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Felix, Anna Matie

From:
Sent:  Wednesday, March 27, 2013 6:48 PM.

To: .

Cc: Havir, Bryan; Simon, Morton; Fleming, Michael
Subject: Fwa: Act 537 Comment / Question - 7859 Mill Road
Heflo. 1 wented 1o share the followipg.emal-with you.

| have not received a response, even-though | specifically requested confirmatiori of recelpt of my note.
Regards,
Beh Shamp

From
To: bhm@elﬂ{enham—fownsmp org
Ce: 'Wﬁchaelﬁemmg <mﬁemmg@che!tenham-tawnamp org>, “Mickey Simon® <msimen@cheltenham-

Mr. Havir- due fo my: veiylarge amourtef] bus[ness fravel, | have been unable:to aftend-recent public
meetings related to this issas,

Hewever, my wife-and { remain-extremsly interested in the-ongolrig efforts:to-rehabllitate the tewnship
system.

Specifically, intarceptor A makes 2-80 degree furns on sur property.

During ‘a public-meeting on:Nowember. 30, 2011 &t which Ms. Flelids frorthie. DEP igde a presentafion, |
specifically asked Mr. Lynch-and MF. E(raymk l!’tbase 99 degree turns would be. eliiinaled asparl of the
system rehabllitation.

They beiti responded in the.positive.

‘More-recently, the-township installed.a grinder pump system on.our pmperty to help:alleviate:the repeated
system surcharging into our lateralline. Afthough it's only beén about 8 mcriths sinee that system was
installed, | am able to say that we have not had a single-surcharging Incident. However, we have alsk not
had thetypeefsnaw melt/ heavy rainstorm /high grountdwater table canditions:thet in the: past created
both.temporary and:leng ierm surdhargrng_:mxferrts

The act §37 information on tha:township-website includes the following item:

Phase 2B — Replacement of Interceptor A (Jenkintown Road and High Scheol Road
[A78 to-A47 D) This:seetich can be Fehabilitated via-a traditional replacement methed,
Since a farge porHon of this section -of the interceptor shows considerabie signs. of hydrautic
overiead under current and futare flow conditiony, replacement with a larger dlameter pipe
is‘recomimended. Construction Cost Opinion: $3,369,000.

We would like'to know specifieally:

> when m:ghtthls replacemént take place’? The Info.presented atthat public meeting Indicated 2014.
> how will the.grinder pump systern impact the-removal of the %0 degres Wwims-orn eur property 7

I realize it may be premature-at this time-to receive a detailed resporise, but Td at least like: this note o
become part of the public comsments related 10 the-system profeiit.

3[2'8!2013
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Pléase confirm receipt of this riote and that i will be part of:the public-cofriments.
Thank you.

7659 Mill Road

Elkins ?ﬁ' k, PA 19027

3/28/2013



Cheesethan, Liz

From: Havir, Bryan <BHavir@chslterhami-township.orgs
Sent: Wednesday, March 13, 2013 6:31 PM

To: Bohner, Bill; Cheeseman, Liz: Postick, Michael

Co Montgomery, Amy; Fleming, Michael

Subject: . FW: Act 537 questions/feomments, please
Attachments: Act 537 public comments.doc

Everyone: FYl-

This is the first set-of written questions/comments | receivéd concerming the draft Act 537 plan. Orice the comment period
is closed, I'd suggest wa mest as a-group to review dll-the commignts. and deteTming how to proceed with addressing
them.

Thanks.

Bryan T. Havir, P.B,; AFCP

Township Manager

Chdfcﬁham\Townsﬁip-

8230 O York Road

Elkins Park, Pennsylvania 19027-1589

215-887-6200, ext. 112

215-8B7-1561 fax

bhavit@cheltepham-township.org
www.cheltenhamtownship.orq

To get Township news emailed directly to you, subscribe griine.

Ta: Havir, Bryan
‘Subject: Act 537 questions{chinments, piase.

Hi Brian.

Thanks very much for addressing my attached public comments - really questions - on the Act 537 Sewage
Plan. ] look forward to hearing back fromn you.

Best wishes,
Ann



3/6/13
To:  Brlan Havir, Cheltenham Township Manager
From: Ann L, Rappoport, Ph.D.
114 E. Waverty Road, Wyneote, 19095
Re: Public:Comimrents on Act 537 Sewage Fatilities Plan

| have some questions-about the Act 537 Sewage Plan, which P'd like to be included in the
records of public commients and for which I'd also apipreciate responses, please,

1. The Plan recoinmends ¢eonstruction and remedies geared for a future flow of 29 cfs
instead of an-alternative of 36 cfs. Although | understand that the cholce is a less costly
option-and that it supposedly accounts-for improvemients i the /) situation, | missed
finding evidence that 29 cfs Is fully adequate to incorporate potential growth, both in
Cheftenhanvand fi-feéder communities. {Thiethart on.page 28:doesn’t really-clarify
‘thissPd ke meve-detailed explanation of hew 29 cisateomimodates future effiuent
from currentfy-vacantas well as undeveloped propertiesin; Cheltenhiarn fand also in
coptrthutingregions). Furﬂlermore, what. ddwnside& ﬁeygnd cost would-be-assodiated

“withprovidingive.more generous:and f Rexible capacity?

2. ThePlan recommends construction of a piimp station:arid fouting of a force-at Rices Mill
Rodd to near South Avernue. Yet explanations were vagiie about certain-aspects of this
portion of thepkan.

{a) What exactly about this site differs from other sites along Interceptor A that
madkes this the only place wherereplacemerit of the Imtércaptor ls-riot chosen?

{lb) Cost-estimiates for this approach exceed all others-except one:with whigh itis
approximately the same. What cost estimates:would acéompany:a différent approach?
(Sucteas replacing the Interceptor?)

-{6) | couldn’t find. any infarmation-describing thesort of structure to expect fora
recommerided pumping station. Alhough, of course, detalls weuld comie-at a-fuiture
péint, it would be eseful to understand the parameters-and expectations of such an
alterndtive. Areithers current exarnples to:provide?

{d) Disadvantages of variousalternafives-are provided fi the Plan. However, |
missed seeigg the disadvantages spelled out.about.pemping stations. Whit are they?

{s) Could you please-explain tha advantages of usinga force riain to bypass.the
lined:section of ’!nterceptm:, overtheappreaches-usedin all the other Phases of the
Plan?

(f} The Plan is quite vague about where down the line the pumped sewage re-
enters the primary Interceptor. Please clavify where — or at least the expected
parameters of where and-how and why - the force:main “reintroduce[s] it further
-downstream in the interceptor.”



{g) Are there sites In, for example Abington, before the sewage enters
Cheltenham interceptors, that may be suited for pump. stations which might have
positive Impact on reducing flow within Cheltenham’s systems?

3. Please clarify who pays 1o repiace laterals that are determined to need replacement.

4, Assuming-Cheltenham enacts/implements stringent ordinances.about roof-drains, FOG,
laterats, ete., arethereany inter-imunicipal- agreements that feeder municipalities are
dolrg the:same with their residential and coriimeéreial properties? This seems to-be an
example of whiere regional planning might wierkbest, both i terms.of storm/fwater
quality/séwage management and ;in'-teﬁnslo’f?-cﬂmpeﬁtma:li‘sfaﬂvantage; Is-this
-addressed In the Plans of these other municipalities or i some ragional plan?

Although additional questions may arise; this Is it for now. Thank you very much for officially
receiving these and for getting back to me with responses.

Best wishes,
Abn,
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Felix, Anna Marie

To: Fehx, Anna Marie

Subject: Re: Ralph Morgan Patk] TTF Watershed.

Themks very much, Anna Marie! '

Also, is there-a schedule of matritenance or work specifically about Perley Bird Sanctuary?

Furthermore, [ fongot 1o ‘ask this in mypubhc comment/questions on Act 537, and would like to
add this:

» Are there any particuldr, issues abpit/impaci for the Pexley Bird Sanctuary area and its
creek in terms of flovd water management and Act 537 plans? (I had asked aboutthe
prung, but there weren't ensugh defails to understand the mmpact on this part of the creek).

I really appreciate your help!
Warmest wishes,
Ann

From* "Anha Marg Felix" <AF eh:t@&cttenhamtemmﬁ%a@

Sent: Tuesday, March ¥9, 2013 11:04:42 AM
Subject: Ralph Morgan. Patkl TIF Watershed

Barbara Duffy is the contact,

hiip: fifwatershed org/ralph-morgan-park/

3/1972013



Cheesemian, Liz.

From: Bohnrer, Bill

Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 3:59 PM

To: Cheeseman, Liz; Clay, Stephanie

Subject: FW: Chelteriham Township Draft Act 537- Comments

Attzchmyents: ' SRA Commints_20130326152929.pdf; HOLLINGER ECOMMENTS_20130326153Q05.pdf;

RAPPGPORT COMMENTS_20130326153126.pdF

Hi Liz and Stephanie,
Fyi.... Please see:the exchange below and the attachments.
Thanks,

Bill

Front: McBevitt, Kathryn [malito:kmedevitt@cheltenhanr-township.org]
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 3:57 PM

Ta: Bohner, Bil

Subject: FW: Chelteriiam Township Draft Act 537- Commients

From: McDevitt, Kathryn
Sent: Tuesday, Maich 26, 5013 3:44 PM
Cex Hévir, Bryan _
Subject: Chelterihari Toiwriship Dratt Act 537- Comrmients

Attached ara three more written comiments redelved fof the draft ACt 537 Plan. THis'is forour conference sall on

Tuesday, Aprl 2, 2013 &t 10:00 am,

Thanks,

Bryan T, Havig, P.P., AICP
Township Mavager

Cheleenham Township

8230 OVd York Road

‘Elkins Park, Pennsylvania 19027-1589
#15-887-6200, ext 117
2Z15-887-156T fax

www.cheltenhamtownsh

To get Townshlp news emailed directly to yeu, subscribe online.

i Montgorhery, Arny; < —
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REALTORS® -
ALLIANCE EIVED
MAR 2 204884
CHELTENHAM TOWNSHIP
Chelteriham Township
Attn: Bryan T. Havir, Townskiip Manager
$230 Old York Road

Elkins Park, PA 19027
Dear M. Havir

1 ani writiig to provide input regarding Cheltenham Township's Draft Act 537 Report and
Recommendations. Spesifically, I am writing to urge Cheltenham to avoid the implementation. of
recommendations i the repert that weald-require township inspections, and patential repairs, as a
condition of reak estate sales:

Whﬂewﬁ understand the rieed for inspecting roof. drains to ensure that ﬂ;ay are not illegally connected to
the sanitary sewer system;, we are con¢emned that a point-of-sale ingpection: program will vomplicate real
‘estate transaptipns at & time - when-the market continues fo struggle- In addition, tie potéitial “return” on
this typeof pomnt-of-sale inspeetion is.extremely low; beécause such & small percentage-of homes art s01d
cach year in the township. Based an the number of home sales in Cheltenfiam overthe pastﬁveyears
{TREND MLS), i wonld take mere than 50 years to-complete an inspection of aHi roof drains in the
township:

Finafly, we feel strongly that the speocific recommendation found on the bottom of p. 44 of'the ACT 537
report drft, proposing that roof drain correstions be required “prior to comp[enon of sale,” wonld violate
the PA Mimicipal Code-and Ordinance Compﬁance Act QECOCA). MCOCA states that cerfificates of
useand Qéacupamy canonry bfe denwd by a munmmalﬂy when asubsumnaf wokm’an of eodwmdm thc
uso andmwpancy eemﬁmtc or smmlar pmmi on this bisis of & substantial we!at;en ormquue tha
«corection of & substaritial violation as 4:condition to issuing 3 use-and-occupancy -ceftificate or-sifGilar
pﬁnmla. wnless the:substantiol violution renders the property wrfitfor-habitation:” (P L. 12499
Mutiicipal Code and Ordfinance Compliance Act, section 3, stbsection &)

In additien, MCOCA provides that purehasers of: malestamhw-fe at 165t 18 iyonths to“bring the
building, structure, or that part of the building or streeture.into complisnce with” code.

- Rather than point-of-sale inspections, we encourage thie township to take & more holistic approach toward
these inspections. Perhaps the miost idel time to eonduct the inspections-would be during regu.larly—
scheduled maintenance, retrofit and: repdir of otlics comsponents of the-sanitary sewer system in the
‘towiship, Home owners could then be given a deadline for eorrecting the violation in line with the repairs
being made to the system in the neighborhood. This would be a much more timety and effective way to

_ 'address the important eed to curb-illegal sewer-connections, and address the problem of inflow and
nfiltration.

100 Deteksld Lane

Sidg 20

Exc 0567500
‘Servio Bie Bucks Courtys Monigoraery Sostfyand Subutan ¥1ast HssdSabons of REALTORS®



Thank you for considering our erganization’s cancern regarding the draft ACT 537 repart. We look
forward to working with Cheltenham Township to'enstwe that any ordinanes that impacts real estate
provides clear guidelines for property owners, consumers, and the Reéalfors who live and work in the
commumty.

Sincerely, '
S

Jamie Ridge
President/CEO
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Havir, Bryan
From: Roy Hofinger IR

Sent:  Friday, March 22, 2013.3:24 AM

Yo: Havir, Bryan

Subject: Act 537

Dear Bryan, | was surprised that ot téwhship is going to require our residents when they are ready to
sell with roef-drain inspections, Sellinga hame is a stressful time.for any selier and to add this burden
is unneeessary. [tisalso diseriminatary. Why pickon-a house that may turn over in one year whenthe
Trouse next store-which riay néver kit th& market, hence never be corrected-goeson forever? Our loca)
governnent:shotild systematically go-block to block and make these coreectiofis.eveiity:and fairly to allif
that Is.your Intention. T pfan to attend all nieetings and am mébilizing the real estateé community and
other citizens to oppose act 537 in it's-presént form.  Are there-other restrictions and burdens in this
bill that-we shouid be made aware of? | would like to hearthe reasoning as'1to why these fnspections
in their present form were puf into place-to begin with. Please call 215 6630700. Thanks Roy

3/26/2013



Cheeseman, Liz

——
Front: MicDevitt, Kathiryn <kmcdevitt@chelternham-township.org>

Sent Manday, April 01, 2013 2:26 PM

To: Bohner, Bill

Cc michael postick@cardno.com; Cheeseman, Liz; Montgomery, Amy; Havir, Bryan
Subject: ACT 537 Coinments

Attachments: ACT 537 - B.MAISEY_20130401142354,pdf

Altachied please ancther comment on Act 537 draft plan for your réview and discussion.

Thank you,

Biyan T. Hlavir, P.P., AICP
Towenship-Manager

‘Chieltenbam Fownship

BZ30 O1d YorkRpad

Eldns Pack, Pennsylvania 19027-1589-
215—887—62&0 ext 112

Tb get -Townsh:p neWsemalled dlrecﬂy to yau, subscribe online,
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Havir, Bryan

From: Beverly Milesions Maisay

To: Havir, Bryan
‘Subject: Comments Act 537
Here are my comments:regarding the Act 537 Plant

1 Why is it that most residents I have spoken with don’t know that there-is'a comment:period-nor
do they know what the Act 537 plan would encompass? Cait we put4 jirocess in placs, éven if
that means a mailing to each property, that would meke everyone aware?

2. Will the fownship get réports and assess property owners regarding lateral replacements? How:
is the work to be done? On an individual property basis or will they all be-dode and 4 fee
assessed each property owmei? Cah we be givenan idea of the cost'that will be-incurred for each
leteral, for-exzanple; cost per 1" straight; cost per'1” hend, cost per-depth; etc? Who will be
paying for these lateral replacements? If it's the propeity Owaér, is thére-any relief to be had?

Regarding future-devefopment:

I is my feeling that the developers be charged-(or charged back if they build.after the- planhas.
been implemented) for the cost-of their-added flows, Wil there be.citizen-oversight if this-is
implernented? Whiat happens if the flow is toe great for the pipes? Will theie be miétets ori all
new developments:to assess the flows?

Unders‘candmg that there will be flow metering, | would like to muke ceitain that the township
will hiave-in place 4 plan to-check thie flovr métérs on a reglarly scheduled Hasis; especially after
a weathergvent o additional develgpment that: nnghmmpaﬁﬁ those:flows. Will Gthersheasuring
devices alsobe-put intp place; checked on a schiediled basis, and affér westher cventsand
development such as water level height measurements? Will some soft'of Wirning. alarin be
sounded if flows/water levelstise above 4 certaii Tevel?

I'would also recommend that the township-put into place a regulathy schedided, préventive
maintenanceplan’ for the entire: system PRIGR to-any newwork heing done. In this-way, and in
cnly this way, can we piaintain the efficacy of the'system fhroughouit a:long life:

Sincerely,

Beverly Milestone Maisey

312772013
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Havir; Bryan
Sant: eSS
Tos Havir, Brygh

‘Subject Questions on Act 537 Plan
Attachments: Force_Main_2013-03-26_Revised. pdf
Dear Township Manager Havir,

I went to first thank you for making the suggestion that sewer fees possibly be restructured
to better reflect water use, As 'you knew, I have long encouraged use based fees'as a
mieans.of encouraging copservation.

1 hiave attacked a pdfwith a fewe quiestions 1 have sbout Phase 1A of the:Act 537 Plan.
Thank yeu and keep up yaur good work;
Thorbag K. MeHugh

127 Héwett Road
Wyncote

312872013



March 26, 2013

Mr, Bryan T. Havir, Township Manager
The Towaship of Cheltenham

8230 0Md York Road

Elkins Park, PA 19027

RE: Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Coraments
Dear Mr. Havir,

I have read the Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan and I respectfully submit these comments
and the questions listed below for your consideration. I look forward fo your respomse
prier to April 5, 2013 which will allow me to prepare for the April 10,2013 public
mesting where firther public comments and questions, ded additional official
information on the plan may be presented.

1t appears that there are econermic and long-term: system maintenance benefits to revising
the plan se that Phase 1A isa mphcemenﬁand»" atgement of Inferceptor:A, instéad of a
relining of e exdsting sectivn plus the consthiction of a:pump hiomss aid: forcc main by-
pass. It is hard to imagine.a:degree of difficulty in replacing and enlarging Interceptor A
in this section that outweighs the savings:-and sitplicity of design of following: the
existing ronte of Interceptor A chosen by the original designers-85 yearsago. Sewage
naturaily Sows-downkill, and foree tmins should-only be empléyed when dbsolutely
necessary. The plan provides no evidence or conviniéing reason for an expenisive and
disruptive force man.

I am concerned ebout the lack of clarity of purpose and explenation for the recommended
Phase 1A —Linihg of Interceptor. A and Censtruction ofa Putap Station (Rices Mill Road
to.near South' Avenue [Man Holes A155to A136]. Thatis-a distance of about:3,200
lingar feet. The construction cost-opinion tp reline:the existing Interceptor A betwoen
those two approximate mankole locations 4nd to-copstiuct.a.new pump house-and force
main is $6,501,000. When stated in terms of the-cost. per linear foot of the existing:
Intereeptor- A that will-be affected (about 3;200feet), the cost is.abont $2,600:per linear
foot. As-you know, fhis construction cost opitiion does net include the cost of funding

the preject.

Theconstruction cost opinion to replace and mﬂargs the entire length of Interceptor A in
Phase 1B (NearSouth Avepueto Old York Road [Man Holes A136 to A4} is.
$4,740,000. Beinga distance of about 8,200 hnear feet, that is-an‘average-cost-of
approximately $578 per livear foot Once again, the cost to fund ‘the projectis.not
included. Ifthe average cost per linear footto cempletely teplace:and enlarge Interceptor
Ain Phase 1B'is applied to-the section.of kiterceptor A-affedted in Phase 1A, the savings
in simply the construction is about $4,651,000. Even if fhe Phase 1A section of
Interceptor A is more costly to.replace-and £nlarge fhan in Phase 1B, millions of dollars



can be saved if Phase 1A isrevised to a compiéte replacement and enlargement of
Intereeptor A. There will be no need for refining.or for a pump-house and force main..

My questions are as follows:

1. What is the expected cost to replace and enlarge the approximately 3,200 feet of
Interceptor A that is only slated to be relinied in Phase 1A of the present plan
draft?

2. ‘Was the consulting engineering: firm that prepared the plan-directed to design-a
by-pass aroutid the sectivh-of Intedteptor. A. i Phase LA that is located outside
Cheltenham Tommp‘?

3. Describe in detail any cost and/er ﬂperaumnaladvmms)ﬁat will exceed the
approximaiely $4,631,000 savings resulting from elinination of the by-pass and
the replacement and enlargement of-this Phase 1A section of Interceptor A.

4. What is it sbout thie location of this section of Interczptor. A that-would dictate the
nieed fora force main by-pass?

5. Has interest by any person or persons in the possible:future sale of the
Cheltenhsm Tovwriship-sewer systeni to anpthet-entity played any role in the
current plany for Phiase 1A?

o semmary, it is:good to avoid aforce:main with pump house, and rely-on smplc grayity
instead. Jtis. als&gaod to avoid the Bigh cost, disruption toneighbors and long-ferm
additional mmafriteitarice of a néw cornistructed force matn by-pass.

I'look forwardto yourreply.

Sineercly,

Thomas K. MeHugh
127 Hewentt Road
Wyncote, PA 19095
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Havir, Bryan

Subject: Sewer plan

Regarding proposed roof and downspout drainage, and lateral
examination/replacement, | feel that commerical, religious, govermental (local, county,
state, school district), and other nen-poifits need to both have the same or even greater
standards as homeowners, and certainly to contribute o the overall cost of the sewer
renewal cost. They use the system, they need to pay inte fiie maintenance of the
system. '

Chris Blazie
104 Webster Avenue
Whncate, PA 19085

3/28/2013
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Ce: ggnrpn. Mortor; Hamplon, Kathy; Haywood, Arthur; McKeoam, Charles; Poriner, Harvey, Sharkey, Drew; Noris,

Subjfect: Act 537

1 am submitting several questiofis/concerns relating to the Act 537 Plan,

The damaged sewage syster and flooding both ere serious probiems-thet fequire atténtion end
money. However, several items in the Act 537 Plan aré troublésome t6 mde-as a hbmeowner,

The Roof Drains:
Whet are-the estimated costs for inspection and disconnestion to a honmeowner?

Whit ate the implications for the townstip’s sewage system if roof drain inspections do not
ocemr?

How would thess inspections impact the time and ¢ests of séllifig 8 house?
‘Why are commmerciaf and institutional properties exempt?

Are the required inspections legai? Is it legal to prevent 4 sale based on the inspection?

The Lateral Eines:
‘Whatare the potential estimated costs for inspestion and repair to-a homeowner?

Whiat are the iniplications for the township’s sewage system if lateral line inspections do not
eceur?

How-would these inspections impaet the time.and costs of selliug 4 house? °

Why are commercial and institutional properties exerpt?

Ate the required inspections legal? Is it Jegal to prevent a sale'based on ﬁ;e.inspecﬁon?
Thank you.

ﬁyfo_n Goldman

8102 XHigh School Rd.

Elidns Park, PA 19027

3/28/2013



Havir, Bryan

rage 101

Fom: Lo

To: Havir, Bryan; Fields, Jenifer

Subject: Act 537 Comments-

Attachments: ACT537CommentsAsSumitied3-27-13.docx
Please see the attached for my persenal comments .

Thank you for your consideratior of these .
Lora-Draving

——

3/28/2013



Township Manager Bryan T. Havir

8230 ©1d York Road

Elkins Park PA 19027
havir@cheltentiam-township.org

Jenifer Fields, Program Manager
DEP Southeast Regional Office
Water Management Program

2 East Main Street

Norristown, PA 19401

484 250-5900 484 250-5970

jefields@pa.gov

SHARRYG MY PERSONAL COMMENTS ON ACT 537

l) Please explain the nature and scope-of this-work: to-all residents and-solict their infornied
participation:and ‘input.
Therc are-but a few whe know or understand the scope or. iinplications of the 537 sewer plan even in part,
despite thie effect that these actions bave en both the finances and the well—bmng of our-multiple townships, oo
house valees , on our health and en dur quality of life. Our multiple towriships have had problems meeting their
sewage gu&dehn&; over the course of maey years now'. The cost of (anaif) mailing information to every
household is miniscule in comparison with the ungihcauons of not even knowing what % of the people really
have problems and to what extent. No.real overview in anty township that I know of has been taken/ or shared
out .. Hence the.reat depth of the problem is-unknown - and we-are putiing band aids on the next gusher, rather
themr having a fruly-comiprehiensive plan. So ¥ would suggest the plan inchude full information both to wid from
each property owner re. flooding and sewage issues.

2) Please make-a concisé yideo or powerpoint. with audio frack and secompanying text.

This could explain the-everall ptan in a “user friendly way” - and be expanded as information became more
current . Thetext would provide an opportimity for those who préferred to skim- through-or wanted to review a
section. { we all Jearn differently) Hundreds of thensands of dellars-{ 56, actually tiillions ) have beer spent
on studies, but the final ability to "sumamarize” these-and put them ina: meaningful formst to hform residerits
has been missing. A meaningful inforination chaifds one-6f the greatest "gifts” you ean give a commurifty.

3)TV & Web Please post the At 537 comments by ethers on the website

At nearly any conference or gathering | -attend, I learwmare by thé céfnuients and questions-of others-than [
would éver learn if I had 1nliinited access te the expert(s) alone. Ard please ask all townships to. run the
meetings an all sewer issues several timres a-day for a full week (-or longer )-with-a link losthem gs well.

4) Please miake theplan for. Biterals (fiipes onthie homeoveners/business. pmp’erty that connect fo the.
streef) clear. A defimitive plan of | mspecﬁon { with unbissed or second opinion eptions ) and repair/
replacement piidelines’is needed. & "standard” that would carry forward. Despite years of sewage leaks and
acknowledgement that the laterals are a huge part of the problem, down "on the street” from conversations with
others ( sormewhat in the "know" )it appears that no ong has & cléar idea of whiat is being proposed for laterals (
or no two people have the same idea) . We know thére are many leakages and many old, deteriorating pipes. I
believe this should be a required point of the 537 plan and not something that is “open for discussion™ and could
be waffled about in a political arena, In Appendix H, p22 of the plan there is a list of laterals from the 2010
CAP plan, but that is touted (mly as a potential sampling. I have read imd hieard about erdinance praposals -
perhaps one just for hemes going to sale....? perhaps just in Chieltenham but not in. Abingten or-other



townsbips......7 Itis possible I missed what the latest is, but so have others - but I believe they should be
clearly set and not "adjustable” . 1 believe the policy should reqirire that all homes be on an openly publicized
inspeetion schedule and that the oldest Tines be on the earliest list. Requiring this only at the point of sale will
not solve the problem that is currently plagning the township. Who will pay should also be defined and any
policy sheuld apply to all property owners { in all Townships) equally - not with benefits for some, while
others pay their own full freight. If funds are to be found for the payments, they should benefit all who are being
charged with repair/replacement, not just sorme.

5) Please make sure that residents do not shoulder the burden of the costs of improving the conditions
for ALL properties . Althoygh there is information about a roof drain. inspection-ordinance for (soroof draigs
do oot tie into gatters - and that, by the way, slso sheuld be donenght awgy and not at "point of sale) and an
ordinance of some type for laterals foz residential propestics, it;is unelear that the seme isto be required:of
institutional, cotnmercial, gevernmental, sehool, religious or other non-residential properfies. Please be certain
that thiey are held to the standards we all must abide:., in‘arder to change:the course.of events. Substantial
‘nombers-of gallons are generated by these prapérties , and they shiciild not be goify fato the sewers.

6) Please don't allow EDU's (apprx 262 gals per day=1 EDU ).rémoveil to be zeplaced by mew
gonstruction (fix what you have first) THAS IS EXTREMELY IMPORTANT - A ROOT CAUSE I
BELFEVE . ltis more‘than clear that over many years mulfiple townships bave had difficulty getting the
sewers operational as they should be and imtervention has béén needed. Even with intervention the problems
persist . Cheltenham has directives in 1997. Again in 2006 Cheltenharn had intervention and a new agreement
required by the oversight agenicies and thai, in 2010 was shown nt to have finished correcting the problem.
Other Townships have /orhad esrrective plans, too. One conmmon denominator has been the disappearance of
greenspace and the approval of development far beyond the rights that the fandowner bought. Each of these
developments has put $trains on the systein beyond the. ability of the system.to take it , and the result has been a
"tax™ou the properties that huve flogded of hiail sewdge backing up into their homes. The ery at the time of
- developrent is that we need this-development to broaden ourtax base and bring in.more money. But'no one is
counting the millions upon millions of dollars that are being spent for the. infrastracture problerss, exgergency-
management, the homes destroyed, the lives interrupted - and yes... in the floods-thiere have even been deaths.
'Iheﬂoodproblcm have now been inextricably mixed with sewer problems. It is time tolook at the big pitture
and to put a.clause ibto this plan that you ¢annot add EDA}'s oniil-the sewer system is fnnctmnmg-—
properdy—#nd you eannot.give ont property gwnerexcessivecights when his new “g;ﬂ:" will 16b others of the
safety and enjoyment of thetr properties. Thelieve that there should be & clatse ifi this docurnent thai states that
s a properly fiuictioning gysters - in every respect meeting the guidelines, before you add new
construction. Pmpcmes that have been dowmant briefly and "bumped off the:system” and sieed to reapply should
be connected first becanse they will be in financial pefil . Theirneeds should outweigh new constructior. When
the system isfimetioning and when aimple EDU's are-shown to have been -cleared the already built should be
added., But amazingly Cheltenhism is planning shead for 3880 EDU's jnthe next 20-25 years -+4nd Abfrigton is
planting te add-over 3,000 EDUs ( Only a small %.0f Abmgtan eomes: tbibugh g5 .86 their planned
;growth wonldbe substentially:more) . It really has been. emazmg 1o watth additions b g made foan
overbuirdencd system that no-onedmows quite how tofix ( they’ve been irying for years) but even more mind-
boggling to. watch the excessive rights that-some démand { and receive) , while bearing no cost for the loss and
dammage to others that results. If a-proper tally were kept, it would be-easy to see that there were overall losses,
not gains from these actions. Developers who wanthundreds of units will endangér those whe are just enjoying
the rights they bought,

actly | ' i . And what happens if someone
propeses more ﬂmn you: have here? Abmgton stands poised-to release rezoning that will change the uses by
right on many, many properties, increasing their sewage input. Who will get the precious space - and who will
belocked ont? A praper list for trmsparent oversight nceds to be kept.

1 @anathcnpossiblcpoﬁ”ﬁmf fouthall er-gpportunity for

8) Please specify bos



some 0 have fees waived while others pay) While we have heard a desire to keep tapping fees low fo
accommodate businesses, it needs to be acknowledged that the tapping fees are really then shifted to others who
have to pay for that business. They can be'made artificially high or artifictally low . Following the money is
an important task. Afier we keep taxes low for theses added businesses; we have no way to see that we are
getting verifieble returns that include all the costs of accommodating thém. Longtime township residents are
now having trouble selling homes with such high taxes.....the result sometimes. of "absorbing fees” for others
and paying forthe problems of over-building, while a few skip happily off with the berefits of it.

9 ) Please offer remedies for homeowners when changing the systems as they were built .
In at Ieast one township, | understand that citth vents are-being plugged because.the now rising waters are

overflowing into the-sewers . But the sewer systems were intended to have ait/ gas vents . ] assume proper
research has been done to assure some will not be- harmed by any excess. gases that row flow through their
home vents rather than venting in the streets. Homeowners in these areas shonld be notified, alerted and a
standard ‘plan should be in place for these situations,

10) Extraordinary measures-being taken or planneéd o avoid the "trouble spots” may be costly & il
fated

Ire variety of meetings and documents, I have seen and heard of plans fo pump: ;—u:m;md certain spots, 1o transfer
waters ffom one areato another and to-#void Cheltenham sewers no:matier the-eost of;going another direction.
Rather than-accommoditing the:nafiral ffow, we are going o such sxtraorditiary and expensive extetis as to
make a ridiculously complicated and financiatly draining system, just t accommodate onemore developer,
often, or could I say usnally, against the wishes of the residents that Il are to-be serving . These systerms are
unsusizingble and uninecessary. Each iownship should take the most direct course to the sewer and share the
cost of the water that he sends . Other methods are dangercusty unsustainable and "rob Peter to pay Paul”,
This should be addressed in this document.

11} Flow metering is ouly one of the devices that should be carefully and professionally in regular use.
With issues of this magnitode, floed fevel measurement deviess, sewage overflow measurement devices-and
devices that keep trash and other blockages out of the systemns. should be required rather than recominended for
the township: Preventive-costs are usually far less than emergeney nidnagement; loss'and clean-up. Inaddition,
jow flow devices forresidents dre somethingthat sheuld be-on.the frort burner, as thousands of gallong.of
reductionrfrom each bausehold employing these devices wanld. hkelyxesul:f Also the: flow metering is boumd to
vary - so.muttiple methods and-as many cross checksas possible are imperitive.

12) Fanding and Expenditures should be focused on the main projects af hand and accounted for simply.
The enorinous funds to date that have been spenit.on sewet, flooding, emergency management and stormwater
and strearnside management is anything but transparent to the people in the townships whe are ultimately
paying the bills{ and paying with the quality of life and the value. of their homes.y 1 would recommend that an
important component of 537 oversight would be a prommon for charts , with a clear and {ransparent process
for Hsting all projects, ( past current and future) with a priority rating for fumre projests , and tallying the exact
amount budgeted and actailly spent. This simple-and cleat step would allow for resident/property owner
oversight-and understanding in a substantive way: { This should be done for stormwater mansgement as well
which goes hand in hand with this) Watching so many- .doBars go out’in "studies” and others under the meniker
of stream and stormwater management that are for jtems like bird blinds, nature walks or the spraying-of
pesticides in our creek areas, has beer tragic when so many importart needs for major sewer and water
projects go unfunded. 1 saw one assessment of $66M (of which- Cheltenham's contribution is to be 58% or
$38.4M- not-including debt servicing and O&M) and in the plan we find a figare of 23 million where 13
.million is for. Cheltenham, 7 million. for Abington. Confusion can be reduced by tallying all the costs by
township in one place.



Please be sure all the-compenents.of use-of the system are calculated based on usage . Will/ is useage
calculated based on water bills..? How i3 that dorie?

Thank vou for your consideration of these thoughts and your response to the questions .

DMMINIIBIINMMBINIHNMMMNIMINY
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To:
Subject: Act 537 - Commesits

Attachments: ACTS37_Commenis_by_RCDtnbar.doex

My comments on Chefteniram’s Act 537 plan (and related flooding issues) are attached.
Thank you for the opportunity to review and participate in this significant and ongoing
issue,

"] also plan to send a copy to the township commissioners.

Ronald C Dunbar i
105 Hewett Road
Wyrictte, PA 19095

3/28/2013



Coments on Act 537 Plan

Township Manager Bryan T. Havir
8230 0Old York Road
Elk:ms Paik PA 19027

Jenifer Fields, Program Manager
DEP Southieast Regional Office
Water Management Program

2 East Main Strect

Norristown, PA 19401
jefields@pa.gov

From: Ronald C Dunbar ¢ ovner and resident for 49 years
105 Hewett Ricad
Wyricote, PA 19095

Thave read-the Act 537 Swimary, parts of thefull. plan, and some réteied docunients. I bave also
seen some other submissions to your-office. Let nie-say emphistically-that 1 concur with them.snd
‘shate their anthors’ very real concerns sbout;the diffipultits-and costs.of flogding remediation. Here
are' my eopunents end questions. It is not my intention te duplicate: what others have said so-well,
but there may well be some ovetlap:

1 Flood waters know no borders. Flooding is truly a watershed-widé problem, and the scope
of any study and remediation plan sheild: exphicitly, without excéption, encompass the entire
Tookany Creek watershed, which extends well beyond Cheltenham’s borders. However, the ACE
Progra:m Management Plan {dated March 2012} contains the word “watershed” just ohee;-and in. my
opinion the plan doesn’t really say much about the seope of the study. There are indications that
ACE was not allowed (andfm' funded) to study and plan beyond Cheltenbam’s borders, so.it’s
unclear just how ericompassing and effective the result may be.

1.1 Whatis the true:and full scope and extent-of the ACE study, including measirements,
projections, site visits, water flow estimates, rainfall projections, eta? :

12 Tothe cxtent that it does extend Beyond Chelteriham, how binding is it:on the adjoining
mumicipalities who's drainage centributes substantially to Cheltenham’s problem?

1.3 To what extent does the ACE study take into aceoimt new and/or projected development in
the watershed area and the effeets of the increased water run-off that is the inevitable
consequence?
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It*s undeistood that ACE, asakﬁypartofitsstudy,hasprepamdaﬂoodphmmapthat
encompasses a.lot more homes and businesses than the carrent FEMA map. Apparently this
new map is being withheld from the public. 'Wliy? When can 'we expect to see it?

Arro Consulting prepaved the 537 plan while ACE was doing its study. How were these
paraliel efforts coordinated? How are they or will they be integrated?

The Act 537 Plan prepared by Arro shows an estimated cost of about $23. 7M.

Is that cost stated in 2013 dollars? Or does it contain provisions-for eut-year inflation, which
conld be.substantial?

If mflation=adjusted, what is the average annud rate over the 6-8 year span of the project,

‘and what is the basis for that number?

Does this cost include some contingency: ﬁmdsfor the uripredictable, unexpected; out-of-
scope situations and events thist are virtually certain to oceur in‘a project of this nature?

his adjacemt municipalities are to bear some of the cost: Is there a specific sharing
arrangement in place-or in negotiation, and is it Jegally binding? Or is Chelienham subject
to- the arbitrary willingness of their-leaders to pay whatever they may deeide, if anything?
Does the arrangernént inchude s frovision to ghare cost overruns?

Full flooding remediation involves tasks and projects above and beyond the Act 537 sewer
replacementiopgrade. It’s not clear (to me) if and where these:additional activities are
deseribed and cost-estimated, | have heard numbers eshiph a8 $66M for the fulkcost of
complete current and fiuture remediation. Is not really possible to comment usefilly an the
Act 537 plan-without seeing how it fifs jnto the:mote pver-arching plan. _

| Whiere can I'for anyorie) find, in one place, a concise sumiisary ofall the projeets that the

ACE; Asro, apd/or the towmshig believes aré néeded to-achieve effectlve remediation?

What, parts of this larger plén reflect costs that township residents would have to pay
dirgetly, rather than, indirecdy: ﬂamugh taxes? _ _

One aspect of the emerging plans may include property buy-outs. I think that’s a rational
approach (full disclosure: I live above any coneeivable fleod line). From what I read and
hear, several dozen properties are buy-ouf candidates.

It;cad“d;ﬁon to'pnmtbmdem wld 2 buyout pli include businesses-and other non-




42 Abuy-out (and, presumably, removal of stractures) removes a property from the-tax base,
and therefore reduces the township’s anmual‘tax revenue far-uto the fisfure. Has that effect
beeti taken irito account it the cost estinfating process?

4.3  'What will be the. basis for pricing 2 buy-out: current market value, which could well be
significantly impaired by the property’s loeation in a fleod plain; or replacement value?

S Page 44 of “RPT_VOL l"c:allsontheto“mshlpto“ establishamofch&msmspec’uon
and disconneetion ordinance ...”. This ordirance appears o require owners, as a condifion
ofsa]e, o modlfy*rooftirmns 1o prevent-gutter-colleéted water from ﬂowmg into the'sewers.

g s %,..any voof drains found Sonneeted to the saniiary sewer. .

5.1  That werding is ambiguous. Dyes ﬁmm Literally, a pipe from the property comageted to 2
. sewer line in the street? Does it mean water front roof drains nmming down the driveway
anid into the streek, .and thenee 1o the nearest in-stréet:grate? The latier could be intérpreted to
mearr that no property inay discharge arry water frofn. its roof inta the street —a difficult

5.2 What happens if routing roof water away from the street.causes problems for neighboring
properties? I should niote that rain barrels are ineffective — mine quickly fills and overflows
in a typleal rainstorin. I cam deal with the overflow, others might fot be able to.

5.3  Who would inspect:property draimage? At who's expense? What would be the inspector’s
qualifications amdlor certification?

5.4  Does the propesed roof water management apply to businesses and other non-residential
‘properties? The cost for a building withmo open grommd areund it {guife BO!IIII]OH) to divert
all or'even sonde of its'scof water awsy from thesewers-could force some it not fiany 1o
-close, Toa township that is alveady suffering from-an nadsquaty business base:

5.5  Many non-residential facilities have parking lots and other ren-permeable surfaces that
coiitribute significantly to nin-off, Will the tovimship®s plans-bypass them and pot all of most
of the. burden on private résiderices?

1 have no fllusions about e complexity of the township’s g problems or the technical and
politicat difficuities of managing and fimding an effective remediation program. That said, the
township riceds to do-a ek betier job of informing the citizens-about the details of the problem
and the proposed short and long term solutions and their costs. For instance, why aren’t you pro-
actively-feeding information to the Times Chronicle and other newspapers? Obvidusly no-bne plan
will satisfy everybody — can’t be donie. But the seener you make the citizens fully aware of what
they’re facing and the sohitions under active consideration the fess painful it will be for everyone.



