PS-2 E. Provide a schedule of implementation for the project that identifies the MAJOR 
milestones with dates necessary to accomplish the project to the point of operational 
status. (Reference Title 25, §71.21.a.7.iv).  

       Appendix 
D 

3. Municipal Adoption:  Original, signed and sealed Resolution of Adoption by the 
municipality which contains, at a minimum, alternatives chosen and a commitment to 
implement the Plan in accordance with the implementation schedule. (Reference Title 
25, §71.31.f) Section V.F. of the Planning Guide.  

       Appendix 
E 

4. Planning Commission / County Health Department Comments:  Evidence that the 
municipality has requested, reviewed and considered comments by appropriate official 
planning agencies of the municipality, planning agencies of the county, planning 
agencies with area wide jurisdiction (where applicable), and any existing county or joint 
county departments of health. (Reference-Title 25, §71.31.b) Section V.E.1 of the 
Planning Guide.  

       Appendix 
F 

5. Publication:  Proof of Public Notice which documents the proposed plan adoption, plan 
summary, and the establishment and conduct of a 30 day comment period. (Reference-
Title 25, §71.31.c) Section V.E.2 of the Planning Guide.  

       Appendix 
E 

6. Comments and Responses:  Copies of ALL written comments received and municipal 
response to EACH comment in relation to the proposed plan. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.31.c) Section V.E.2 of the Planning Guide.  

       9-1  7. Implementation Schedule:  A complete project implementation schedule with milestone 
dates specific for each existing and future area of need. Other activities in the project 
implementation schedule should be indicated as occurring a finite number of days from a 
major milestone. (Reference-Title 25, §71.31.d) Section V.F. of the Planning Guide. 
Include dates for the future initiation of feasibility evaluations in the project’s 
implementation schedule for areas proposing completion of sewage facilities for planning 
periods in excess of five years.  (Reference Title 25, §71.21.c).  

       Appendix 
E 

8. Consistency Documentation:  Documentation indicating that the appropriate agencies 
have received, reviewed and concurred with the method proposed to resolve identified 
inconsistencies within the proposed alternative and consistency requirements in 
71.21.(a)(5)(i-iii).  (Reference-Title 25, §71.31.e).  Appendix B of the Planning Guide.  
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PART 3  GENERAL PLAN CONTENT CHECKLIST 

DEP 
Use 
Only 

 Indicate 
Page #(s) 

in Plan Item Required 

       5-1 I. Previous Wastewater Planning 

A. Identify, describe and briefly analyze all past wastewater planning for its impact on 
the current planning effort: 

       5-1 1. Previously undertaken under the Sewage Facilities Act (Act 537).  (Reference-
Act 537, Section 5 §d.1). 

             2. Has not been carried out according to an approved implementation schedule 
contained in the plans.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.A-D).  Section V.F of 
the Planning Guide. 

             3. Is anticipated or planned by applicable sewer authorities or approved under a 
Chapter 94 Corrective Action Plan. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.A&B).  
Section V.D. of the Planning Guide. 

             4. Through planning modules for new land development, planning “exemptions” 
and addenda. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.A). 

    

       p. 1-2 
through  

1-5 

II. Physical and Demographic Analysis utilizing written description and mapping 
(All items listed below require maps, and all maps should show all current  lots and 
structures and be of appropriate scale to clearly show significant information). 

       p. 1-5 A. Identification of planning area(s), municipal boundaries, Sewer 
Authority/Management Agency service area boundaries.  (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.1.i). 

       N/A B. Identification of physical characteristics (streams, lakes, impoundments, natural 
conveyance, channels, drainage basins in the planning area). (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.1.ii). 

       N/A C. Soils - Analysis with description by soil type and soils mapping for areas not 
presently served by sanitary sewer service.  Show areas suitable for in-ground 
onlot systems, elevated sand mounds, individual residential spray irrigation  
systems, and areas unsuitable for soil dependent systems. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.1.iii).  Show Prime Agricultural Soils and any locally protected agricultural 
soils. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.1.iii). 

       N/A D. Geologic Features - (1) Identification through analysis, (2) mapping and (3) their 
relation to existing or potential nitrate-nitrogen pollution and drinking water 
sources.  Include areas where existing nitrate-nitrogen levels are in excess of 5 
mg/L.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.1.iii). 

       N/A E. Topography - Depict areas with slopes that are suitable for conventional systems; 
slopes that are suitable for elevated sand mounds and slopes that are unsuitable 
for onlot systems. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.1.ii). 

       N/A F. Potable Water Supplies - Identification through mapping, description and analysis. 
Include public water supply service areas and available public water supply 
capacity and aquifer yield for groundwater supplies. (Reference-Title 25 
§71.21.a.1.vi).  Section V.C. of the  Planning Guide. 
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       N/A G. Wetlands-Identify wetlands as defined in Title 25, Chapter 105 by description, 
analysis and  mapping.  Include National Wetland Inventory mapping and potential 
wetland areas per USDA, SCS mapped hydric soils.  Proposed collection, 
conveyance and treatment facilities and lines must be located and labeled, along 
with the identified wetlands, on the map. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.1.v).  
Appendix B, Section II.I of the Planning Guide.  

       1-12 III. Existing Sewage Facilities in the Planning Area - Identifying the Existing Needs 

A. Identify, map and describe municipal and non-municipal, individual and 
community sewerage systems in the planning area including:  

       3-5 1. Location, size and ownership of treatment facilities, main intercepting lines, 
pumping stations and force mains including their size, capacity, point of 
discharge.  Also include the name of the receiving stream, drainage basin, 
and the facility’s effluent discharge requirements. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21a.2.i.A).  

       3-5 & 3-6 2. A narrative and schematic diagram of the facility’s basic treatment processes 
including the facility’s NPDES permitted capacity, and the Clean Streams Law 
permit number.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.i.A). 

       3-6 3. A description of problems with existing facilities (collection, conveyance and/or 
treatment), including existing or projected overload under Title 25, Chapter 94 
(relating to municipal wasteload management) or violations of the NPDES 
permit, Clean Streams Law permit, or other permit, rule or regulation of DEP. 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.i.B). 

       3-6 4. Details of scheduled or in-progress upgrading or expansion of treatment 
facilities and the anticipated completion date of the improvements.  Discuss 
any remaining reserve capacity and the policy concerning the allocation of 
reserve capacity. Also discuss the compatibility of the rate of growth to 
existing and proposed wastewater treatment facilities. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.4.i & ii). 

       7-4 5. A detailed description of the municipality’s operation and maintenance 
requirements for small flow treatment facility systems, including the status of 
past and present compliance with these requirements and any other 
requirements relating to sewage management programs. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.2.i.C). 

       N/A 6. Disposal areas, if other than stream discharge, and any applicable 
groundwater limitations.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.i & ii). 

       4-2 B. Using DEP’s publication titled Sewage Disposal Needs Identification, identify, map 
and describe areas that utilize individual and community onlot sewage disposal 
and, unpermitted collection and disposal systems (“wildcat” sewers, borehole 
disposal, etc.) and retaining tank systems in the planning area including: 

       4-3 to 4-4 1. The types of onlot systems in use. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.ii.A). 

       N/A 2. A sanitary survey complete with description, map and tabulation of 
documented and potential public health, pollution, and operational problems 
(including malfunctioning systems) with the systems, including violations of 
local ordinances, the Sewage Facilities Act, the Clean Stream Law or 
regulations promulgated thereunder. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.ii.B). 

       N/A 3. A comparison of the types of onlot sewage systems installed in an area with 
the types of systems which are appropriate for the area according to soil, 
geologic conditions, topographic limitations sewage flows, and Title 25 Chapter 
73 (relating to standards for sewage disposal facilities). (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.2.ii.C). 
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       N/A 4. An individual water supply survey to identify possible contamination by 
malfunctioning onlot sewage disposal systems consistent with DEP’s Sewage 
Disposal Needs Identification publication.  (Reference-Title 25 §71.21.a.2.ii.B). 

       N/A 5. Detailed description of operation and maintenance requirements of the 
municipality for individual and small volume community onlot systems, including 
the status of past and present compliance with these requirements and any 
other requirements relating to sewage management programs.  (Reference-
Title 25, §71.21.a.2.i.C). 

             C. Identify wastewater sludge and septage generation, transport and disposal 
methods. Include this information in the sewage facilities alternative analysis 
including: 

       3-1 1. Location of sources of wastewater sludge or septage (Septic tanks, holding 
tanks, wastewater treatment facilities).  (Reference-Title 25 §71.71). 

       3-1 2. Quantities of the types of sludges or septage generated.  (Reference-Title 25 
§71.71). 

       3-5 3. Present disposal methods, locations, capacities and transportation methods.  
(Reference-Title 25 §71.71). 

    

       5-13 IV.  Future Growth and Land Development 

A. Identify and briefly summarize all municipal and county planning documents 
adopted pursuant to the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code (Act 247) 
including: 

       N/A 1. All land use plans and zoning maps that identify residential, commercial, 
industrial, agricultural, recreational and open space areas. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.3.iv). 

       5-13 2. Zoning or subdivision regulations that establish lot sizes predicated on sewage 
disposal methods. (Reference – Title 25§71.21.a.3.iv). 

       N/A 3. All limitations and plans related to floodplain and stormwater management and 
special protection (Ch. 93) areas.  (Reference-Title 25 §71.21.a.3.iv) Appendix 
B, Section II.F of the Planning Guide. 

   B. Delineate and describe the following through map, text and analysis. 

       5-7 
through  

5-10 

1. Areas with existing development or plotted subdivisions.  Include the name, 
location, description, total number of EDU’s in development, total number of 
EDU’s currently developed and total number of EDU’s remaining to be 
developed (include time schedule for EDU’s remaining to be developed). 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.3.i). 

       N/A 2. Land use designations established under the Pennsylvania Municipalities 
Planning Code (35 P.S. 10101-11202), including residential, commercial and 
industrial areas. (Reference-Title 25,§71.21.a.3.ii). Include a comparison of 
proposed land use as allowed by zoning and existing sewage facility 
planning. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.3.iv). 

       5-23 3. Future growth areas with population and EDU projections for these areas 
using historical, current and future population figures and projections of the 
municipality.  Discuss and evaluate discrepancies between local, county, 
state and federal projections as they relate to sewage facilities.  (Reference-
Title 25, §71.21.a.1.iv). (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.3.iii). 
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       N/A 4. Zoning, and/or subdivision regulations; local, county or regional 
comprehensive plans; and existing plans of any other agency relating to the 
development, use and protection of land and water resources with special 
attention to: (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.3.iv). 

--public ground/surface water supplies 

--recreational water use areas 

--groundwater recharge areas 

--industrial water use 

--wetlands 

       5-5 
through  

5-23 

5. Sewage planning necessary to provide adequate wastewater treatment for 
five and ten year future planning periods based on projected growth of 
existing and proposed wastewater collection and treatment facilities. 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.3.v). 

       6-1 V. Identify Alternatives to Provide New or Improved Wastewater Disposal Facilities 

A. Conventional collection, conveyance, treatment and discharge alternatives 
including: 

       6-1 1. The potential for regional wastewater treatment. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.4). 

       6-2 2. The potential for extension of existing municipal or non-municipal sewage 
facilities to areas in need of new or improved sewage facilities. (Reference-
Title 25, §71.21.a.4.i). 

       6_1 3. The potential for the continued use of existing municipal or non-municipal 
sewage facilities through one or more of the following: (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.4.ii). 

       6-1 a. Repair. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.ii.A). 

       6-1 b. Upgrading. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.ii.B). 

       6-1 c. Reduction of hydraulic or organic loading to existing facilities. (Reference-
Title 25, §71.71). 

       6-2 d. Improved operation and maintenance. Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.ii.C). 

       8-1 e. Other applicable actions that will resolve or abate the identified problems.  
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.ii.D). 

       8-1 4. Repair or replacement of existing collection and conveyance system 
components. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.ii.A). 

      
 

8-2 5. The need for construction of new community sewage systems including sewer 
systems and/or treatment facilities. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.iii). 

       N/A 6. Use of innovative/alternative methods of collection/conveyance to serve 
needs areas using existing wastewater treatment facilities. (Reference-Title 
25, §71.21.a.4.ii.B). 

       N/A B. The use of individual sewage disposal systems including individual residential 
spray irrigation systems based on: 

             1. Soil and slope suitability. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.ii.C). 

             2. Preliminary hydrogeologic evaluation. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.ii.C). 

             3. The establishment of a sewage management program. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.4.iv). See also Part “F” below. 

             4. The repair, replacement or upgrading of existing malfunctioning systems in 
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areas suitable for onlot disposal considering: (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4). 

             a. Existing technology and sizing requirements of Title 25 Chapter 73.  
(Reference-Title 25, §73.31-73.72).  

             b. Use of expanded absorption areas or alternating absorption areas.  
(Reference-Title 25, §73.16). 

             c. Use of water conservation devices. (Reference-Title 25, §71.73.b.2.iii). 

       N/A C. The use of small flow sewage treatment facilities or package treatment facilities to 
serve individual homes or clusters of homes with consideration of:  (Reference-Title 
25, §71.64.d).  

             1. Treatment and discharge requirements. (Reference-Title 25, §71.64.d).  

             2. Soil suitability. (Reference-Title 25, §71.64.c.l).  

             3. Preliminary hydrogeologic evaluation. (Reference-Title 25, §71.64.c.2).  

             4. Municipal, Local, Agency or other controls over operation and maintenance 
requirements through a Sewage Management Program.  (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.64.d). See Part “F” below.  

       N/A D. The use of community land disposal alternatives including:  

             1. Soil and site suitability.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.ii.C).  

             2. Preliminary hydrogeologic evaluation. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.ii.C).  

             3. Municipality, Local Agency or Other Controls over operation and maintenance 
requirements through a Sewage Management  Program (Reference-Title25, 
§71.21.a.2.ii.C). See Part “F” below.  

             4. The rehabilitation or replacement of existing malfunctioning community land 
disposal systems.  (See Part “V”, B, 4, a, b, c above). See also Part “F” below.  

       N/A E. The use of retaining tank alternatives on a temporary or permanent basis including: 
(Reference- Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             1. Commercial, residential and industrial use. (Reference-Title 25, §71.63.e).  

             2 Designated conveyance facilities (pumper trucks). (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.63.b.2).  

             3. Designated treatment facilities or disposal site. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.63.b.2).  

             4. Implementation of a retaining tank ordinance by the municipality.  (Reference-
Title 25, §71.63.c.3). See Part “F” below.  

             5. Financial guarantees when retaining tanks are used as an interim sewage 
disposal measure.  ( Reference-Title 25, §71.63.c.2).  

       8-3 F. Sewage Management Programs to assure the future operation and maintenance of 
existing and proposed sewage facilities through:  

       N/A 1. Municipal ownership or control over the operation and maintenance of 
individual onlot sewage disposal systems, small flow treatment facilities, or 
other traditionally non-municipal treatment facilities. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.4.iv).  

       8-3 2. Required inspection of sewage disposal systems on a schedule established 
by the municipality.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.73.b.1.).  

       N/A 3. Required maintenance of sewage disposal systems including septic and 
aerobic treatment tanks and other system components on a schedule 
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established by the municipality.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.73.b.2).  

       4-3 to 4-5 4. Repair, replacement or upgrading of malfunctioning onlot sewage systems. 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.iv) and §71.73.b.5 through:  

       N/A a. Aggressive pro-active enforcement of ordinances that require operation 
and maintenance and prohibit malfunctioning systems. (Reference-Title 
25, §71.73.b.5). 

       App C. b. Public education programs to encourage proper operation and 
maintenance and repair of sewage disposal systems. 

       N/A 5. Establishment of joint municipal sewage management programs. (Reference-
Title 25, §71.73.b.8).  

       N/A 6. Requirements for bonding, escrow accounts, management agencies or 
associations to assure operation and maintenance for non-municipal facilities. 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.71).  

       8-2 G. Non-structural comprehensive planning alternatives that can be undertaken to 
assist in meeting existing and future sewage disposal needs including: (Reference-
Title 25, §71.21.a.4). 

1. Modification of existing comprehensive plans involving:  

       N/A a. Land use designations. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

       N/A b. Densities. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

       N/A c. Municipal ordinances and regulations. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

       N/A d. Improved enforcement. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

       N/A e. Protection of drinking water sources. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

       N/A 2. Consideration of a local comprehensive plan to assist in producing sound 
economic and consistent land development. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

       N/A 3. Alternatives for creating or changing municipal subdivision regulations to 
assure long-term use of on-site sewage disposal that consider lot sizes and 
protection of replacement areas. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

       N/A 4. Evaluation of existing local agency programs and the need for technical or 
administrative training. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4). 

       N/A H. A no-action alternative which includes discussion of both short-term and long-term 
impacts on:  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             1. Water Quality/Public Health. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             2. Growth potential (residential, commercial, industrial). (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.4).  

             3. Community economic conditions. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             4. Recreational opportunities. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             5. Drinking water sources. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             6. Other environmental concerns. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4). 

       6-1 VI. Evaluation of Alternatives 

A. Technically feasible alternatives identified in Section V of this check-list must be 
evaluated for consistency with respect to the following: (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.5.i.).  

       6-15 1. Applicable plans developed and approved under Sections 4 and 5 of the 
Clean Streams Law or Section 208 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C.A. 
1288). (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.A).  Appendix B, Section II.A of the 
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Planning Guide.  

       6-15 2. Municipal wasteload management Corrective Action Plans or Annual 
Reports developed under PA Code, Title 25, Chapter 94. (Reference-Title 
25, §71.21.a.5.i.B). The municipality’s recent Wasteload Management 
(Chapter 94) Reports should be examined to determine if the proposed 
alternative is consistent with the recommendations and findings of the report. 
Appendix B, Section II.B of the Planning Guide.  

       6-16 3. Plans developed under Title II of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C.A. 1281-
1299) or Titles II and VI of  the  Water  Quality Act of 1987 (33 U.S.C.A 
1251-1376). (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.C).  Appendix B, Section II.E of 
the Planning Guide.  

       6-16 4. Comprehensive plans developed under the Pennsylvania Municipalities 
Planning Code.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.D).  The municipality’s 
comprehensive plan must be examined to assure that the proposed 
wastewater disposal alternative is consistent with land use and all other 
requirements stated in the comprehensive plan.  Appendix B, Section II.D of 
the Planning Guide.  

       N/A 5. Antidegradation requirements as contained in PA Code, Title 25, Chapters 
93, 95 and 102  (relating to water quality standards, wastewater treatment 
requirements and erosion control) and the Clean Water Act. (Reference-Title 
25, §71.21.a.5.i.E). Appendix B, Section II.F of the Planning Guide.  

       6-17 6. State Water Plans developed under the Water Resources Planning Act (42 
U.S.C.A. 1962-1962 d-18). (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.F).  Appendix B, 
Section II.C of the Planning Guide.  

       6-17 7. Pennsylvania Prime Agricultural Land Policy contained in Title 4 of the 
Pennsylvania Code, Chapter 7, Subchapter W.  Provide narrative on local 
municipal policy and an overlay map on prime agricultural soils. (Reference-
Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.G). Appendix B, Section II.G of the Planning Guide.  

       6-17 8. County Stormwater Management Plans approved by DEP under the Storm 
Water Management Act (32 P.S. 680.1-680.17). (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.5.i.H). Conflicts created by the implementation of the proposed 
wastewater alternative and the existing recommendations for the manage-
ment of stormwater in the county Stormwater Management Plan must be 
evaluated and mitigated.  If no plan exists, no conflict exists.  Appendix B, 
Section II.H of the Planning Guide.  

       App A 9. Wetland Protection. Using wetland mapping developed under Checklist 
Section II.G, identify and discuss mitigative measures including the need to 
obtain permits for any encroachments on wetlands from the construction or 
operation of any proposed wastewater facilities.  (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.5.i.I) Appendix B, Section II.I of the Planning Guide.  

       App. A 10. Protection of rare, endangered or threatened plant and animal species 
as identified by the Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI).  
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.J).  Provide DEP with a copy of the 
completed Request For PNDI Search document. Also provide a copy of the 
response letter from the Department of Conservation and Natural Resources’ 
Bureau of Forestry regarding the findings of the PNDI search.  Appendix B, 
Section II.J of the Planning Guide.  

       App A 11. Historical and archaeological resource protection under P.C.S. Title 37, 
Section 507 relating to cooperation by public officials with the Pennsylvania 
Historical and Museum Commission. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.K). 
Provide the department with a completed copy of a Cultural Resource Notice 
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request of the Bureau of Historic Preservation (BHP) to provide a listing of 
known historical sites and potential impacts on known archaeological and 
historical sites. Also provide a copy of the response letter from the BHP.  
Appendix B, Section II.K of the Planning Guide.  

       N/A B. Provide for the resolution of any inconsistencies in any of the points identified in 
Section VI.A. of this checklist by submitting a letter from the appropriate agency 
stating that the agency has received, reviewed and concurred with the resolution of 
identified inconsistencies. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.ii).  Appendix B of the 
Planning Guide.  

       6-5 
through 

6-14 

C. Evaluate alternatives identified in Section V of this checklist with respect to 
applicable water quality standards, effluent limitations or other technical, legislative 
or legal requirements. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.iii).  

       6-5 
through 

6-14 

D. Provide cost estimates using present worth analysis for construction, financing, on 
going administration, operation and maintenance and user fees for alternatives 
identified in Section V of this checklist.  Estimates shall be limited to areas 
identified in the plan as needing improved sewage facilities within five years from 
the date of plan submission. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.iv).  

       3-2 E. Provide an analysis of the funding methods available to finance the proposed 
alternatives evaluated in Section V of this checklist.  Also provide documentation to 
demonstrate which alternative and financing scheme combination is the most cost-
effective; and a contingency financial plan to be used if the preferred method of 
financing cannot be implemented.  The funding analysis shall be limited to areas 
identified in the plan as needing improved sewage facilities within five years from 
the date of the plan submission. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.v).  

       N/A F. Analyze the need for immediate or phased implementation of each alternative 
proposed in Section V of this checklist including: (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.5.vi). 

             1. A description of any activities necessary to abate critical public health 
hazards pending completion of  sewage facilities or implementation of 
sewage management programs. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.vi.A).  

             2. A description of the advantages, if any, in phasing construction of the facilities 
or implementation of a sewage management program justifying time schedules 
for each phase.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.vi.B).  

       8-1 and 
3-1 

G. Evaluate administrative organizations and legal authority necessary for plan 
implementation. (Reference - Title 25, §71.21.a.5.vi.D.). 

       7-1 VII. Institutional Evaluation 

A. Provide an analysis of all existing wastewater treatment authorities, their past 
actions and present performance including: 

             1. Financial and debt status.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2). 

             2. Available staff and administrative resources. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2) 

       7-3 3. Existing legal authority to:  

       7-3 a. Implement wastewater planning recommendations. 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

       7-1 b. Implement system-wide operation and maintenance 
activities. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

       3-1 c.  Set user fees and take purchasing actions. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.61.d.2).  

       N/A d. Take enforcement actions against ordinance violators. (Reference-Title 25, 
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§71.61.d.2). 

 

       3-1 e. Negotiate agreements with other parties. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

       3-1 f. Raise capital for construction and operation and maintenance of facilities. 
(Reference-Title 25,§71.61.d.2).  

       7-2 B. Provide an analysis and description of the various institutional alternatives 
necessary to implement the proposed technical alternatives including:  

       N/A 1. Need for new municipal departments or municipal authorities.  (Reference-
Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

       3-1 2. Functions of existing and proposed organizations (sewer authorities, onlot 
maintenance agencies, etc.). (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

       3-1 3. Cost of administration, implementability, and the capability of the 
authority/agency to react to future needs. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

       N/A C. Describe all necessary administrative and legal activities to be completed and 
adopted to ensure the implementation of the recommended alternative including:  

       N/A 1. Incorporation of authorities or agencies. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

       N/A 2. Development of all required ordinances, regulations, standards and inter-
municipal agreements.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

       N/A 3. Description of activities to provide rights-of-way, easements and land 
transfers. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

       N/A 4. Adoption of other municipal sewage facilities plans.  (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.61.d.2).  

       8-1 5. Any other legal documents. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

       9-1 6. Dates or timeframes for items 1-5 above on the project’s implementation 
schedule.  

       8-3 D. Identify the proposed institutional alternative for implementing the chosen technical 
wastewater disposal alternative. Provide justification for choosing the specific 
institutional alternative considering administrative issues, organizational needs and 
enabling legal authority. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2). 

       9-1 VIII. Implementation Schedule and Justification for Selected Technical & Institutional 
Alternatives 

A. Identify the technical wastewater disposal alternative which best meets the 
wastewater treatment needs of each study area of the municipality.  Justify the 
choice by providing documentation which shows that it is the best alternative based 
on: 

       9-1 1. Existing wastewater disposal needs. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6). 

       9-1 2. Future wastewater disposal needs. (five and ten years growth areas). 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6). 

       8-1 3. Operation and maintenance considerations. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6). 

       6-1 
through 

6-15 4. Cost-effectiveness. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6). 

       N/A 5. Available management and administrative systems. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.6). 
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       3-2 6.  Available financing methods. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6). 

       App. A 7. Environmental soundness and compliance with natural resource planning 
and preservation programs. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6). 

       8-2 B. Designate and describe the capital financing plan chosen to implement the 
selected alternative(s). Designate and describe the chosen back-up financing plan.  
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6) 

       App A C. Designate and describe the implementation schedule for the recommended 
alternative, including justification for any proposed phasing of construction or 
implementation of a Sewage Management Program. (Reference – Title 25 
§71.31d) 

   IX. Environmental Report (ER) generated from the Uniform Environmental Review 
Process (UER) 

       App A A. Complete an ER as required by the UER process and as described in the DEP 
Technical Guidance 381-5511-111.  Include this document as “Appendix A” to the 
Act 537 Plan Update Revision.  Note:  An ER is required only for Wastewater 
projects proposing funding through any of the funding sources identified in the 
UER. 
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Memo 

 

 

gf v:\1907\active\176710204\docs\brookhaven\rspns to brookhaven 20110920.docx 

To: Eileen Mulvena, PE   From: Gerard J. Fernandes, PE 

 Walton, Mulvena & Associates  Stantec Consulting 

File: 176710204 Date: September 21, 2011 

 

Reference: BROOKHAVEN BOROUGH – ACT 537 PLAN UPDATE  

These are the responses to your September 20
th
 email attachment containing additional 

comments and Questions. 

1. SWDCMA will be exploring all available options for funding and the timing is targeted in 

2012. 

2. DELCORA will be the borrower for the construction of the new pump station 

3. Confirmed that debt service in Table 3 reflects the total debt currently held by SWDCMA. 

4. Comment noted. No response required. 

5. 60/40 split between MTSA/SWDCMA is our best estimate at this time of the anticipated flow 

requirements of the future. This is based on the available opportunity for growth in the two 

Townships. The tri-party agreement for this split has not yet been finalized. 

6. All pump stations are operational and have been maintained by SWDCMA to minimize 

replacement cost. The cost of this maintenance is historically drawn from the operating 

budget. 

7. Existing Chester Township customers are included in the customer base in our analysis. 

8. Loan interests of 5% used for debt service and escalation & present worth rate used is 3%. 

9. Attached sheet shows the table with 3.5 million dollars borrowed in 2012 to cover shortfall. 

The debt service for this is included and this shows that the Authority will not be in a budget 

deficit except for a little in 2024 that can easily be covered with the previous years’ revenue. 

10. No specific cost of service study performed beyond what has been provided to you already. 

STANTEC CONSULTING SERVICES INC. 

 
Gerard J. Fernandes, PE, C.Eng 
Senior Associate 
gerard.fernandes@stantec.com 

Attachment:  

c. SWDCMA Board, DELCORA, PADEP 
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COURT HOUSE/GOVERNMENT CENTER
~°°$~;~~Sn'o~°~ 201 W. Front St. Media, PA 19Q63

COUNCIL Office Location: Toal Building, 2nd &Orange Sts., Media, PA 19063
Phone: (6t0) 891-5200 FAX: (610) 891-5203

JOHN J. WHELAN E-mail: planningdepartment@co.delaware.pa.us
CHAII2MAN JOHN E. PTCKETT, AICP

DIRECTOR
CHRISTINE FIZZANO CANNON

VICE CHAII2MAN

THOMAS J. McGARRIGLE June 27, 2~ 1 1
ANDY LEWIS

MARIO J. CIVERA, JR.

Mr. John Pickett, .AICP
Director
Delaware County Planning Dept.
Court House and Government Center Bldg.
201 West Front Street
Media, PA 19063

Re: Act 537 Plan Update — Western Delaware
County, Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area

Dear Mr. Pickett:

The Delaware County Planning Department {DCPD) staff has completed a review of the Western
Delaware County Act S37 Plan Update for the Chester-.Ridley Creek Service Area, prepared by Weston
Solutions, Inc. for DCPD and the Delaware County Regional Water Quality Control Authority
(DELCORA). The purpose of this plan update was to evaluate options for the long-term treatment of
sewage flows generated in the Chester-Ridley Creek Service Area. The recommended alternative is to
discontinue operation of the Baldwin Run Plant, and to construct a pump station and force main to direct
sewage flows to DELCORA's Western Regional Treatment Plant located in the City of Chester via Force
Main Alternative 2C (as identified in the Plan.}.

DCPD has participated in the preparation of this plan update and supportsrts implementation.
We also trust that all actions taken in support of its implementation will be undertaken in compliance with
local, state, and federal laws and regulations. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact
me at 610-891-5214.

Cc; Karen Ho]sn, DCPD
Joseph Salvucei, DELCORA

~! ::~.

Very truly yours,

Steven R. Beckley, AICP
Senior Planner
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Appendix G 
DELCORA SWDCMA Agreement of Service 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

BUREAU OF WATER STANDARDS AND FACILITY REGULATION 

Instructions for Completing 
Act 537 Plan Content and Environmental Assessment Checklist 

Remove and recycle these instructions prior to submission 

 

CHECKLIST INSTRUCTIONS 

 
These instructions are designed to assist the applicant in completing the Act 537 Plan Content and Environmental 
Assessment Checklist.   
 
This checklist is composed of three parts: one for “General Information,” one for “Administrative Completeness,” and one 
for “General Plan Content”.  A plan must be “administratively complete” in order to be formally reviewed by DEP.  The 
General Plan Content portion of the checklist identifies each of the issues that must be addressed in your Act 537 Plan 
Update based on the pre-planning meeting between you and/or your consultant and DEP.   
 
Use the right-hand column blanks in the checklist to identify the page in the plan on which each planning issue is found or 
to reference a previously approved update or special study (title and page number). 
 
If you determine a planning issue is not applicable even though it was previously thought to be needed, please explain 
your decision within the text of the plan (or as a footnote) and indicate the page number where this documentation is 
found.   
 
When information required as part of an official plan update revision has been developed separately or in a previous 
update revision, incorporate the information by reference to the planning document and page. 
 
For specific details covering the Act 537 planning requirements, refer to Chapters 71 and 73 of DEP’s regulations. 
 
Wastewater projects proposing funding through the following sources must prepare an “Environmental Report” as 
described in the Uniform Environmental Review Process (UER) and include it with the plan submission designated as 
“Plan-Appendix A”.  The following funding programs use the UER process. 
 

• The Clean Water State Revolving Loan Fund (PENNVEST, DEP, EPA) 

• The RUS Water and Waste Disposal Grant and Loan Program (USDA-RD) 

• The Community Development Block Grant Program (DCED, HUG) 

• Other Federal Funding Efforts (EPA) 
 
The checklist items or portions of checklist items required in the Act 537 Plan Update revision and that are also included 
in the UER process are indicated by shading.  Most of the “Environmental Report” document may be constructed from the 
Act 537 Official Plan Update revision by using “copy & paste” techniques.  The technical guidance document Uniform 
Environmental Review Process (UER) (DEP ID. 381-5511-111) is available electronically on DEP’s website at 
www.depweb.state.pa.us.  
 
After Municipal Adoption by Resolution, submit three copies of the plan, any attachments or addenda and this checklist to 
DEP.  
 
A copy of this completed checklist must be included with your Act 537 plan.  DEP will use the “DEP USE ONLY” column 
during the completeness evaluation of the plan.  This column may also be used by DEP during the pre-planning meeting 
with the municipality to identify planning elements that are not required to be included in the plan. 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

BUREAU OF WATER STANDARDS AND FACILITY REGULATION 
 

Act 537 Plan Content and Environmental Assessment Checklist 
PART 1  GENERAL INFORMATION 

A. Project Information  

1. Project Name  Western Delaware County Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Update Chester-Ridley Creek Service Areat 

2. Brief Project Description   Act 537 Plan update including all municipalities within the Southwest Delaware County 
Municipal Authority (SWDCMA) service area to resolve existing problems at the Baldwin Run Pollution Control Plant 
(BRPCP) discharging to Chester Creek in Aston, Twp., Delaware County. 

B. Client (Municipality) Information  

Municipality Name County City Boro Twp 

Delaware County Regional Water Quality 
Control Authority (DELCORA) 

Delaware    

Municipality Contact Individual - Last Name First Name MI Suffix Title  

Volkay-Hilditch Christine   PE,DEE Director of Engineering 

Additional Individual Last Name First Name MI Suffix Title 

Powell Robert A       Business Development 
Manager 

Municipality Mailing Address Line 1 Mailing Address Line 2 

100 East Fifth Street P.O. Box 999 

Address Last Line -- City State ZIP+4 

Chester PA 19016-0999 

Phone + Ext. FAX (optional) Email (optional) 

610-876-5523 X 116 610-827-2728 hilditchc@delcora.org 

C. Site Information  

Site (or Project) Name 

Delaware County Western Region 

 
  (Municipal Name) Act 537 Plan 

Site Location Line 1  
Aston Twp., Chester Twp, Chester Heights Borough, 
Brookhaven Borough, and Chester City 

Site Location Line 2 
Middletown, Edgmont, Upper Chichester, Upper Providence 
Twps. 

D. Project Consultant Information  

Last Name  

Lehman 

First Name 

Roger 

MI 

W 

Suffix 

P.E. 

Title 

Technical Director 

Consulting Firm Name 

Weston Solutions, Inc. 

Mailing Address Line 1 

Building 5-1 

Mailing Address Line 2 

1400 Weston Way 

Address Last Line – City 

West Chester  

State 

PA 

ZIP+4 

19380 

Country 

USA 

Email 
Roger.Lehman @ 
Westonsolutions.com 

Phone + Ext. 
610 701 3708 

FAX 
610 701 3401 
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PART 2  ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLETENESS CHECKLIST 

 
DEP 
Use 
Only  

Indicate 
Page #(s) 

in Plan 

In addition to the main body of the plan, the plan must include items one through eight listed 
below to be accepted for formal review by the department. Incomplete Plans will be returned 
unless the municipality is clearly requesting an advisory review. 

     
 

i 1. Table of Contents 

2. Plan Summary 

       viii A. Identify the proposed service areas and major problems evaluated in the plan. 
(Reference - Title 25, §71.21.a.7.i).  

       viii B. Identify the alternative(s) chosen to solve the problems and serve the areas of need 
identified in the plan.  Also, include any institutional arrangements necessary to 
implement the chosen alternative(s). (Reference Title 25 §71.21.a.7.ii).  

       vix C. Present the estimated cost of implementing the proposed alternative (including the 
user fees) and the proposed funding method to be used. (Reference Title 25, 
§71.21.a.7.ii).  

       vix D. Identify the municipal commitments necessary to implement the Plan. (Reference 
Title 25, §71.21.a.7.iii).  

       vix E. Provide a schedule of implementation for the project that identifies the MAJOR 
milestones with dates necessary to accomplish the project to the point of operational 
status. (Reference Title 25, §71.21.a.7.iv).  

       Appendix 
D 

3. Municipal Adoption:  Original, signed and sealed Resolution of Adoption by the 
municipality which contains, at a minimum, alternatives chosen and a commitment to 
implement the Plan in accordance with the implementation schedule. (Reference Title 
25, §71.31.f) Section V.F. of the Planning Guide.  

       Appendix 
E 

4. Planning Commission / County Health Department Comments:  Evidence that the 
municipality has requested, reviewed and considered comments by appropriate official 
planning agencies of the municipality, planning agencies of the county, planning 
agencies with area wide jurisdiction (where applicable), and any existing county or joint 
county departments of health. (Reference-Title 25, §71.31.b) Section V.E.1 of the 
Planning Guide.  

       Appendix 
F 

5. Publication:  Proof of Public Notice which documents the proposed plan adoption, plan 
summary, and the establishment and conduct of a 30 day comment period. (Reference-
Title 25, §71.31.c) Section V.E.2 of the Planning Guide.  

       Appendix 
E 

6. Comments and Responses:  Copies of ALL written comments received and municipal 
response to EACH comment in relation to the proposed plan. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.31.c) Section V.E.2 of the Planning Guide.  

       9-1  7. Implementation Schedule:  A complete project implementation schedule with milestone 
dates specific for each existing and future area of need. Other activities in the project 
implementation schedule should be indicated as occurring a finite number of days from a 
major milestone. (Reference-Title 25, §71.31.d) Section V.F. of the Planning Guide. 
Include dates for the future initiation of feasibility evaluations in the project’s 
implementation schedule for areas proposing completion of sewage facilities for planning 
periods in excess of five years.  (Reference Title 25, §71.21.c).  

       Appendix 
E 

8. Consistency Documentation:  Documentation indicating that the appropriate agencies 
have received, reviewed and concurred with the method proposed to resolve identified 
inconsistencies within the proposed alternative and consistency requirements in 
71.21.(a)(5)(i-iii).  (Reference-Title 25, §71.31.e).  Appendix B of the Planning Guide.  
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PART 3  GENERAL PLAN CONTENT CHECKLIST 

DEP 
Use 
Only 

 Indicate 
Page #(s) 

in Plan Item Required 

       5-1 I. Previous Wastewater Planning 

A. Identify, describe and briefly analyze all past wastewater planning for its impact on 
the current planning effort: 

       5-1 1. Previously undertaken under the Sewage Facilities Act (Act 537).  (Reference-
Act 537, Section 5 §d.1). 

             2. Has not been carried out according to an approved implementation schedule 
contained in the plans.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.A-D).  Section V.F of 
the Planning Guide. 

             3. Is anticipated or planned by applicable sewer authorities or approved under a 
Chapter 94 Corrective Action Plan. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.A&B).  
Section V.D. of the Planning Guide. 

             4. Through planning modules for new land development, planning “exemptions” 
and addenda. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.A). 

    

       p. 1-2 
through 1-

7 

II. Physical and Demographic Analysis utilizing written description and mapping 
(All items listed below require maps, and all maps should show all current  lots and 
structures and be of appropriate scale to clearly show significant information). 

       p.1-3 A. Identification of planning area(s), municipal boundaries, Sewer 
Authority/Management Agency service area boundaries.  (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.1.i). 

       N/A B. Identification of physical characteristics (streams, lakes, impoundments, natural 
conveyance, channels, drainage basins in the planning area). (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.1.ii). 

       N/A C. Soils - Analysis with description by soil type and soils mapping for areas not 
presently served by sanitary sewer service.  Show areas suitable for in-ground 
onlot systems, elevated sand mounds, individual residential spray irrigation  
systems, and areas unsuitable for soil dependent systems. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.1.iii).  Show Prime Agricultural Soils and any locally protected agricultural 
soils. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.1.iii). 

       N/A D. Geologic Features - (1) Identification through analysis, (2) mapping and (3) their 
relation to existing or potential nitrate-nitrogen pollution and drinking water 
sources.  Include areas where existing nitrate-nitrogen levels are in excess of 5 
mg/L.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.1.iii). 

       N/A E. Topography - Depict areas with slopes that are suitable for conventional systems; 
slopes that are suitable for elevated sand mounds and slopes that are unsuitable 
for onlot systems. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.1.ii). 

       N/A F. Potable Water Supplies - Identification through mapping, description and analysis. 
Include public water supply service areas and available public water supply 
capacity and aquifer yield for groundwater supplies. (Reference-Title 25 
§71.21.a.1.vi).  Section V.C. of the  Planning Guide. 
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       p. 1-5 G. Wetlands-Identify wetlands as defined in Title 25, Chapter 105 by description, 
analysis and  mapping.  Include National Wetland Inventory mapping and potential 
wetland areas per USDA, SCS mapped hydric soils.  Proposed collection, 
conveyance and treatment facilities and lines must be located and labeled, along 
with the identified wetlands, on the map. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.1.v).  
Appendix B, Section II.I of the Planning Guide.  

       1-14 III. Existing Sewage Facilities in the Planning Area - Identifying the Existing Needs 

A. Identify, map and describe municipal and non-municipal, individual and 
community sewerage systems in the planning area including:  

       3-5 1. Location, size and ownership of treatment facilities, main intercepting lines, 
pumping stations and force mains including their size, capacity, point of 
discharge.  Also include the name of the receiving stream, drainage basin, 
and the facility’s effluent discharge requirements. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21a.2.i.A).  

       3-5 & 3-6 2. A narrative and schematic diagram of the facility’s basic treatment processes 
including the facility’s NPDES permitted capacity, and the Clean Streams Law 
permit number.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.i.A). 

       3-6 3. A description of problems with existing facilities (collection, conveyance and/or 
treatment), including existing or projected overload under Title 25, Chapter 94 
(relating to municipal wasteload management) or violations of the NPDES 
permit, Clean Streams Law permit, or other permit, rule or regulation of DEP. 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.i.B). 

       3-6 4. Details of scheduled or in-progress upgrading or expansion of treatment 
facilities and the anticipated completion date of the improvements.  Discuss 
any remaining reserve capacity and the policy concerning the allocation of 
reserve capacity. Also discuss the compatibility of the rate of growth to 
existing and proposed wastewater treatment facilities. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.4.i & ii). 

       7-4 5. A detailed description of the municipality’s operation and maintenance 
requirements for small flow treatment facility systems, including the status of 
past and present compliance with these requirements and any other 
requirements relating to sewage management programs. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.2.i.C). 

       N/A 6. Disposal areas, if other than stream discharge, and any applicable 
groundwater limitations.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.i & ii). 

       4-2 B. Using DEP’s publication titled Sewage Disposal Needs Identification, identify, map 
and describe areas that utilize individual and community onlot sewage disposal 
and, unpermitted collection and disposal systems (“wildcat” sewers, borehole 
disposal, etc.) and retaining tank systems in the planning area including: 

       4-3 to 4-4 1. The types of onlot systems in use. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.ii.A). 

       N/A 2. A sanitary survey complete with description, map and tabulation of 
documented and potential public health, pollution, and operational problems 
(including malfunctioning systems) with the systems, including violations of 
local ordinances, the Sewage Facilities Act, the Clean Stream Law or 
regulations promulgated thereunder. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.ii.B). 

       N/A 3. A comparison of the types of onlot sewage systems installed in an area with 
the types of systems which are appropriate for the area according to soil, 
geologic conditions, topographic limitations sewage flows, and Title 25 Chapter 
73 (relating to standards for sewage disposal facilities). (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.2.ii.C). 
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       N/A 4. An individual water supply survey to identify possible contamination by 
malfunctioning onlot sewage disposal systems consistent with DEP’s Sewage 
Disposal Needs Identification publication.  (Reference-Title 25 §71.21.a.2.ii.B). 

       N/A 5. Detailed description of operation and maintenance requirements of the 
municipality for individual and small volume community onlot systems, including 
the status of past and present compliance with these requirements and any 
other requirements relating to sewage management programs.  (Reference-
Title 25, §71.21.a.2.i.C). 

             C. Identify wastewater sludge and septage generation, transport and disposal 
methods. Include this information in the sewage facilities alternative analysis 
including: 

       3-1 1. Location of sources of wastewater sludge or septage (Septic tanks, holding 
tanks, wastewater treatment facilities).  (Reference-Title 25 §71.71). 

       3-1 2. Quantities of the types of sludges or septage generated.  (Reference-Title 25 
§71.71). 

       3-5 3. Present disposal methods, locations, capacities and transportation methods.  
(Reference-Title 25 §71.71). 

    

       5-13 IV.  Future Growth and Land Development 

A. Identify and briefly summarize all municipal and county planning documents 
adopted pursuant to the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code (Act 247) 
including: 

       N/A 1. All land use plans and zoning maps that identify residential, commercial, 
industrial, agricultural, recreational and open space areas. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.3.iv). 

       5-13 2. Zoning or subdivision regulations that establish lot sizes predicated on sewage 
disposal methods. (Reference – Title 25§71.21.a.3.iv). 

       N/A 3. All limitations and plans related to floodplain and stormwater management and 
special protection (Ch. 93) areas.  (Reference-Title 25 §71.21.a.3.iv) Appendix 
B, Section II.F of the Planning Guide. 

   B. Delineate and describe the following through map, text and analysis. 

       5-7 
through  

5-10 

1. Areas with existing development or plotted subdivisions.  Include the name, 
location, description, total number of EDU’s in development, total number of 
EDU’s currently developed and total number of EDU’s remaining to be 
developed (include time schedule for EDU’s remaining to be developed). 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.3.i). 

       N/A 2. Land use designations established under the Pennsylvania Municipalities 
Planning Code (35 P.S. 10101-11202), including residential, commercial and 
industrial areas. (Reference-Title 25,§71.21.a.3.ii). Include a comparison of 
proposed land use as allowed by zoning and existing sewage facility 
planning. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.3.iv). 

       5-23 3. Future growth areas with population and EDU projections for these areas 
using historical, current and future population figures and projections of the 
municipality.  Discuss and evaluate discrepancies between local, county, 
state and federal projections as they relate to sewage facilities.  (Reference-
Title 25, §71.21.a.1.iv). (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.3.iii). 
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       N/A 4. Zoning, and/or subdivision regulations; local, county or regional 
comprehensive plans; and existing plans of any other agency relating to the 
development, use and protection of land and water resources with special 
attention to: (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.3.iv). 

--public ground/surface water supplies 

--recreational water use areas 

--groundwater recharge areas 

--industrial water use 

--wetlands 

       5-5 
through  

5-23 

5. Sewage planning necessary to provide adequate wastewater treatment for 
five and ten year future planning periods based on projected growth of 
existing and proposed wastewater collection and treatment facilities. 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.3.v). 

       6-1 V. Identify Alternatives to Provide New or Improved Wastewater Disposal Facilities 

A. Conventional collection, conveyance, treatment and discharge alternatives 
including: 

       6-1 1. The potential for regional wastewater treatment. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.4). 

       6-2 2. The potential for extension of existing municipal or non-municipal sewage 
facilities to areas in need of new or improved sewage facilities. (Reference-
Title 25, §71.21.a.4.i). 

       6_1 3. The potential for the continued use of existing municipal or non-municipal 
sewage facilities through one or more of the following: (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.4.ii). 

       6-1 a. Repair. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.ii.A). 

       6-1 b. Upgrading. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.ii.B). 

       6-1 c. Reduction of hydraulic or organic loading to existing facilities. (Reference-
Title 25, §71.71). 

       6-2 d. Improved operation and maintenance. Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.ii.C). 

       8-1 e. Other applicable actions that will resolve or abate the identified problems.  
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.ii.D). 

       8-1 4. Repair or replacement of existing collection and conveyance system 
components. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.ii.A). 

      
 

8-2 5. The need for construction of new community sewage systems including sewer 
systems and/or treatment facilities. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.iii). 

       N/A 6. Use of innovative/alternative methods of collection/conveyance to serve 
needs areas using existing wastewater treatment facilities. (Reference-Title 
25, §71.21.a.4.ii.B). 

       N/A B. The use of individual sewage disposal systems including individual residential 
spray irrigation systems based on: 

             1. Soil and slope suitability. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.ii.C). 

             2. Preliminary hydrogeologic evaluation. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.ii.C). 

             3. The establishment of a sewage management program. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.4.iv). See also Part “F” below. 

             4. The repair, replacement or upgrading of existing malfunctioning systems in 
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areas suitable for onlot disposal considering: (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4). 

             a. Existing technology and sizing requirements of Title 25 Chapter 73.  
(Reference-Title 25, §73.31-73.72).  

             b. Use of expanded absorption areas or alternating absorption areas.  
(Reference-Title 25, §73.16). 

             c. Use of water conservation devices. (Reference-Title 25, §71.73.b.2.iii). 

       N/A C. The use of small flow sewage treatment facilities or package treatment facilities to 
serve individual homes or clusters of homes with consideration of:  (Reference-Title 
25, §71.64.d).  

             1. Treatment and discharge requirements. (Reference-Title 25, §71.64.d).  

             2. Soil suitability. (Reference-Title 25, §71.64.c.l).  

             3. Preliminary hydrogeologic evaluation. (Reference-Title 25, §71.64.c.2).  

             4. Municipal, Local, Agency or other controls over operation and maintenance 
requirements through a Sewage Management Program.  (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.64.d). See Part “F” below.  

       N/A D. The use of community land disposal alternatives including:  

             1. Soil and site suitability.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.ii.C).  

             2. Preliminary hydrogeologic evaluation. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.ii.C).  

             3. Municipality, Local Agency or Other Controls over operation and maintenance 
requirements through a Sewage Management  Program (Reference-Title25, 
§71.21.a.2.ii.C). See Part “F” below.  

             4. The rehabilitation or replacement of existing malfunctioning community land 
disposal systems.  (See Part “V”, B, 4, a, b, c above). See also Part “F” below.  

       N/A E. The use of retaining tank alternatives on a temporary or permanent basis including: 
(Reference- Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             1. Commercial, residential and industrial use. (Reference-Title 25, §71.63.e).  

             2 Designated conveyance facilities (pumper trucks). (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.63.b.2).  

             3. Designated treatment facilities or disposal site. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.63.b.2).  

             4. Implementation of a retaining tank ordinance by the municipality.  (Reference-
Title 25, §71.63.c.3). See Part “F” below.  

             5. Financial guarantees when retaining tanks are used as an interim sewage 
disposal measure.  ( Reference-Title 25, §71.63.c.2).  

       8-3 F. Sewage Management Programs to assure the future operation and maintenance of 
existing and proposed sewage facilities through:  

       N/A 1. Municipal ownership or control over the operation and maintenance of 
individual onlot sewage disposal systems, small flow treatment facilities, or 
other traditionally non-municipal treatment facilities. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.4.iv).  

       8-3 2. Required inspection of sewage disposal systems on a schedule established 
by the municipality.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.73.b.1.).  

       N/A 3. Required maintenance of sewage disposal systems including septic and 
aerobic treatment tanks and other system components on a schedule 
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established by the municipality.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.73.b.2).  

       4-3 to 4-5 4. Repair, replacement or upgrading of malfunctioning onlot sewage systems. 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.iv) and §71.73.b.5 through:  

       N/A a. Aggressive pro-active enforcement of ordinances that require operation 
and maintenance and prohibit malfunctioning systems. (Reference-Title 
25, §71.73.b.5). 

       App C. b. Public education programs to encourage proper operation and 
maintenance and repair of sewage disposal systems. 

       N/A 5. Establishment of joint municipal sewage management programs. (Reference-
Title 25, §71.73.b.8).  

       N/A 6. Requirements for bonding, escrow accounts, management agencies or 
associations to assure operation and maintenance for non-municipal facilities. 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.71).  

       8-2 G. Non-structural comprehensive planning alternatives that can be undertaken to 
assist in meeting existing and future sewage disposal needs including: (Reference-
Title 25, §71.21.a.4). 

1. Modification of existing comprehensive plans involving:  

       N/A a. Land use designations. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

       N/A b. Densities. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

       N/A c. Municipal ordinances and regulations. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

       N/A d. Improved enforcement. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

       N/A e. Protection of drinking water sources. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

       N/A 2. Consideration of a local comprehensive plan to assist in producing sound 
economic and consistent land development. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

       N/A 3. Alternatives for creating or changing municipal subdivision regulations to 
assure long-term use of on-site sewage disposal that consider lot sizes and 
protection of replacement areas. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

       N/A 4. Evaluation of existing local agency programs and the need for technical or 
administrative training. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4). 

       N/A H. A no-action alternative which includes discussion of both short-term and long-term 
impacts on:  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             1. Water Quality/Public Health. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             2. Growth potential (residential, commercial, industrial). (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.4).  

             3. Community economic conditions. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             4. Recreational opportunities. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             5. Drinking water sources. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             6. Other environmental concerns. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4). 

       6-1 VI. Evaluation of Alternatives 

A. Technically feasible alternatives identified in Section V of this check-list must be 
evaluated for consistency with respect to the following: (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.5.i.).  

       6-15 1. Applicable plans developed and approved under Sections 4 and 5 of the 
Clean Streams Law or Section 208 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C.A. 
1288). (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.A).  Appendix B, Section II.A of the 
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Planning Guide.  

       6-15 2. Municipal wasteload management Corrective Action Plans or Annual 
Reports developed under PA Code, Title 25, Chapter 94. (Reference-Title 
25, §71.21.a.5.i.B). The municipality’s recent Wasteload Management 
(Chapter 94) Reports should be examined to determine if the proposed 
alternative is consistent with the recommendations and findings of the report. 
Appendix B, Section II.B of the Planning Guide.  

       6-16 3. Plans developed under Title II of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C.A. 1281-
1299) or Titles II and VI of  the  Water  Quality Act of 1987 (33 U.S.C.A 
1251-1376). (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.C).  Appendix B, Section II.E of 
the Planning Guide.  

       6-16 4. Comprehensive plans developed under the Pennsylvania Municipalities 
Planning Code.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.D).  The municipality’s 
comprehensive plan must be examined to assure that the proposed 
wastewater disposal alternative is consistent with land use and all other 
requirements stated in the comprehensive plan.  Appendix B, Section II.D of 
the Planning Guide.  

       N/A 5. Antidegradation requirements as contained in PA Code, Title 25, Chapters 
93, 95 and 102  (relating to water quality standards, wastewater treatment 
requirements and erosion control) and the Clean Water Act. (Reference-Title 
25, §71.21.a.5.i.E). Appendix B, Section II.F of the Planning Guide.  

       6-17 6. State Water Plans developed under the Water Resources Planning Act (42 
U.S.C.A. 1962-1962 d-18). (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.F).  Appendix B, 
Section II.C of the Planning Guide.  

       6-17 7. Pennsylvania Prime Agricultural Land Policy contained in Title 4 of the 
Pennsylvania Code, Chapter 7, Subchapter W.  Provide narrative on local 
municipal policy and an overlay map on prime agricultural soils. (Reference-
Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.G). Appendix B, Section II.G of the Planning Guide.  

       6-17 8. County Stormwater Management Plans approved by DEP under the Storm 
Water Management Act (32 P.S. 680.1-680.17). (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.5.i.H). Conflicts created by the implementation of the proposed 
wastewater alternative and the existing recommendations for the manage-
ment of stormwater in the county Stormwater Management Plan must be 
evaluated and mitigated.  If no plan exists, no conflict exists.  Appendix B, 
Section II.H of the Planning Guide.  

       App A 9. Wetland Protection. Using wetland mapping developed under Checklist 
Section II.G, identify and discuss mitigative measures including the need to 
obtain permits for any encroachments on wetlands from the construction or 
operation of any proposed wastewater facilities.  (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.5.i.I) Appendix B, Section II.I of the Planning Guide.  

       App. A 10. Protection of rare, endangered or threatened plant and animal species 
as identified by the Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI).  
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.J).  Provide DEP with a copy of the 
completed Request For PNDI Search document. Also provide a copy of the 
response letter from the Department of Conservation and Natural Resources’ 
Bureau of Forestry regarding the findings of the PNDI search.  Appendix B, 
Section II.J of the Planning Guide.  

       App A 11. Historical and archaeological resource protection under P.C.S. Title 37, 
Section 507 relating to cooperation by public officials with the Pennsylvania 
Historical and Museum Commission. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.K). 
Provide the department with a completed copy of a Cultural Resource Notice 
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request of the Bureau of Historic Preservation (BHP) to provide a listing of 
known historical sites and potential impacts on known archaeological and 
historical sites. Also provide a copy of the response letter from the BHP.  
Appendix B, Section II.K of the Planning Guide.  

       N/A B. Provide for the resolution of any inconsistencies in any of the points identified in 
Section VI.A. of this checklist by submitting a letter from the appropriate agency 
stating that the agency has received, reviewed and concurred with the resolution of 
identified inconsistencies. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.ii).  Appendix B of the 
Planning Guide.  

       6-5 
through 

6-14 

C. Evaluate alternatives identified in Section V of this checklist with respect to 
applicable water quality standards, effluent limitations or other technical, legislative 
or legal requirements. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.iii).  

       6-5 
through 

6-14 

D. Provide cost estimates using present worth analysis for construction, financing, on 
going administration, operation and maintenance and user fees for alternatives 
identified in Section V of this checklist.  Estimates shall be limited to areas 
identified in the plan as needing improved sewage facilities within five years from 
the date of plan submission. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.iv).  

       3-2 E. Provide an analysis of the funding methods available to finance the proposed 
alternatives evaluated in Section V of this checklist.  Also provide documentation to 
demonstrate which alternative and financing scheme combination is the most cost-
effective; and a contingency financial plan to be used if the preferred method of 
financing cannot be implemented.  The funding analysis shall be limited to areas 
identified in the plan as needing improved sewage facilities within five years from 
the date of the plan submission. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.v).  

       N/A F. Analyze the need for immediate or phased implementation of each alternative 
proposed in Section V of this checklist including: (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.5.vi). 

             1. A description of any activities necessary to abate critical public health 
hazards pending completion of  sewage facilities or implementation of 
sewage management programs. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.vi.A).  

             2. A description of the advantages, if any, in phasing construction of the facilities 
or implementation of a sewage management program justifying time schedules 
for each phase.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.vi.B).  

       8-1 and 
3-1 

G. Evaluate administrative organizations and legal authority necessary for plan 
implementation. (Reference - Title 25, §71.21.a.5.vi.D.). 

       7-1 VII. Institutional Evaluation 

A. Provide an analysis of all existing wastewater treatment authorities, their past 
actions and present performance including: 

             1. Financial and debt status.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2). 

             2. Available staff and administrative resources. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2) 

       7-3 3. Existing legal authority to:  

       7-3 a. Implement wastewater planning recommendations. 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

       7-1 b. Implement system-wide operation and maintenance 
activities. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

       3-1 c.  Set user fees and take purchasing actions. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.61.d.2).  

       N/A d. Take enforcement actions against ordinance violators. (Reference-Title 25, 
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§71.61.d.2). 

 

       3-1 e. Negotiate agreements with other parties. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

       3-1 f. Raise capital for construction and operation and maintenance of facilities. 
(Reference-Title 25,§71.61.d.2).  

       7-2 B. Provide an analysis and description of the various institutional alternatives 
necessary to implement the proposed technical alternatives including:  

       N/A 1. Need for new municipal departments or municipal authorities.  (Reference-
Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

       3-1 2. Functions of existing and proposed organizations (sewer authorities, onlot 
maintenance agencies, etc.). (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

       3-1 3. Cost of administration, implementability, and the capability of the 
authority/agency to react to future needs. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

       N/A C. Describe all necessary administrative and legal activities to be completed and 
adopted to ensure the implementation of the recommended alternative including:  

       N/A 1. Incorporation of authorities or agencies. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

       N/A 2. Development of all required ordinances, regulations, standards and inter-
municipal agreements.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

       N/A 3. Description of activities to provide rights-of-way, easements and land 
transfers. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

       N/A 4. Adoption of other municipal sewage facilities plans.  (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.61.d.2).  

       8-1 5. Any other legal documents. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

       9-1 6. Dates or timeframes for items 1-5 above on the project’s implementation 
schedule.  

       8-3 D. Identify the proposed institutional alternative for implementing the chosen technical 
wastewater disposal alternative. Provide justification for choosing the specific 
institutional alternative considering administrative issues, organizational needs and 
enabling legal authority. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2). 

       9-1 VIII. Implementation Schedule and Justification for Selected Technical & Institutional 
Alternatives 

A. Identify the technical wastewater disposal alternative which best meets the 
wastewater treatment needs of each study area of the municipality.  Justify the 
choice by providing documentation which shows that it is the best alternative based 
on: 

       9-1 1. Existing wastewater disposal needs. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6). 

       9-1 2. Future wastewater disposal needs. (five and ten years growth areas). 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6). 

       8-1 3. Operation and maintenance considerations. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6). 

       6-1 
through 

6-15 4. Cost-effectiveness. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6). 

       N/A 5. Available management and administrative systems. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.6). 
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       3-2 6.  Available financing methods. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6). 

       App. A 7. Environmental soundness and compliance with natural resource planning 
and preservation programs. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6). 

       8-2 B. Designate and describe the capital financing plan chosen to implement the 
selected alternative(s). Designate and describe the chosen back-up financing plan.  
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6) 

       App A C. Designate and describe the implementation schedule for the recommended 
alternative, including justification for any proposed phasing of construction or 
implementation of a Sewage Management Program. (Reference – Title 25 
§71.31d) 

   IX. Environmental Report (ER) generated from the Uniform Environmental Review 
Process (UER) 

       App A A. Complete an ER as required by the UER process and as described in the DEP 
Technical Guidance 381-5511-111.  Include this document as “Appendix A” to the 
Act 537 Plan Update Revision.  Note:  An ER is required only for Wastewater 
projects proposing funding through any of the funding sources identified in the 
UER. 
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 PENNVEST I.D. No.        

 

ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR PENNVEST PROJECTS 

Municipalities that propose to implement their official sewage facilities plan updates with PENNVEST funds must meet six 
additional requirements to be eligible for such funds.  See A Guide for Preparing Act 537 Update Revisions (362-0300-
003), Appendix N for greater detail or contact the DEP regional office serving your county listed in Appendix J of the same 
publication. 

DEP 
Use 
Only  

Indicate 
Page #(s) 

in Plan Item Required 

             1. Environmental Impact Assessment.  (Planning Phase) 

The Uniform Environment Review (UER) replaces the Environmental Impact 
Assessment that was a previous requirement for PENNVEST projects. 

             2. Cost Effectiveness (Planning Phase) 

The cost-effectiveness analysis should be a present-worth (or equivalent uniform 
annual) cost evaluation of the principle alternatives using the interest rate that is 
published annually by the Water Resources Council.  Normally, for PENNVEST 
projects the applicant should select the most cost-effective alternative based upon 
the above analysis.  Once the alternative has been selected the user fee estimates 
should be developed based upon interest rates and loan terms of the selected 
funding method. 

        3. Second Opinion Project Review.  (Design Phase) 

        4. Minority Business Enterprise/Women’s Business Enterprise (Construction Phase) 

        5. Civil Rights.  (Construction Phase) 

        6. Initiation of Operation/Performance Certification.  (Post-construction Phase) 
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I/A TECHNOLOGIES 

PARTIAL LISTING OF INNOVATIVE AND ALTERNATIVE TECHNOLOGIES 

 
 

TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES ENERGY RECOVERY TECHNOLOGIES 

Aquaculture 

Aquifer Recharge 

Biological Aerated Filters 

Constructed Wetlands 

Direct Reuse (NON-POTABLE) 

Horticulture 

Overland Flow 

Rapid Infiltration 

Silviculture 

Microscreens 

Controlled Release Lagoons 
Swirl Concentrator 

Anaerobic Digestion with more than 90 percent 

Methane Recovery 

Cogeneration of Electricity 
Self-Sustaining Incineration 

  

SLUDGE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES INDIVIDUAL & SYSTEM-WIDE 

COLLECTION TECHNOLOGIES 

Aerated Static Pile Composting 

Enclosed Mechanical Composting  (In vessel) 

Revegetation of Disturbed Land 

Aerated Windrow Composting 

Cluster Systems 

Septage Treatment 

Small Diameter Gravity Sewers 

Step Pressure Sewers 

Vacuum Sewers 

Variable Grade Sewers 

Septic Tank Effluent Pump with  

Pressure Sewers 
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