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TO ALL INTERESTED AGENCIES, PUBLIC GROUPS, AND CITIZENS:

Enclosed is a copy of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on the proposed construction
of Federally funded wastewater management facilities for the Bushkill-Lower
Lehigh Joint Sewer Authority and Borough of Nazareth, Northampton County,
Pennsylvania.

I wish to thank the applicant for the assistance provided to EPA's staff
during this EIS process. In addition, I wish to commend the performance of
each Township and Borough representative for the guidance they provided EPA
throughout this dec¢ision-making endeavor. Finally, I want to especially
recognize the strong commitment of local citizens throughout the study. Their
participation has contributed to the development of responsive solutions to
sewage needs of the area.

This Final EIS is being issued pursuant to the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969, the Clean Water Act of 1977, and regulations promulgated by this
Agency (40 CFR, Part 6, November 6, 1979). Comments or inquiries concerning
this EIS should be submitted to the attention of Ms. Rochelle Volin (3IR61) at
the above address by October 5, 1980.

The Final EIS has determined that the Applicant's Proposed Action is unaccept-
able for Federal funding due to its potential to cause significant adverse
environmental impacts. The preferred project (Alternative 9)consists of
conveyance of flows from portions of Plainfield Township, Stockertown and
Tatamy Boroughs, and Palmer Township to the Existing Easton sewage treatment
plant; conveyance of flows from Upper Nazareth Township and the Borough of
Nazareth to a new sewage treatment plant in Nazareth Township: the use of
multi-family filter fields (cluster systems) in portions of Plainfield and
Bushkill Townships and individual on-site systems throughout the rest of the
service area. This action complies with the President's energy conservation
directive by minimizing the total energy demand of the service area and
minimizing construction in streams thus decreasing potential adverse impacts
to a popular local trout stream.

A public meeting regarding the Final EIS will be held on September 18, 1980,

at 7:30 p.m., in the Nazareth Junior High School. Both the public and representa-
tives of organizations are encouraged to attend and express their comments and
opinions on the Final EIS.

Sincerely YOurs,’

!

Jack
Regional Administrator

N
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Applicant

conclusions of
Final EIS

Draft EIS

EIS issues

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been prepared by US )
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region III. It concerns the Bushkill-
Lower Lefiigh Joint Sewer Authority's proposed plan to construct a regional
collection sys¥em to serve the wastewater management needs of the following
municipalities' in Northampton County, Pennsylvania:

e Bushkill Township e Stockertown Borough
e Upper Nazareth Township e Tatamy Borough

o Nazareth Borough e Palmer Township.

e Plainfield Township

The Bushkill-Lower Lehigh Joint Sewer Authority (B-LLJSA) -has requested the
participation of EPA in the funding of this plan, hereafter referred to as

the Applicant's Proposed Action (APA), under the Construction Grants Program.
In most cases, the conclusions of the Final EIS confirm those of its predeces-
sor, the Draft EIS. Major findings are Tisted below.

e The APA does not represent an appropriate strategy to serve the waste-
water management needs of the seven municipalities listed abovel based on
considerations of the need (as defined by the Construction Grants Program)
for sewerage facilities, its induced growth potential, and its impacts
(via the Bushkill Interceptor) on the naturally reporducing trout fishery
of Bushkill Creek.

® The Modified Applicant's Proposed Action (MAPA) is not an acceptable waste-
water management plan for funding under the Construction Grants Program
on the basis of need (as defined above), cost-effectiveness, induced growth
potential, and impact on the naturally reproducing trout fishery of Bushkill
Creek.

e EIS Alternative 9 is determined to be the most cost-effective and environ-
mentally acceptable approach to serve the documented wastewater management
needs of the EIS Phase I Service Area. Therefore, it has been selected as
the EIS Recommended Action. Growth induced by this alternative is reasonable,
and associated secondary impacts are not excessive. Trout production and
recreational areas along Bushkill Creek downstream from Tatamy Borough
would not be disturbed by construction activities as would be the case if
the MAPA were built. The alternative involves the replacement of the
existing Nazareth sewage treatment plant (STP) with a new treatment facility
and the construction of pump stations and force mains to avoid the install-
ation of gravity sewers in the floodplain of Bushkill Creek.

EPA published the Draft EIS during December 1979. The primary purposes of this
document were to review and analyze the B-LLJSA's application for EPA funding

of the APA and to develop and evaluate alternatives in view of the public issues
surrounding the project. These issues include (see Section I.C., Draft EIS):

Need documentation
Cost-effectiveness?

Induced growth and secondary impacts
Groundwater supplies

Public participation.

1These municipalties are known collectively as the EIS Service Area.

2EPA's review of the cost-effectiveness of the APA and the development of
potentially cost-effective alternatives was conducted under the precept
that cost-effective wastewater management plans minimize the total cost
of water pollution control to the public.
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documentation of
need by EPA

was tewater management
approaches for Phase I
and Phase II areas

ten BIS alternatives

MAPA

purposes of Final EIS

In response to the first issue, EPA devoted a subs@antia] effort to document
existing water quality problems and potential public health hazards that are
associated directly with malfunctioning on-site wastewater management systems
in the EIS Service Area. This effort included an aerial survey and field
investigation of residential areas, sampling of streams and wells for pol-
lution indicators, and interviews with municipal sewage epforcgment officers
and other local health officials. EPA concluded that an 1mm§d1ate need ]
for sewers or other off-site facilities exists in the fo]]ow1ng.commun1t1es:
the Belfast-Edelman area, east Pen Argyl, and Rasleytown in Plainfield
Township; Rismiller in Bushkill Township; Stockertowp Borough; thamy
Borough; Nazareth Borough; suburban areas and Christian Springs in Upper
Nazareth Township; and the Newburg Homes subdivision in Palmer Township.

The following areas that were proposed to be sewered by the App]1cant do not
have documented needs for off-site wastewater management_fac111t1es:
Jacobsburg State Park and Cherry Hill in Bushkill Township; Route 115 north
of Belfast in Plainfield Township; and the sparsely populated Northern Cor-
ridor of Palmer Township (with the exception of Newburg Homes).

The results of the needs documentation effort were integral to the develop-
ment of cost-effective, alternative wastewater management approaches for
areas with immediate need for off-site facilities (Phase I areas) and for
areas in which Timited wastewater management problems can be solved best by
on-site system replacement or rehabilitation (Phase II areas). Technologies
that might reduce project costs or minimize adverse impacts (excgss1ve )
induced growth, diminished groundwater 'supplies, etc.), while still solving
existing problems, were examined first. Four categories of alternative
technologies -- flow reduction, low-cost sewers, decentralization, and land
application -- were considered. In addition, several specific areawide
alternatives to the APA were developed, combining the alternative technolo-
gies into complete wastewater management systems that would meet the needs
of the EIS Service Area.

A total of ten alternatives and a "no-action" plan were developed by EPA and
the public during the EIS process. Five of these alternatives proposed the
use of the up-graded and expanded Easton STP, and four alternatives involved
the upgrading and expanding, or replacement, of the existing Nazareth STP.

In order to compare the APA to feasible alternatives developed in this EIS

with respect to costs and environmental impacts, certain basic assumptions

used by the Applicant in the design of the APA were modified to comply with
those used in the design of the alternatives. These assumptions pertained

to wastewater f&ow per capita, areas to be sewered, and design (final) year
of the project. This plan is referred to as the MAPA,

The primary purposes of this Final EIS are to respond to all substantive public
and Agency comments on the Draft EIS and to present new, or revised, informa-
tion that has been made available, or was developed, since the Draft EIS was
published. Modifications to some of the information contained in the Draft EIS
have been required as a result of changing conditions in the EIS Service Area
or because of public comments.

Major public comments received on the Draft EIS include the following:

3Under the MAPA, wastewater flow per capita is 60 gallons for residential
areas and 70 gallons for residential/commercial areas; the northern ex-
tension of the Bushkill Interceptor (through Jacobsburg State Park) is
removed, and the design year is 2000, With the exception of these design
parameters, the MAPA is identical to the APA.
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evaluation of
Alternatives

significant decision
factors

need for project

segmental
cost-effectiveness
analysis

® zoning ordinances that prevent development in floodplains

8 unit prices for sewerage components

¢ costs of the Nazareth plant

® the Easton treatment plant

® gravity sewer versus force main/pump stations

¢ induced growth estimates and impacts

® energy requirements.

The evaluation of alternatives focuses on the MAPA and EIS Alternative 9

because the MAPA is a redesign of the APA, which is the subject of this EIS,

and because Alternative 9 is the Draft EIS Recommended Action. Two versions

of Alternative 9 with sTightly different engineering designs have been

included in this final evaluation:

e Alternative 9 (RBC) a new rotating biological contactor treatment plant to
replace the existing Nazareth STP; the wastewater conveyance system re-

quires nine pump stations. This version was ultimately dropped from
further consideration due to higher costs and energy impacts.

e Alternative 9 (Modified; OD) a new oxidation ditch (OD) treatment
facility to replace the existing Nazareth STP; the wastewater conveyance
system requires six pump stations. This version is hereinafter referred
to as Alternative 9.

The selection of Alternative 9 over the MAPA as the Final EIS Recommended
Action 1is based on significant decision factors re-evaluated since the
publication of the Draft EIS including the need for the project, cost-
effectiveness, energy (electric power) requirements, and induced growth
potential. Their significance was highlighted during the public comment
period, which terminated 24 March 1980.

EPA considers Alternative 9 to be an acceptabie wastewater management plan
from the standpoint of needs documentation. This alternative serves only
those areas where documented on-site system problems exist. The entire
capacity of the Schoeneck Interceptor under the MAPA does not justify Federal
funding under the provisions of EPA's Construction Grants Program. EPA would
fund only interceptor capacity to serve the existing wastewater management
needs of Nazareth Borough, Christian Springs and suburban areas (East Lawn)

in Upper Nazareth Township, Newburg Homes in Palmer Township, and a reasonable
rate of growth.

A segmental cost-effectiveness analysis, independent of the alternatives cost-
effectiveness analysis, was performed. It compared sewage treatment by a new
Nazareth STP, conveyance to the Easton STP by a gravity interceptor, and
conveyance to the Easton STP by a force main/pump station system. Flows
originate at the Nazareth STP and end at the Penn Pump manhole. A new
Nazareth STP is less expensive than a gravity interceptor along Schoeneck
Creek; the cost savings are equivalent to approximately $0.70/month/family.

A comparison of wastewater conveyance by gravity sewer and by a force main/
pump station system (Tatamy Borough to Penn Pump Park manhole) also was
performed. The pressurized conveyance along Tatamy Road is only slightly
more expensive than gravity conveyance along Bushkill Creek. The difference
in cost between the two conveyance methods is equivalent to $0.15/month/family.
This represents the cost of insuring the preservation of the trout fishery in
Bushkill Creek, as well as other recreational activities.
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energy requirvements

induced growth

Final EIS
Recommended Action

funding of EIS
Recommended Action

final public meeting

In view of significant public concern expressed during the Draft EIS cqmment
period that EPA recommend a wastewater management plan that complies with the
President's energy conservation directives, EPA considers it necessary'to
present a realistic energy evaluation of the MAPA and its EI§ A]ternat1ves.
This evaluation includes energy consumption by project-associated residents
as well as by project-associated wastewater conveyance and treatment.compo-
nents -- the Second Street pump station and Delaware Drive pump station in
Easton and the Easton STP. These additional facilities are essential to the
implementation of any alternative involving wastewater conveyance to the_
Easton STP, and should be considered in the comprehensive energy evaluation.
Electric power requirements of the MAPA are five times Targer than those of
Alternative 9 on the basis of the following comprehensive energy budget:

MAPA Alternative 9
(kwh/yr) (kwh/yr)

B-LLJSA/EIS Service Area-associated 723,860 461,004
wastewater conveyance and treatment
components
Electric power consumption by induced 29,872,000 6,263,000
residential development @ 271,600 kwh/
yr for single family homes and
16,900 kwh/yr for multi-family homes
Total estimated energy requirements 30,595,860 6,724,004

Implementation of the MAPA would induce the construction of approximately five
times the number of dwelling units (1,515 units) beyond the baselirie than
would be the case under Alternative 9 (311 units). These estimates of induced
growth include development that could occur in the designated 100-year flood-
plains of streams in Stockertown Berough and Tatamy Borough. Recently adopted
floodplain management ordinances for these municipalities 1imit and condition,
but do not prohibit, development in the 100-year floodplain.

The Applicant's proposed action is neither cost-effective nor envirommentally
acceptable and is therefore, not eligible for Federal funding. Alternative 9
has been determined to be the most cost-effective wastewater management plan,
with a total present worth cost of $10.0 million. The MAPA, with a total
present worth cost of $12.2 million, is $2.2 million:(22%) more costly than
Alternative 9 and is not acceptable for Federal financial assistance.

The responsibility for final decision-making on funding eligibility rests with

the EPA Regional Administrator. Following the close of the 30 day comment period

on the Final EIS, EPA will prepare a formal Record of Decision, which will be
distributed to the public. 'This Record will set forth the conclusions of the

EIS process, the decisions made by EPA on funding of the EIS Recommended Action,

and the actions by the Applicant that are eligible for Federal funding.

A.pub11c information meeting to discuss the recommendations presented in the
Final EIS will be held in the EIS Service Area during the comment period on

this document. The site of the meeting will be the Nazareth Junior High School.

The date and time of the meeting are announced on the cover letter of this
document.
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Summary of beneficial environmental 1mpacts]

of alternative wastewater management plans evaluated in

Beneficial
Environmental Impact

Type of Impact

Primary Secondary

Probability of
Impact Occurrence

Alternatives

employment in EIS
Service Area

(by Environmental Category) || STZ LT3 STZ LT3 | High Moderate Low MAPA | 1 2 4 5 6 7 8 10;]
N
{ Earth Resources
1. Preservation of prime [ ] X X X X X
agricultural land
Water Resources
1. Improvement in quality ) ] X X X X X X X X X
of Schoeneck Creek
below existing Nazareth
STP
2. Recharge of groundwater ° . XX XX XX X X XX X X
resources
3. Reduction in ground- (] ) ] XX X X X X X X XX X
water quality problems
resulting from
malfunctioning on-iot
sewage disposal systems
Socioeconomic Conditions
1. Increase in long-term . XX

! "XX" denotes very significant impacts; "X" denotes less significant impacts; a dot (e) indicates that a type, or level, of impact is expected

to occur.
2sT = Short ferm
3LT = Long term



Adverse
Environmental Impact

(by Environmental Category)

Type of Impact

Primary

Secondary

Probability of
Impact Occurrence

STZ LT3

sT2 LT3

High Moderate Low

MAPA

Alternatives

5

6

10

Earth Resources

1.

Conversion of prime
agricultural land to
developed uses

Inducement for develop-
ment on steep slopes,
with subsequent erosion
of soils

Inducement for develop-
ment in flood-prone
areas4

Disruption and erosion
of soils as a result of
project construction

Water Resources

1.

Sedimentation of surface
channels during project
construction

Reduction in Schoeneck
Creek flow induced
by elimination of
Nazareth STP discharge

Potential to disrupt
groundwater movement
patterns and stream

hydraulics

Potential reduction in
water quality through
sewer system malfunctions

XX

XX

XX

XX

1

2
3

4Except in flood-prone areas where development is specifically prohibited by municipal ordinance.

"XX denotes very significant impacts; "X" denotes less

to occur.
ST

LT

Short term

Long term

significant impacts; a dot (e) indicates that a type, or level, of imapct is expected
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Summary of adverse impacts (continued).

Adverse
Environmental Impact

(by Environmental Category)

Type of Impact

Primary Secondary

Probability of
Impact Qccurrence

st2 LT3 | s12 73

High Moderate Low

MAPA

Alternatives

5 6

10

Biotic Resources

1.

Disruption of wild trout
habitat

Loss or disturbance of
wetlands through induced
development

Loss or disruption of
wildlife habitats

Land Use

1.

Inducement for conversion
of undeveloped land to
developed areas

Increase in residential
density and changes in
community character

Population

1.

1.

Project-induced growth to
exceed baseline population
in year 2000

Financial burden on resi-
dents imposed by estimated
Tocal user charges

Expenditure of public
funds for sewerage needs
not documented

Public Services

Induced need for school
desk space in excess of
baseline requirements

XX

XX

XX




Summary of adverse impacts (concluded).

Adverse
Environmental Impact

(by Environmental Category)

Type of Impact

Primary Secondary

Probability of
Impact Occurrence

st2 173 | st 13

High Moderate Low

MAPA

Alternatives

5 6

10

2.

Public Services (continued)

Induced need for police
and fire protection in
excess of baseline
requirements

Increased traffic volumes
to require region-wide
highway improvements

Induced need for more
extensive or improved
recreational resources

* Energy

1.

Increased consumption of
energy by wastewater
management system
companents (kwh/yr)

XX

XX

XX
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INTRODUCTION This Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been prepared by the
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region III (EPA). It addresses the

tpplicant availability of Federal funding for the construction of wastewater manage-
pptiean ment facilities as proposed by the Bushkill-Lower Lehigh Joint Sewer

mmicipalitics under Authority (B-LLJSA), representing the following municipa1i?ies of )
study p Northampton County, Pennsylvania (Figures 1 and 2): Bushkill Township,

Plainfield Township, Upper Nazareth Township, Stockertown Borough, Tatamy
Borough, and Palmer Township. These municipalities are charter members of

the B-LLJSA. Although not a member of the B-LLJSA, Nazareth Borough has

been included in this study because wastewater conveyance and treatment
capacity for its approximately 5,700 residents was provided in the Applicant's
Proposed Action (APA).

The application was submitted by the B-LLJSA for financial assistance to
resolve the existing wastewater management problems of its participating
municipalities. The cost for the project as proposed by the Applicant fis
estimated to cost $16,800,000 in 1980 dollars.
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CHAPTERI

Public Participation
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CHAPTER I:
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

public participation
methods

chronology of
public participation
activities

The participation of the public has been sought continuously throughout the

preparation of this EIS,

Suggestions and criticisms generated by local, state,

and Federal agencies, citizen associations, private concerns, and individual
citizens have been given full consideration in the following EIS processes:

Documentation of need for sewerage facilities

Development of alternative wastewater management strategies
Assessment of environmental, economic, and social impacts
Selection and implementation of an EIS Recommended Action.

Public participation methods utilized during preparation of the EIS included
newsletters, public information meetings, workshops, interviews, and telephone
contacts. These techniques insured involvement with as many citizens as
possible at critical EIS decision points.

A chronology of EIS public participation activities is Tisted below:

8 November 1978
15 December 1978
18 December 1978
20 December 1978
January 1979

17 Jdanuary 1979
28 February 1979
9 March 1979
April 1979

25 April 1979

14 June 1979

29 August 1979

18 September 1979
September 1979

24 September 1979
11 October 1979

18 December 1979
December 1979
January 1980

7 February 1980
21 February 1980
24 March 1980
March 1980

3 April 1980

7 April 1980

22 May 1980

18 July 1980
August 1980
August 1980
September 1980

Preparation of EIS begins

Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS issued by EPA

Meeting with B-LLJSA

Meeting with Plainfield Township Taxpayers Association

EPA pamphlet discussing EIS published in newspaper

EIS Public Information Meeting No. 1

Meeting with Bushkill Township

Meeting with Bushkill Township

EIS Newsletter distributed

EIS Public Information Meeting No. 2

EIS Workshop No. 1

EIS Workshop No. 2

EIS Workshop No. 3

EIS Newsletter distributed

EIS Public Information Meeting No. 3

Meetings with Nazareth Borough, B-LLJSA, and Palmer
Township

Heeting with B-LLJSA and Bushkill Township

Draft EIS published and distributed

Summary-of-Draft-£EIS pamphlet distributed

Meeting with B-LLJSA

Public Hearing on Draft EIS

End of public comment period on Draft EIS

EIS Newsletter distributed

Meeting with B-LLJSA

Meeting with B-LLJSA, Palmer Township, and Congressman
Donald Ritter

Meeting with B-LLJSA

Meeting with B-LLJSA and Nazareth Borough

Final EIS published and distributed

Summary of Final EIS pamphlet distributed

EIS Public Information Meeting No. 4

The remainder of this chapter identifies the agencies, elected officials,
media, citizens groups, libraries, and citizens which are on the EIS mailing

Tist.



FEDERAL AGENCIES

Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation

Council on Environmental
Quality

Federal Emergency Management
Agency

National Agricultural Lands
Study

National Environmental Health
Association

US Bureau of Prisons

US Department of Agriculture
Forest Service
Soil Conservation Service

US Department of Commerce
Office of Environmental
Affairs

US Department of Defense
US Department of Energy

US Department of Helath, Educa-
tion and Welfare

US Department of Housing and
Urban Development

US Department of the Interior
Bureau of Outdoor Recrea-
tion
Fish and Wildlife Service
National Water Resource
Analysis Group/Eastern
Ltand Use Team
National Park Service
Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service

US Department of Justice
E. MacTroutman, Esquire
Ronald H. Gluck, Esquire
Robert N. de Luca, Esquire
Robert S. Forester, Esquire

US Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administra-
tion
Marine Environmental Pro-
tection Division

US Department of Treasury

US General Services Administra-
tion

Water Resources Council

EIS MAILING LIST

PENNSYLVANIA STATE AGENCIES

Department of Agriculture
Department of Commerce
Department of Community Affairs

Department of Environmental
Resources

Bureau of Air Quality and
Noise Control

Bureau of Community Environ-
mental Control

Bureau of Occupational
Health

Bureau of Radiological
Health

Bureau of Solid Waste
Management

Bureau of State Forestry

Bureau of State Parks

Bureau of Topographic and
Geological Survey

Bureau of Water Environ-
mental Resources

Bureau of Water Quality
Management

Coordinator for Environ-
mental Protection &
Regulation

Division of Solid Waste
Management

Division of Water Supply
& Sewerage

Environmental Hearing Board

Regional Director, Reading

Region

Sewage Facilities Consul-
tant

State Conservation Commis-
sion

Department of Health

Department of Transportation
Environmental Hearing Board

Fish Commission

Game Commission

Historical and Museum Commission
State Clearinghouse

LOCAL AGENCIES

Blue Mountain Consolidated
Water Company

LLOCAL AGENCIES (continued)

Bushkill-Lower Lehigh Joint
Sewer Authority

Bushkill Township
Board of Supervisors
Engineer
Planning Commission
Secretary-Treasurer
Solicitor

City of Easton
Mayor

Area Joint Sewer Authority

Suburban Water Authority

Delaware River Basin Commission

Joint Planning Commission,
Lehigh-Northampton Couties

Nazareth Sewerage Company

Nazareth Borough
Council
Engineer
Mayor
Secretary
Solicitor
Treasurer

Northampton County Conserva-
tion District

Palmer Tonwship
Board of Supervisors
Engineer
Planning Commission
Secretary
Solicitor

Plainfield Township
Board of Supervisors
Engineer
Planning Commission
Secretary-Treasurer
Solicitor

Stockertown Borough
Council
Mayor
Planning Commission
Secretary
Solicitor
Treasurer

Tatamy Borough
Council
Mayor
Planning Commission
Secretary
Solicitor
Treasurer



LOCAL AGENCIES (continued)

Upper Nazareth Township
Board of Supervisors
Engineer
Planning Commission
Solicitor
Treasurer

ELECTED OFFICIALS

Honorable Richard Thornburgh,
‘Governor of Pennsylvania

Honorable H. John Heinz, III,
United States Senator

Honorable Richard S. Schweiker,
United States Senator

Honorable Donald T. Ritter,
United States House of Repre-
sentatives

Honorable Jeannette D. Reibman,
Senate of Pennsylvania, Easton

Honorable George J. Kanuck,
Pennsylvania House of Repre-
sentatives, Bethlehem

Honorable Russell Kowalyskyn,
Pennsylvania House of Repre-
sentatives, Northampton

Honorable James P. Ritter,
Pennsylvania House of Repre-
sentatives

Honorable Michael J. Schweder,
Pennsylvania House of Repre-
sentatives, Bethlehem

Honorable Edmund J. Sieminski,
Pennsylvania House of Repre-
sentatives, Easton

Honorable Joseph R. Zeller,
Pennsylvania House of Repre-
sentatives, Emmaus

Honorable Kurt D. ZwikT,
Pennsylvania House of Repre-
sentatives, Allentown

MEDIA

Newspapers
Allentown Morning Call
Bulletin
Easton Express
Emmaus & Allentown Times
Evening Chronicle
Globe Times

MEDIA (continued)

Newspapers (continued)

Herald
Home News
Nazareth Key
News
Northampton Times
Town Topic
Radio
WEEX AM
WEST AM
WEZV FM
WGPA  AM
WIRH FM
WLEV  FM
WQQQ  FM
Television
WLVT TV

CITIZENS GROUPS

Air Pollution Control Associa-
tion, Pittsburgh PA

America the Beautiful Fund,
Washington DC

Appalachian Mountain Club,
Easton PA

Audubon Naturalist Society of
the Central Atlantic States,
Inc., Washington DC

Brandywine River Conservancy,
Chaddsford PA

Bushkill Anglers Chapter,
Trout Unlimited, Nazareth PA

Bushkill Watershed Association,
Easton PA

Bushkill Township Concerned
Citizens Committee,
Nazareth PA

Citizens' Advisory Council to
the Pennsylvania Department
of Environmental Resources,
Harrisburg PA

Citizens Environmental Task
Force, Pittsburg PA

Concerned Laymen for Environ-
mental Action Now (CLEAN),
Hellertown PA

Cooks Creek Watershed,
Hellertown PA

Environmental Defense Fund,
Washington DC

CITIZENS GROUPS

Environmental Defense Fund,
Washington DC

Group Against Smog and Pollution
(GASP), Pittsburgh PA

Leagure of Women Voters of PA,
Philadelphia PA
Easton PA

Lehigh Valley Conservancy,
Bethlehem PA

Monocacy Creek Watershed
Association, Bethlehem PA

National Parks and Conservation
Association, Washington DC

Natural Resources Defense
Council, Inc., Washington DC

PA Forestry Association,
Mechanicsburg PA

PA Horticultural Society,
PhiTadelphia PA

PA Lung Association,
Hershey PA

PA Roadside Council, Inc.,
Philadelphia PA

PA State Fish and Game Protec-
tive Association, Philadelphia
PA

Plainfield Township Taxpayers
Association, Wind Gap PA

Rachel Carson Trust for the
Living Environment,
Washington DC

Saucon Creek Watershed Associa-
tion, Hellertown PA

Sierra Club
PA Chapter, Philadelphia Pa
PA Chapter, Pittsburgh PA
Governor Pinchot Group,
Mohuton PA
Southerwestern Group,
Pittsburgh PA

Trout Unlimited, Indiana PA

Upper Nazareth Citizens League,
Nazareth PA

Water Pollution Control Asso-
ciation, Washington DC

Wilderness Society,
Washington DC

The Wildlife Society,
Washington DC



LIBRARIES

Easton Area Public Library
Lafayette College Library
Mary Meuser Memorial Library
Nazareth Memorial Library

Northampton County Area
Community College Library

CITIZENS

Ms. Betty Abel

Mr. Robert Achenbach

Mr. Elwood Acherman

Ms. Mary Ann Achweitzer
Ms. Claire Adamson

Mr. Bernie Agner

Mr. William Agnew

Ms. Ruth Anderson

Mr. Sherwood Ashenfolder
Mr. Edwin Averback

Mr. L. R. Barlich

Mr. Paul Beahn, Jr.

Mr. Frederick C. Benfield
Ms. Joan Benter

Mr. John S. Bert

Mr. Dennis Bickirt

Mr. Wayne Billings

Mr. Lester Blean

Mr. Paul Bohlander

Mr. David Boskirk

Mr. Jeffrey C. Bosserman
Mr. R. Botrowsky

Dr. P. T. Bradt

Mr. Peter D. Bringham
Mr. Andrew W. Brock

Mr. Donald Burley

Ms. Virginia Buskird

Ms. Helda Buss

Mr. Sidney R. Butler

Mr. Joseph Butz

Mr. K. N. Butz

Mr. Warren R. Buzzard
Mr. & Mrs. Richard Cartright
Mr. Luke F. Chelnis

Mr. Gregory Chrin

Mr. Jim Claire

Mrs. B. H. Cohen

Mr. Edward S. Cole

Mr. Mr. Harold Coleman
Mr. & Mrs. Edward Colleflower
Mr. John J. Correll

Mr. Gerald Crabtree

Ms. Carol Crane

Mr. Delbert Crossman

Mr. Maynard Crouse

Ms. Ellie Cyr

Mr. Sammual Damofre

Mr. Pete E. Deni

Mr. John H. Hetiveiler
Mr. Reg Dewalt

CITI

Mr-
Mr.
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Mr.
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Mr.
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Mr.
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Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
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Mr.
My,
Mr.
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Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mrs.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

ZENS (continued)

Franklin D. Dieter

Cosmo DiGerlando

Dominic DiGerlando

Joseph J. Danner

Marge Darker

Joseph Dorner

J. Michael Dowd

& Mrs. Rookant Doyle

Frances T. Dreisback

John P. Durr

J. Easton

Vergil Easton

Margaret Edis

Dick Ehlert

R. A. Elbe

Richard Englet

Anna Erdie

Matthew Erdiep
Dominic Fararo

John Feack

Raymond Fehnel
Frank Ferguson
John Ferrette

John Filonge

Larry Finnegan
Donald J. Fischl
James T. Fish
Robert Fisher
Keith Fling

Robert Fostenbader
Allan Frantle
Francis Franusiszen
F. Fraunfieder

& Mrs. Joseph Frey
Roger B. Frey
Joseph Frisch
Joseph M. Fruhman
Paul Fundarish
Woodrow W. Fuls
Wesley Garr

Dwight 0. Gelser
& Mrs. Quentin Gilbert
James Godisha

John E. Godsker
Russell S. Gordon
Eilen Gradwok}

Lee Graver

David Grayson

Stephen Greyus
Dennis A. Grube

John Gruff

John T. Guiffre

Gordon Habrial

& Mrs. John Hale

Joseph M. Hale

Chartes Holm

Terry Hannold
Esther Harris

William Heard

Michael Heberling

Thomas Heckman

J. E. Heller

Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
My.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

CITIZENS (continued)

Catherine M. Herkman
Thomas C. Herkman
Edward C. Hess, Assoc.
J. H. Hildenhand
Margarit Hill

& Mrs. Joseph Hopper
Joseph Hopple

Lee House

Fred Houser

& Mrs. George T. Hower
Nancy Hower

Ronald & Arthur Hower
Joseph Hull

Ricki Hurwitz

Charles Janec
Lawrence P. Janett

R. Jarrow

Barbara Jeninko
Michael Jones

E. Joan Johnson
Louise Johnson

T. W. Johnson

Harold S. Kahler, Sr.
Tony Kagmakeis

& Mrs. D. G. Kamback
Ronald Kaviah

Tony Kazmakites
Milton Kelchner
George Kelchner

& Mrs. Ben Kehler
Hilda Keppel

& Mrs. David Kern
Kermit Kessler
Willard J. Kickline
Lester Kilbanks
William Kilpatrick, Sr.
& Mrs. Richard King
Harry Kirchgassner
Carl Kislan

Elwood Kocher, Jr.
Sherry A. Koehler
William Konkel

Linda J. Kortz
Stanley S. Kratze

& Mrs. Lester Kratzer
Kenneth Kromer

Diane Kullman
Stephen Lakatos
Alfred Lankics

Karl Lausehack

James lLee

Harvey F. Leedwig
Richard S. Lerback
Sherwood Lessig
Nancy Lieberman
Kermit G. Lilly
Joseph A. Lopresti

& Mrs. Stephen Lukaez
James E. Lutz

R. Lynn

Robert L. Lynn

& Mrs. David Mack



CITIZENS (continued)

Mr. Glenn D. Macker

Ms. Evelyn Mann

Mr. S. L. Makart

Ms. Anna Mann

Mrs. Mary Manning

Mr. Randolf Markovitz
Mr. Don McCabe

Mr. Alan B. McFall

Mr. Ulin McGill

Mr. Thomas McGrass

Mrs. Mary J. McHan

Mr. Henry R. Mebus

Mr. George C. Meiser
Mr. R. Bernard Merwarth
Mr. Ed Messanlehner

Mr. Raymond Messinger
Mr. Vernon L. Messinger
Mr. Ralph Z. Metz

Mr. & Mrs. Tim Meyer
Mr. Floyd Michael

Mr. & Mrs. Henry Milrus
Mr. Lawrence Monaghan
Mr. John Moore

Mr. M. Morin

My. William B. Morman
Mr. Robert J. Muglone
Mr. & Mrs. Bob Nagel
Mr. Russel H. Nauboid
Mr. & Mrs. Gregory Neff
Mr. Michael D. Neiser
Mr. Joseph Nemeth

Mr. Raymond Nenette

Mr. & Mrs. Dennis Newhad
Mr. Frank J. Nikles

Mr. Tom 0Q'Brien

Mr. George Odenwelder
Mr. John A. 0'Hagen

Mr. A. J. Oplinger

Mr. Howard J. Overholt
Mr. Joseph Pail

Mr. & Mrs. Joseph Papuak
Mr. Wayne Parry

Mr. Phillip C. Parsons
Mr. Vincent Paukovitch
Mr. Robert Peters

Mr. Ralph Pidcock

Mr. George D. Plowman
Mr. Joseph Pomponi

Mr. Martin Ponist

Mr. Ben Presby

Mr. Dale W. Prinkey

Mr. Walter C. Quier

Mr. & Mrs. S. P. Raisner
Mr. Donald A. Ramaley
Mr. Nicholas Rampulla
Mr. Gary Rapp

Mr. Robert Rapp

Mr. & Mrs. Claude Rathe
Mr. William D. Raumsey
Mr. Donald Raymes

CITIZENS (continued)

Mr. & Mrs. Earl A. Reade
Mr. John W. Reed

Mr. Clayton T. Reese

Mr. William Remaly

Mrs. Paul D. Repohen

Mr. Dale Resmiller

Mr. Frank Ressler

Mr. Conrad M. Rice

Mr. Robert A. Richard
Mr. Harry Richebacher
Mr. H. Riefenstahl

Mr. Robert Robert

Ms. Elaine Rodger

Mr. Ronald Rodger

Mr. Arthur Safass

Mr. Joseph Saftman

Mr. Ernest Safgent

Ms. Maryann Sargent

Mr. Charles Scabo

Mr. David T. Schell

Mr. V. Schirvon

Mr. Daniel Schneck

Mr. Francis J. Schweitzer
Mr. Arthur Siefasr

Mr. R. S. Serifass

Mr. & Mrs. Douglas Seyfried
Mr. John Shaddle

Ms. Claude Shappelle

Mr. Joanne Sherman

Mr. Robert P. Shively
Mr. Stephen Shockos

Mr. Carl Shmitz

Mr. & Mrs. George W. Shook
Mr. & Mrs. Lester Shook
Mr. Harold E. Simons

Mr. & Mrs. Peter H. Slavish
Mrs. Claire K. Smith

Ms. Darvine Smith

Mr. & Mrs. Roy Smith

Mr. R. W. Smith

Ms. Shirley M. Smith

Mr. William G. Smith

Ms. Patricia Snyder

Mr. William Spafford

Mr. & Mrs. Sparrow

Mr. Charles Spohn

Ms. Carol Sprague

Mr. & Mrs., Allen Stahl
Mr. F. E. Stannard

Mr. Robert Starke

Mr. Douglas T. Stechl
Mr. Wayne M. Steinmetz
Mr. & Mys, Richard Stine
Mr. A. Stirba, III

Ms. Mary L. Stracko

Mr. Donald Strockoz

Mr. Leo Suprye

Mr. & Mrs. Thomas Sutter
Mr. R. Tenges

Mr. D. L. Thew

CITIZENS (continued)

Mr. E. J. Trinkley
Mr. & Mrs. Conrad Tripy
Mr. James Unger

Mr. Robert Vanon

Mr. Karl K. Vinger
Mr. Charles F. Voda
Mr. Dale Wade

Ms. Barbara Wagner
Mr. D. D. Wallers
Mrs. Jeanette Walters
Mr. Russell Wambold
Mr. Edward Warmbald
Mr. Harold G. Warner
Ms. Michele C. Warner
Mr. Rick Warner

Mr. Willard Weave

Mr. Ed Welchner

Mr. Martin M. Wenfield
Ms. Jan Werkheiser
Ms. Evelyn Werkheizer
Mr. Edward A. Werner
Mr. Melvin 0. Werner
Mr. Donald White

Ms. Maureen White

Mr. John Wikles

Mr. Ed Wilchner

Mr. Dale R. Williamson
Mrs. Ann Woehrle

Mr. Joseph J. Worner
Mr. Francis Wunderly
Ms. Jane Yeakel

Mr. M. A. Yeakel

Mr. Ronald M. Yeakel
Mr. Robert A. Young
Mr. Grant Zilena
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Summary of Draft EIS
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CHAPTER Il: SuMMARY

oF DRAFT EIS
BACKGROUND

EIS ASSUMPTIONS

Assumption 1
action being studied

Assumption 2
EIS Service Area

Assumption 3
Nazareth Borough

Assumption 4

status of ownership;
Nazareth wastewater
collection and treat-
ment facilities

Assumption 5
purpose of EIS

This chapter briefly summarizes the Draft EIS (Appendix A).

A.

In [976, the BLLJSA submitted an application for Federal financial
assistance for the construction of wastewater management facilities

to the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources and
subsequently to the EPA. This application requested money to construct
a collection system which would convey wastewater from the Boroughs of
Stockertown and Tatamy, Plainfield, Upper Nazareth, Bushkill and Palmer
Townships and Jacobsburg State Park to the Easton Sewage Treatment Plant.
The plan also proposed to eventually abandon the Nazareth Sewage Treat-
ment PTant and redirect wastewater flows from the already sewered
Borough of Nazareth and portions of Upper Nazareth to the Easton Plant.
EPA announced its decision, in December 1978, to prepare an Environ-
mental Impact Statement on the proposed plan prior to any final action
concerning the application for Federal money.

Several key assumptions/factors influenced the preparation of the Draft
EIS. The assumptions were formulated to define the scope of the EIS

and to improve the public's understanding of the Federal decision-making
process. These assumptions have also been determined to be valid for
the Final EIS.

e The Draft EIS addressed the actions proposed by the B-LLJSA {(waste-
water collection and transport facilities), but not the expansion
of the Easton Treatment Plant and its enlarged interceptor and pump
station system. These facilities were constructed under a separate
EPA grant; however, the estimated B-LLJSA Tocal share of the capital
costs associated with the Easton construction, $1.3 million, is
addressed in the Draft EIS.

o The EIS Service Area includes the B-LLJSA Service Area (Bushkill
Township, Plainfield Township, Upper Nazareth Township, Palmer
Township (unsewered portion only), Stockertown Borough, and Tatamy
Borough) and Nazareth Borough (see Figure 2). It is different
from the area proposed to be served by the Applicant (see Figure II-1).

e Nazareth Borough was included in the EIS Service area for three
reasons. First, the privately-owned Nazareth sewage treatment plant
(STP), which serves most residents in the Borough has required up-
grading and expansion for several years. Second, a significant
number of citizens throughout the EIS Service Area believe that the
Nazareth STP. if upgraded, could offer a cost-effective means of
wastewater treatment. This belief stems from the STP's central
location in the EIS Service Area and from the public assumption that
selected STP facilities can be conserved. Third, even though Nazareth
Borough is not a member of the B-LLJSA, the Applicant has provided
capacity in its conveyance system for wastewater flows generated by
Nazareth Borough under the assumption that the STP eventually will be
abandoned.

® The purchase of the privately-owned Nazareth sewage collection and
treatment facilities by Nazareth Borough was considered imminent. This
assumption was based on conversations with representatives of Nazareth
Borough and the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (DER)
Nazareth Borough is Tisted on the State priority Tist for Federal
construction grant funds (Pennsylvania Bulletin, Volume 9, No. 8,
24 February 1979) with a rank of 70.

® The primary purposes of the Draft EIS were to develop alternative
wastewater management plans, to evaluate them in comparison to the
Applicant's proposed plan, and to recommend the plan that is environ-
mentally sound and represents the most cost-effective use of Federal
funds. Although the Draft EIS incorporated the necessary concepts,
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Assumption 6
alternatives approach

Assumption 7
design and costing

Assumption 8
documentation of need

Assumption 9
Jacobshurg State Park

Assumption 10
Modified Applicant's
Proposed Action

Assumption 11

costs

Assumption 12
user charges

guidelines, and regulations sought in approved wastewater management
facilities plans, it does not constitute a facilities plan by itself.

Both centralized and decentralized wastewater management approaches
were evaluated. These approaches incorporated innovative and alter-
native technologies, where possible, in accordance with the provisions
of the Clean Water Act of 1977 and other applicable EPA guidance and
regulations.

The preliminary design and costing of wastewater management alterna-
tives were completed under the assumption that an EIS recommended
action would have to be returned to the Applicant for Step II design
work unless the APA was the recommended action. Step II design,
which involves detailed on-site investigations, engineering, and cost-
ing, is outside the scope of a typical EIS. The Applicant, in order
to receive Federal funds, must conform with the requirements of EPA's
Construction Grants Program.

Federal funding of the APA, or of any alternative, is contingent on

the documentation of need for improved wastewater management facili-
ties. Need is defined when at least one of the following conditions
exists: standing pools of septic tank effluent or raw domestic

sewage, sewage in basements from inoperable sewage disposal systems,

or measured contamination of private wells or surface waters by sewage
disposal systems. Unsuitable site conditions, including high ground-
water, rapidly or slowly permeable soils, or solution channels, are

not sufficient documentation by themselves. Two levels of need were
identified in the Draft EIS. "Phase I" areas demonstrated an immediate
need for off-site wastewater management facilities, whereas low density
"Phase II" areas only required improved on-site facilities.

Future recreational plans for the 1,170-acre Jacobsburg State Park in
Bushkill Township have been modified. The planned development of

a 300-site camping area, a swimming complex, and a 94-acre Take have
been terminated in response to public complaints that such facilities
would be detrimental to the Park's environmental and historic resources.
Instead, the Bureau intends to provide small-scale recreational op-
portunities at the Park (see Appendix B).

The APA, by itself, cannot be compared directly to the other alterna-
tives due to differences in design year, estimated wastewater flows
per person, and service area configuration. The Modified Applicant's
Proposed Action (MAPA) was developed to overcome these dissimilarities.

The costs of the alternatives do not represent absolute construction
costs of systems. Locally obtained estimates of unit costs for sewerage
facilities have been applied uniformly to all wastewater management
plans evaluated in the EIS. The focus of the costing effort was on the
internal comparability of the MAPA and of the EIS alternatives.

User charges include the following items: debt service (repayment of
principal and interest to cover the after-grant share of capital costs),
operation and maintenance costs, and an annual reserve fund assumed to
equal 20% of the annual debt service amount. The charges do not include
front-foot assessments and are not in the true sense “user charges"
because they are not based on actual construction costs. They are,
instead, indexes of economic impact and financial burden.

1 Detailed design and costing of the APA were completed in 1977.



Assumption 13 o Estimates of future population associated with wastewater )

population projections management alternatives were based on the municipal population
projections developed by the Lehigh-Northampton Counties Joint
Planning Commission (JPC) in 1973. The "baseline future' population
projections for each municipality in the EIS Service Area are
identical to JPC's 1973 figures.

Assumption 14 e Future development was not assumed to be prohibited in designated

development in floodplains floodplains of municipalities with enacted floodplain management
ordinances unless such ordinances specifically prohibited flood-
plain development. The codified 1imiting, or conditioning, of
development in the floodplain is not considered equivalent to the
prohibition of such development.

ALTERNATIVES C. In response to public concern over such issues as need documentation,
cost-effectiveness, water quality and induced growth, EPA developed
eleven alternatives to the Applicant's proposed action. On site system
problems were identified from field investigations of aerial photography,
groundwater quality, surface water quality, and soil suitability for
wastewater disposal/treatment. Ailternatives included various combinations
of stream discharge, Tand appiication and decentralized schemes.

DRAFT EIS D. After extensive study and analysis, EPA determined that the BLLJSA's
CONCLUSIONS proposed plan was unacceptable for Federal funding due to the following:

e potential for loss of agricultural land

e potential for loss of valuable trout habitat

e other alternatives exist which do not have significant adverse
impacts

The need for centralized wastewater collection and treatment facilities was
assessed compared to the need to alleviate existing water quality or public
health problems. The absence of documented water quality problems for the
areas Tisted below suggested that centralized treatment and/or increased
sewer service for these areas were not required,

o Plainfield Township north of T609 on Route 115 and Route 191 between
Belfast Junction and Edelman

e Jacobsburg State Park

e The vicinity of Cherry Hi1l, Bushkill Township

An existing need for improved facilities was identified in the following areas:

Belfast area of Plainfield Township

Stockertown Borough

Tatamy Borough

Rasleytown

an area east of Pen Argyl Borough (Plainfield Township)
Rismiller (Bushkill Township)

Christian Springs (Upper Nazareth Township)

DRAFT EIS E. Major elements of the plan recommended in the Draft EIS for Federai funding
RECOMMENDATIONS are:

¢ wastewater generated in the corridor running from the Belfast Area

through Tatamy Borough, and the Newburg Homes area of Palmer
Township would be conveyed to the Easton Plant for treatment.

10



o wastewater flows from the existing Nazareth Plant Service area as well
as those from the East Lawn vicinity of Upper Nazareth Township could

be treated at a new plant adjacent to the existing Nazareth Plant
which would be abandoned

e sparsely developed segments along Route 115 north of the gravity sewer
and communities of east Pen Argyl and Rasleytown (Plainfield Township)
and RismiTter (Bushkill Township) would be served by small collection
systems and multi-family area fields (cluster systems).

¢ the remainder of the area not served by a centralized collection
system would remain an individual on-iot treatment systems.
The estimated cost for this project was $11,800,000 in dollars. It was

calculated that yearly charges to users of the system would equal about $110
per household. Additional charges amounting to about $70 per household were
calculated to cover previous costs incurred by the Applicant.
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CuapTER II1:
EVALUATION OF
ALTERNATIVES

EXISTING ENVIRONMENT

Inventory of Prime
Agricultural Land

60%, not 75%, of EIS
Service Area in prime
agricultural lands

Recently Adopted
Floodplain Develop-
ment Regulations

Plainfield Township

Stockertown Borough and

Tatamy Borough

Nazareth Borough

Upper Nazareth Township

Comments and_new information received during the Draft EIS public comment
period were incorporated into the EIS process. This chapter indicates the
new information and illustrates the subsequent evaluation of alternatives.

A.  The descriptions of the existing environment in the Draft EIS with
regard to prime agricultural land, floodplain zoning, and recreation
are updated in this section. These modifications Targely represent
new information that was not available, or that was in the process
of being generated, during the preparation of the Draft EIS.

1.

It was stated on page 45 of the Draft EIS that the Northampton
County District Soil Conservation Service (SCS) was in the
process of delineating prime agricultural lands based on the

1977 guidelines. Furthermore, it was noted that under the new
guidelines, the Comly (CmB) soil series and the Clarksburg (C1B)
soil series would no longer be considered prime agricultural
lands. The net effect of these changes is that an estimated 60%,
rather than 75%, of the EIS Service Area is classified as prime
agricultural land (By letter, Mr. Graham T. Munkittrick, US
Department of Agriculture (USDA)-SCS, 17 March 1980). This
reduction in the amount of prime agricultural land is scattered
evenly throughout the EIS Service Area. Another change in the
inventory of Class I and Class II soils (Figure I111-6, Draft EIS)
is that the soils on which Newburg Homes {(Palmer Township) was
developed are no Tonger considered prime agricultural lands; the
construction of homes has foreclosed agricultural opportunities
(By telephone, Mr. John Bert, District Soil Conservationist,
USDA-SCS, 16 April 1980).

The Draft EIS {page 225) indicated that a number of municipalities
in the EIS Service Area do not have zoning ordinances that pro-
hibit development in flood-prone areas. This statement was based
on EPA's interviews with municipal government officials, including
planners and zoning officials, during the period from December
1978 through July 1979. Plainfield Township, Stockertown Borough,
Tatamy Borough, Upper Nazareth Township, and Nazareth Borough did
not have prohibitive floodplain development ordinances.

Three of the five previously identified municipalities recently
have amended or adopted floodplain regulations. They are:

e Stockertown Borough (Ordinance No. 164) adopted 6 August 1979
e Tatamy Borough (Ordinance No. 110) adopted 5 November 1979
e Plainfield Township amended 10 January 1980.

These new floodplain regulations are based on Flood Insurance

Studies that were prepared by the Federal Insurance Administration
during the summer of 1979. With its zoning ordinance amended,
Plainfield Township now prohibits development in the 100-year flood-
plain. The referenced floodplain management regulations for Stocker-
town Borough and Tatamy Borough "1imit and condition, but do not
prohibit totally, development within the 100-year floodplain as
defined by their respective Flood Insurance Studies" (By letter,

Mr. Walter Pierson, Acting Director, Insurance & Mitigation

Division, Federal Emergency Management Agency, 10 March 1980).

Nazareth Borough and Upper Nazareth Township still have not adopted
floodplain ordinances. The Joint Planning Commission, Lehigh-
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APPLICANT'S PROPOSED
ACTION AND IMPACTS

Stream Crossings

number of stream
crossings

Northampton Counties, reported that these municipalities soon would
have ordinances that will meet the requirements of the National
Flood Insurance Program as well as the Pennsylvania Floodplain
Management Act (By letter, Mr. Allen 0'Dell, 6 March 1980). The
above requirements stipulate that structures must be floodproofed
or elevated above flood levels; they do not prohibit development
in floodplain areas.

B. Modifications have been made to the description and cost of the APA as
stated in the Draft EIS. As a result, the impacts have changed.

1.

Figure III-1

The Draft EIS stated that the APA would require the construction

of 29 stream crossings, six of which would involve the boring, or
jacking, of sewer pipe beneath the streambed.! The remainder of the
stream crossings were to involve the construction of cofferdams and
excavation (including rock blasting where necessary) of the strean
bottom. Subsequent discussions with the B-LLJSA and its engineer
during the Draft EIS public comment period necessitate the following
revisions:

® Inspection of the B-LLJSA plot p]ans2 and bid sheets indicated
that only 19 stream crossings were proposed to be bid for con-
struction. The B-LLJSA informed EPA that three stream crossings
in Jacobsburg State Park could be eliminated from the APA
because of objections voiced by the Pennsylvania Fish Commission.
The revised number of stream crossings (16) by channel is as
follows: three on Bushkill Creek, one on a tributary to Bush-
kill Creek, six on Little Bushkill Creek, and six on Schoeneck
Creek. The Applicant's engineer indicated that it might be
possible to eliminate one or two more crossings on Schoeneck
Creek, but the value in doing so is questionable; no stream
crossings can be eliminated on Little Bushkill Creek [By letter,
Mr. Hans Meinig, Jr., Gilbert Associates, Inc. (GAI), 11 April
1980]. Photographs of two of the Applicant's proposed stream
crossings on Bushkill Creek are included as Figures III-1 and
III-2. The revised locations of all stream crossings proposed
for the APA are shown in Figure III-3.

Figure I1I-2

Applicant's proposed stream crossing Applicant's proposed stream croﬁﬂ
(manhole 210 to manhole 211) approxi- (manhole 219 to manhole 220) apwﬂ
mately 1 mile below Tatamy Borough. mately 1.5 miles below Tatamy Borf

]Drawings 06-6796 D-601-008 and 06-6796 D-601-009 (dated 1974, revised 1977).

2Drawings 06-6796 C-601-012 through C-601-019.
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types of stream crossings

effect of stream crossing
revisions on aquatic biota

wild trout population

adverse impacts and
mitigative measures
recommended by Applicant

¢ None of the stream crossings under the APA will require boring

or jacking of sewer pipe beneath stream bottoms as previously
proposed by the Applicant. Instead, all crossings will be
constructed via cofferdam installation and excavation of stream
bottoms according to procedures prescribed by the Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Resources (DER) and the Pennsylvania
Fish Commission (By telephone, Mr. Hans Meinig, dJr., GAI, 17
April 1980). According to the Applicant's engineer, jacking of
sewer pipe reportedly would require too much construction time
in comparison to open trench excavation.

The Pennsylvania Fish Commission has described Bushkill Creek as
"one of the better, if not the best, trout streams in eastern
Pennsylvania and as such must be protected" (By letter, Mr. Jack
Miller, Chief, Fisheries Environmental Services, Pennsylvania

Fish Commission, to Mr. Robert Blanco, Chief, Water Planning Branch,
EPA, 15 February 1977). As stated in the Draft EIS, this creek
supports an intensive trout sport fishery. From May through

August 1978, the Pennsylvania Fish Commission counted a total of
1,651 anglers along Bushkill Creek for a distance of approximately
2.3 miles downstream from Tatamy Borough.3 During 1980, the fishing
pressure on Bushkill Creek has increased despite a reduction by
8,000 fish in the number of stocked brown trout due to shortages of
the species in the State. This intensive fishing pressure, which
is attributed to current economic conditions that keep anglers
close to their homes, is projected to increase in the near future.

Stocking is conducted to supplement the wild trout population.
The Pennsylvania Fish Commission estimates that the number of
naturally reproduced trout (mostly brown trout, Salmo trutta)

in Bushkill Creek is high, with an average density of 250 trout
per 100 meters® (By telephone, Mr. Terry Hannold, Waterways Patrol-
man, Pennsylvania Fish Commission, 2 June 1980). In their 1979
inventory of the "Fish for Fun" Area, the Pennsylvania Fish Com-
mission captured brown trout, measuring 3 to 16 inches in length,
and rainbow trout (Salmo gairdnerii), measuring 11 to 13 inches.
As stated in the Draft EIS, the livelihood of the trout tishery
downstream from Tatamy Borough is dependent on the underground
springs known to exist in the vicinity of the Borough and at

}?? ggnf]uence of Schoeneck Creek and Bushkill Creek (see Figure

The Applicant, in its detailed design of the sixteen stream
crossings that are associated with the APA, has incorporated a
number of measures that will minimize damage to the aquatic
environment. The adverse impacts expected from the construction
of the stream crossings, as well as the structural and non-struc-
tural measures recommended by the Applicant to mitigate these
impacts, are summarized briefly below (By letter, Mr. Hans Meinig,
Jr., GAI, 11 April 1980).

Impact Mitigative Measures

] Erosiqn of stream banks e Streams will be crossed in two
and siltation of surface stages with water being diverted
water chapne1s during sewer (by sand bags) to one side while
installation. sewer pipe is being installed

on the other.

3

Includes the "Fish for Fun" Area.

4Equiva]ent to approximately 4,000 naturally reproduced trout per mile.
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Impact Mitigative Measures

Use of silt retention basins
during construction.

Follow soil erosion and sedi-
mentation control specifica-
tions per Pennsylvania Fish
Commission and DER rules and
regulations.

Obtain Section 404 permits
from US Army Corps of Engin-
eers prior to construction.

o Disruption of trout ® Make stream crossings during

spawning habitat. time period recommended by the
Pennsylvania Fish Cormission.

o Diversion of spring flow o Install concrete curtain walls
away from the creek by (seepage stops) approximately
gravel-filled trench and every 1,000 feet in areas where
interception of ground- there is concern that ground-
water. water will follow trench line

and be diverted away from the
adjacent stream.

® Hydraulic erosion around ® Encase stream crossings in
sanitary sewage pipeline. concrete.

If proper construction methods are enforced, the adverse primary
impacts can be expected to be of relatively short duration. The
Applicant cites the construction of the Forks Township Inter-
ceptor on the east side of Bushkill Creek (Figures III-4 and
I11-5) 12 years ago as testimony to the fact that a gravity

‘?A’.‘:-s‘ q""-,i'.‘. At
._\":- ‘..'_‘ .y. _‘\c: _...\' \
Figure II1I-4 Figure III-5
Forks Township Interceptor Forks Township Interceptor
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potential for spring/
channel diversion
under APA

corridor study
recommended

potential for
additional stream
Crossings

Prime Agricultural
Land Conversion Under
APA

Induced Growth
Revisions Under APA

Costs of APA

interceptor along lower Bushkill Creek will not affect adversely
this high-quality aquatic environment. The construction of
stream crossings in limestone areas, involving the blasting

of bedrock, must proceed with caution, because this activity
could divert surface water and groundwater flow away from the
stream. The short- and long-term potentials for such diver-
sion in the B-LLJSA Service Area exist along Schoeneck Creek,
along Little Bushkill Creek in the Stockertown area, and along
Bushkill Creek downstream from Tatamy. Construction of sewer
pipe adjacent to Bushkill Creek downstream from Tatamy and along
Little Bushkill Creek should be permitted only after a detailed
corridor study is completed. A qualified geologist and biologist,
in collaboration with the Applicant's engineer, should determine
the potential for spring and channel diversion and habitat
disruption.

Development pressures in the future may result in the construc-
tion of stream crossings in addition to those proposed for
B-LLJSA project start-up. The establishment of a permanently
vegetated buffer zone adjacent to streams, in which construction
of any kind would be controlled strictly, may reduce the impacts
of future sewerage construction and non-point pollution. The
width of this zone would be determined during the corridor study
discussed above.

In accordance with the reduction in the inventory of classified

prime agricultural land in the EIS Service Area (see Section 111.A.1),
the amount of prime agricultural land converted to residential/
commercial/industrial uses under the APA is an estimated 3,200

acres. This is less than the amount of converted acreage reported

in the Draft EIS (3,735 acres) and is approximately double the

amount of prime agricultural land that would be converted to non-
agricultural uses without the project.

Induced dwelling unit and population estimates for Stockertown
Borough and Tatamy Borough under the APA have been revised upward
to reflect the fact that floodplain management ordinances recently
adopted by these municipalities 1imit and condition, but do not
prohibit, development in flood-prone areas (see Section III.A.2).
Under the assumption that development could be induced legally in
flood-prone areas, the revised total induced growth figures for
Stockertown and Tatamy under the APA are:

e Stockertown Borough
e Tatamy Borough

115 dwelling units (350 persons)
252 dwelling units (756 persons).

This assumption was applied to the MAPA and the other alternatives.
The derivation of the induced dwelling units (22 for Stockertown
Borough, 68 for Tatamy Borough) in the 100-year floodplain for
those alternatives is included in Appendix C-T1.

The capital, operatijon and maintenance, and present worth costs,
as well as the salvage value of the APA, as stated in the Draft
EIS, have been updated to reflect more realistic unit costs. The
updated cost summary of the APA 1is presented in Table III-1. The
unit costs were adapted from the B-LLJSA project bid sheets and
do not reflect the comparatively Tow unit costs that were used to
estimate the construction costs of the APA in the Draft EIS. The
latter unit costs were obtained from engineer contractor firms
located in the greater Easton area and were used in the costing
of all wastewater management plans evaluated in the Draft EIS.
This universal use of local unit costs ensured comparability among
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updated cost summary
of APA

estimated local user
charges of APA

all of the p1ans.5 The data contained in the B-LLJSA project bid
sheets represented the actual 1977 costs for which the APA would
be constructed. These detajled and "realistic" costs were not
applied universally to all alternatives in the Draft EIS because
the site conditions and detailed design upon which they were based
were not commensurate with the site conditions and preliminary
designs upon which the alternatives were based.

Table ITI-1. Updated cost summary of APA ($).

Present Present Total
Horth Worth Total Annual
Capital Annual 0&M salvage Salvage Present Equivalent
Cost 0&M (10.4919) Value value Worth (0.0953)
13,720,337 413,985 1,343,489 4,929,040 (1,244,583) 16,819,243 1,602,874

The effect of the updated capital costs on estimated Tocal user
charges for the APA is illustrated in Table III-2.

Table I11I-2. Estimated Jocal user charges associated with APA (§).

Annual Total
Equivalent Annual
) Local of Local Cost to Monthly
Capital Share Share Annual Local Cost P%{
_Cost (25%) (0.0953) 08M Citizens Family®7
13,720,337 3,430,084 326,887 413,985 740,872 $13.20-22.40

The monthly cost per family for use of the APA system, $13.20 to
$22.40, represents an estimated annual user charge of $158 to $269.
These estimates contrast with the Draft EIS estimated annual user
charge for the APA of $160. The calculation 6f the user charge is
based on Tocal capital costs being paid through the use of a 30-year
bond at 7-1/8% interest rate.

The significant financial burden8 and displacement pressure9 associated
with the revised costs of the APA, listed in Table III-3, have been

5The APA cannot be compared legitimately with the EIS alternatives, based on significant differences

in design parameters and Service Area configurations. The development of the MAPA allows a direct
comparison between the concept of the APA and its ten EIS alternatives.

6This information is presented for comparative purposes only. Actual user charges may vary with
prevailing bond rates and market conditions.

Total Annual Cost
o. Families x 12 mo/yr

7

Monthly cost peér family = N ; approximately 2,756 families without Nazareth
and 4,677 families with Nazareth (year 1978). The Environmental Assessment (EA), page I-23, states
that the estimated connected (APA) population includes Nazareth Borough.

8A project is 11kely to place "significant financial burden" on users when user charges equal or
exceed the following criteria developed by the Federal government (The White House Rural Development
Initiative 1978): 1.5% of median household incomes are less than $6,000; 2.0% of median household
incomes are between $6,000 and $10,000; and when 2.5% of median household incomes are greater than
$10,000.

9"Displacement pressure” is the economic pressure associated with user charges, which are high enough

to cause lower incone families to move. It is measured by determining the number of households

having user charges in excess of 5% of their annual income.
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Additional Construction
Costs Associated with APA

estimated under two scenarios. The first scenario assumes a B-LLJSA
Service Area population that includes Nazareth Borough (population
5,763, year 1978). The second scenario assumes that Nazareth Borough
is not connected to the sewer system.

Table III-3. Significant financial burden and displacement pressure
associated with APA.

Signifigant )

Annual User Financial Displacement
Charge Burden Pressure
5158 10-15% 5-10%
$269 20-25% 5-10%

The APA costs presented in the Draft EIS and in Table III-T are
those associated with wastewater conveyance facilities in the B-LLJSA
Service Area proper. They do not include the expansion {i.e., con-
struction) of two pump stations in Easton (Second Street and Delaware
Drive pump stations) and the upgrading/expansion of the Easton STP,
both of which are prerequisites to satisfy the purpose for which the
APA was intended: transport of wastewater generated in the B-LLJSA
Service Area to the Easton STP for treatment. During the comment
period on the Draft EIS, the B-LLJSA indicated that a deficiency of
the EIS was the lack of consideration of the reconstruction of these
and other conveyance facilities (interceptors and inverted siphons)
in the evaluation of the APA and alternative wastewater management
plans. Costs that should be added to the cost of the APA are pre-
sented in Table III-4. These were not included in the cost-effec-
tiveness analysis for the APA in either the Draft EIS or in Table
III-1 because they are not costs associated with construction of
proposed facilities in the Applicant's Service Area. The expansion
of the Easton STP and two pump stations is proceding under a
separate EPA grant. However, these costs are essential to the opera-
tion of the APA and, therefore, Ehould be considered in addition to
those presented in Table I11-1.1¢ Costs for the reconstruction of
interceptors and inverted siphons, which also are essential to the
operation of the APA, are not included in Table III-4; therefore, the
costs in that table are considered conservative. This reconstruction
occurred under the Easton Federal grant mentioned earlier.

Table III-4. Expansion costs for the Second Street pump station,
Delaware Drive pump station, and Easton STP that should be added to
APA costs.1?

Expansion of Second Street Pump Station (B-LLJSA portion)

. - = $ 249,48
Expansion of Delaware Drive Pump Station (B-LLJSA portion) = 191,040
Expansion of Easton STP (B-LLJSA portion) = 1,592,200

Total Additional Construction Costs = $2,032,669
Total Additional Capital Costs (8 127%) = $2,581,4%

Backup calculations for these costs are presented in Appendix D-1.

10 :
Besed on 1978 B-LLJSA estimated connected population including Nazareth

11

Borough (EA, p. 1-23, 1976).

Based on 1978 B-LLJSA estimated connected population excluding Nazareth
Borough (EA, 1976).

]ZThese additional costs represent only the B-LLJSA portion of facilities

expansion. B-LLJSA design flow 2.4 mgd (By telephone, Mr. Lewis Wolfe,
Manager Consultant, B-LLJSA, 9 May 1980).
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Energy Requirements
of APA

revised energy require-
ments of APA's technical
components

The Draft EIS estimate of energy requirements associated with the
APA, 5,950 kilowatt-hours per year (kwh/yr) was based on the proposed
wastewater conveyance facilities in the B-LLJSA Service Area.

The only energy-consumptive conveyance facilities in the B-LLJSA
Service Area proper are the proposed Jacobsburg State Park and
Edelman pump stations, with design flows!3 of 600 gallons per

minute (gpm) and 180 gpm, respectively (By letter, Mr. Hans Meinig,
Jdr., GAI, 19 May 1980).

Re-evaluation of the APA's energy requirements revealed three
problems with the Draft EIS estimate of 5,950 kwh/yr:

e The energy requirements of the two pump stations in the B-LLJSA
Service Area were underestimated

e The energy requirements associated with wastewater conveyance
and treatment facilities that were essential to the operation
of the APA were not included

e The energy consumption by residential developments induced by
the APA was not measured.

The revised energy budget for the proposed Jacobsburg State Park and
Edelman pump stations is 139,991 kwh/yr. The energy requirements for
the B-LLJSA portion of the expanded Second Street and Delaware Drive
pump stations and Easton STP total 1,365,850 kwh/yr. The energy re-
quirements directly associated with the operation of the wastewater
management system proposed for the B-LLJSA Service Area are shown in
Table III-5. Backup data for this table are in Appendix D-2.

Table III-5. Revised energy budget for APA.

A. Conveyance kwh/yr
1.  Jacobsburg State Park Pump Station 7,938
2. Edelman Pump Station 132,053
3. Second Street Pump Station (B-LLJSA portion) 194,832
4. Delaware Drive Pump Station (B-LLJSA portion) 437,290

B. Treatment

Easton STP (B-~LLJSA portion) 733,728
TOTAL 1,505,841

A comprehensive evaluation of the energy requirements of the APA and
its alternatives should include an estimate of the energy (electric
power) consumed by residential development associated with the project
under construction. This comprehensive approach to estimating the
energy budgets for the APA and its EIS alternatives was precipitated

by the significant public criticism of the Draft EIS for recommending
the implementation of an alternative that required 93 times the amount
of energy required by the APA. It is emphasized that the Draft EIS
energy evaluation of alternative wastewater management plans considered

13

Design peak flows.
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electric power consump-
tion by residential
development under APA

total energy requirements
of APA

ALTERNATIVES

only the sewerage system components in the B-LLJSA and EIS Service
Areas. Given the public emphasis on implementing a Federally

funded wastewater management plan that complies with the President's
energy conservation directives, EPA believed it necessary to present
a realistic energy evaluation! 14 of the APA and its alternatives in
this EIS -- one that includes energy consumption by project-associated
residents as well as project-associated design components.

The estimated average electric power consumption by residential
development!® that is associated with the APA in the year 2000 is

as follows: 247,810,000 kwh/yr for single family dwelling units

and 49,488,000 kwh/yr for multi-family dwelling units; total electric
power consumption by residential development is 297.2 million kwh/yr,

Projected electric power consumption by residential development with-
out the APA is as follows: 165,570,000 kwh/yr for single family
dwelling units and 23,069,000 kwh/yr for multi-family units; total
electric power consumption by residential development is 188.6 million
kwh/yr.

Assuming that energy requirements of the conveyance and treatment
systems in Table III-5 remain constant over the 20-year project
planning period, the total energy requirements of the APA are those
included in Table III-6.

Table III-6. Total estimated energy requirements of APA.

B-LLJSA-associated wasteawter conveyance and 1,505,841 kwh/yr
treatment components

Total electric poweY consumption by residential 108,619,000 kwh/yr
development 1nduced by APA

Total estimated energy requirements of APA 110,124,841 kwh/yr

C. A detailed review of the design and cost1ng of the wastewater management
plans under study during the EIS process is embodied in the "Engineering
Evaluation of the Bushkill Draft EIS" (Appendix D-3). Key tasks!7 under-
taken during this evaluation included:

¢ An assessment of the conveyance systems presented in the Draft EIS
that incorporated the use of force mains and pump stations

e Segmental cost-effectiveness analysis comparing a total of five
alternative wastewater conveyance and treatment options for two

4Th1's evaluation does not include the electric power requirements of project-
associated commercial and industrial development.
]5E1ectr1c power consumption by single family detached units = 21,600 kwh/yr;
Electric power consumption by multi-family units = 16,900 kwh/yr.
16Project electric power consumption by development with APA minus projected
electric power consumption by development without APA (see Appendix D-4).
]7whi1e these tasks involve a more detailed approach to evaluating the EIS al-
ternatives in 1light of critical public comment and input received on their
design, cost, reliability, and.energy requirements, EPA has not departed fron
its commitment to conduct such analysis within the framework of the Agency's
Construction Grants Program guidelines and regulations for Step I-level
projects.
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subareas in the EIS Service Area. The first subarea extends from
the exsting Nazareth STP to the connection point with the Forks
Township/Bushkill interceptor at Penn Pump Park in Palmer Township
(hereafter referred to as Penn Pump Park). The second subarea
extends from the southeast corner of Tatamy Borough at Bushkill
Creek to Penn Pump Park. The two subareas are illustrated in
Figure III-6.

e A reanalysis of the Draft EIS design and cost for the Nazareth RBC
STP

e A review of the cost-effectiveness analysis presented jn the Draft
EIS, focusing on the APA, MAPA, and Draft EIS Alternative 9.

Assessment of Pressurized 1. As assessment was made of the pump stations @hat were proposed'fqr
Wastewater Conveyance Alternative 9, the Draft EIS Recommended Action, because of critical
Systems public comments on the selection of a pressurized wastewater convey-

ance system., No major discrepancies were found.

For the force mains associated with pump stations (PSs) #1 and #4,
it was determined that the pressurized piping could be replaced by
gravity sewers for a moderate distance, resulting in a more econom-
ical design (see Section III.D.2). Pump stations #3, #4, #7. and
#8 involved successive 1ifting or pumping of sewage. A study was
made of the Tatamy Borough/Stockertown Borough area to see if a more
economical conveyance system was possible. The use of a gravity
sewer along the right-of-way (ROW) of the Lehigh Valley Railroad
between Stockertown Borough and Tatamy Borough would permit the
elimination of PSs #4, #7, and #8, but would require enlargement
of PS #3.18 The enlarged PS #3 is termed PS #3 (Modified), and the
conveyance system design using only six pump stations in lieu of

Alternative 9 (Modified) nine is referred to as Alternative 9 (Modified). The substitution
of a gravity sewer system for these three PSs reduced the energy
requirement of the conveyance system as presented for Draft EIS
Alternative 9 by nearly 50%.

Segmental Cost-Effective- 2. A segmental cost-effectiveness analysis was made, which was totally

ness Analysis independent of the analyses performed during the preparation of the
Draft EIS. The study was conducted to determine the most cost-
effective method to convey and to treat sewage generated in two of
the subareas in the EIS Service Area.

Subarea 1 comprises Nazareth Borough, Upper Nazareth Township, and
Newburg Homes in Palmer Township (see Figure III-6). Three alter-
nates were developed for this area:

Alternate A e Alternate A features a sewage treatment plant to handle waste-
water flows from Nazareth Borough and Upper Nazareth Township.
Four treatment plant options were analyzed: (a) a RBC plant
with Lamella Settlers (see Appendix D-3), (b) an RBC plant with
a conventional final clarifier, (c) a conventional activated
sludge (AS) plant, and (d) an OD plant. Newburg Homes is served
by pump station/force main and gravity sewer to Penn Pump Park.

Alternate B o Alternate B includes gravity sewers along Schoeneck Creek serving
Nazareth Borough and Upper Nazareth Township, and gravity sewers
serving Newburg Homes.

]8This railroad ROW is the same one through which the B-LLJSA proposed to con-
struct interceptors under the APA.
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Alternate C

Alternate D

Alternate E

Comparison of
Subarea 1
Alternates

e Alternate C features a pump station/force main system, con-
structed along public roads, to serve Nazareth Borough, Upper
Nazareth Township, and Newburg Homes.

Subarea 2 comprises the area

between southeastern Tatamy Borough
Two alternates were developed

at Bushkill Creek and Penn Pump Park.
for this area.

e Alternate D would convey all sewage generated north of Tatamy

Borough to Penn Pump Park by gravity sewer along Bushkill Creek

e Alternate E would convey all sewage generated north of Tatamy

Borough by means of a pump station/force main system down

Tatamy Road to Penn Pump Park.

Separate cost-effectiveness analyses that compare Alternates A, B,
and C, and Alternates D and E have been developed (see Table III-7).

]The 0&M costs presented in this table are
operable. Replacement costs for component
Preferred 0&M Costs are presented in Appen

Comparing Alternates
native 9 (Draft EIS

Table III-7. Cost-effectiveness analysis of Alternates A, B, and C,
and Alternates D and E.
Present Present Total
Worth Worth lotal Annual
Capital Annual 0&M Salvage Salvage Present Equivalent
Alternate Cost 0&M (10.4919) value (0.2525) Worth (0.0953)
Schoeneck Creek Watershed
Aa (RBC/LS) $3,491,913  $145,620 $1,527,830 § 996,939 ($251,727) $4.768,016 $451,392
Ab {RBC/CONV) 3,551,913 149,620 1,569,798 1,046,939 ( 264,352) 4,857,359 462,906
Ac {AS) 2,621,913 165.620 1,737,669 776,939 ( 196,177) 4,063,405 387,243
Ad (0D) 1,492 913 57,620 604,543 486,939 ( 172,952) 1,974,504 188,170
B (Gravity) 1,760,000 81,480 854,880 700,000 ( 176,750) 2,438,130 232,354
C (FM/PS) 1,714,694 101,071 1,060,427 461,327 ( 116,485) 2,658,636 253,368
Lover Bushkill Creek
Watershed
D (Bushkill Creek $ 740,913 § 4,150 § 43,541 $ 295,698 ($ 74,664) $ 709,790 $ 67,643
Gravity System)
E (Tatamy Road 790,575 9,691 101,677 234,250 ( 59.,148) 733,104 79,395
FM/PS System)

considered the minimum allowable expenditures to keep the system

; with service lives in excess of 20 years are not included.
ix D-3.

Aa and B is equivalent to comparing Alter-
recommended alternative) and the MAPA with

respect to serving the western portion of the EIS Service Area.
The comparison indicates a gravity sewer (Alternate B) is less
expensive than a treatment plant at Nazareth (Alternate Aa).

The additional expense of the treatment plant is calculated as

follows:

{{capital § Alternate Aa

share capital §) x d

capital $ Alternate B) x (25% local
iscount factor) + (annual 0&M $ Alternate Aa

annual 08M § Alternate B)) + number of families x 12 month/year.
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Comparison of
Subarea 2
Alternates

extra monthly cost to
avoid Bushkill Creek

Cost-Effectiveness
IAnalysis

focus

(($3,491,913 - $1,760,000) (2.5) (.0953)) + ($145,620 - $81,480)

3,754 families x 12 month/year
= $2.34/month per family.

Alternate Ad -- treatment of wastewater via an 0D plant -- however,
is the least expensive option. Using the preceding formula, it

is estimated that an 0D plant represents a savings of $0.67/month
per family over the gravity sewer (Alternate B}.

The comparison of Alternate D (gravity system from Tatamy Borough

to Penn Pump Park) and Alternate E (force main/pump station system

from Tatamy Borough to Penn Pump Park) also is shown in Table III-6.

The total annual equivalent cost of Alternate E is $11,752 more than for
Alternate D. Therefore, it would cost $11,762/year for a conveyance
system that would avoid a State-proclaimed trout stream -- Bushkill Creek.

There are 11,263 persons, or approximately 3,754 families, in the
EIS Phase I Service Area that would pay the cost. On a monthly
sewer bill basis, the added cost for avoiding Bushkill Creek down-
stream from Tatamy Borough would be:

({capital $ Alternate E  capital $ Alternate D) x (25% local
share capital $) x discount factor) + (annual 0&M $ Alternate E
annual 0&M $ Alternate D)) + number of families x 12 month/year.

(($790,575 - $740,913) (.25) (.0953)) + ($9,691 - $4,154)
3,754 families x 12 month/year

$0.75 month per family.

The additional capital cost to EPA, through the 75% Construction
Grant Program, would be:

($790,575. - $750,913) (.75)  §37,247.

The additional capital cost to the B-LLJSA would be:
($790,575  $750,913) (.25) $9,916

The review of the Draft EIS cost analysis focused on the APA, MAPA,
and Draft EIS Alternative 9 for the following reasons:

e The APA is the subject of this EIS

o The MAPA is a redesign of that action 19
e Alternative 9 is the Draft EIS Recommended Action.'
The costs associated with the above alternatives have been updated to
reflect more realistic unit costs. The units costs used to revise
these wastewater management plans were adapted from actual bid data
upon which the original costs of the APA were based. The rationale
behind using relatively Tower unit costs during the costing of the
Draft EIS alternatives is identical to the one given for use of these
unit costs in the costing of the APA for the Draft EIS (see page

18 of this EIS).

Two types of wastewater treatment facilities were considered to meet the needs
of the Nazareth STP Service Area under Alternative 9. Combination with the
modified conveyance system (Section III.C.1) results in four versions of
Alternative 9.
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Draft EIS costs too low

Alternative 9 RBC plant

Alternative 9 OD plant

local user charges

IMPACTS

Conversion of Prime
Agricultural Land
Under MAPA and
Alternative 9
secondary impacts

Induced Growth Under
MAPA and EIS Alter-
native 9

The present worth costs of all the alternatives reported in the Draft
EIS consistently were found to be approximately 10% to 22% tower

in relation to present worth costs based on construction bid costs.
However, the cost ranking of the alternatives, as determined by the
cost-effectiveness analysis, remains valid. The revised cost-effec-
tiveness analysis is presented in Table 1I1-8.

Alternative 9 (RBC) has incorporated the use of conventional treat-
ment components (preliminary treatment and primary clarifiers) to

a greater extent than was the case in Draft EIS Alternative 9, which
recommended the use of several innovative/alternative (i/a) tech-
nologies (wire screen in lieu of conventional preliminary treatment/
primary clarification). Alternative 9 (Modified; RBC) further incor-
porates the modified conveyance system (six pump stations) that was
discussed in Section III.C.1. Outside of these modifications, the
remainder of Phase I is served as reported in the Draft EIS under
both scenarios.

The least costly alternate treatment facility to replace the existing
Nazareth STP is an OD plant. It can achieve the same effluent quality
as the previously proposed RBC plant -- 10 mg/1 BOD, 15 mg/1 suspended
solids, and 2 mg N/1 ammonia. These levels are well within the
effluent standards set by DER for discharge to Schoeneck Creek --

20 mg/1 BOD, 25 mg/1 suspended solids, and 3 mg N/1 ammonia. Except
for the substituted treatment scheme to meet the needs of the Nazareth
STP Service Area, Alternative 9 (0D) is identical to Draft EIS Alter-
native 9 in configuration. Alternative 9 (Modified; OD) includes the
modified conveyance system described in Section III.C.1.

Estimated local user charges for the APA, MAPA, and the four versions
of Alternative 9 are presented in Table III-9. This information is
presented for comparative purposes only. Actual user charges, once
a system is operable, would depend on prevailing bond rates, bond
life, and other market conditions.

New or revised impacts associated with the implementation of the MAPA and
EIS Alternative 9 (including its four versions) are discussed in this section
in 1ight of modifications described in Sections III.A, B, and C. As stated
previously, the impacts associated with the APA cannot be compared to those
associated with the EIS alternatives because of dissimilar design assump-
tions and service area configuration. The MAPA serves as a redesign of

the APA that can be compared directly to the EIS Alternatives.

1. Implementation of the MAPA would induce the conversion of 14% more
prime agricultural land to residential/commercial/industrial uses
than would occur without its implementation. Implementation of EIS
A]tgrnative 9 would induce the conversion of less than 1% more prime
agricultural land to developed uses' than would occur without its
implementation. These estimates account for the reduction in the
amount of classified prime agricultural land in the EIS Service Area
(Section III.A.1).

2. The revised numbers of dwelling units induced by implementation of
either the MAPA or Alternative 9 are presented in Table III-10. Revi-
sions have been required as a result of the adoption by Stockertown
Borough and Tatamy Borough of floodplain management ordinances which
1imit and condition, but do not prohibit, development in the 100-year
floodplain. Further revisions of induced growth estimates under
Alternative 9 have been made to reflect the substitution of gravity
Zewers for force main/pump stations at two locations in the EIS Service

rea:
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Table III-8.

Cost-effectiveness analysis of APA, MAPA, and four versions of Alternative 9.

Present Present Total

Worth Worth Total Annual
_ Capital Annual 0&M Salvage Salvage Present Equivalent
Alternative Cost 0&M! (10.4919) Value (0.2525) Worth (0.0953)
Applicant's Proposed 13,720,337 413,985 4,343,489 4,925,040 (1,244,583) 16,819,243 1,602,874

Action (APA)
Modified Applicant's 11,143,977 194,212 2,037,653 3,994,280 (1,008,556) 12,173,074 1,160,094
Proposed Action (MAPA)

Alternative 9 (RBC) 11,553,579 238,934 2,506,872 3,565,566 (900,305) 13,160,146 1,254,162
Alternative 9 (Mod; RBC) 11,228,395 233,863 2,453,667 3,513,166 (887,074) 12,794,988 1,219,362
Alternative 9 (0D) 9,553,489 150,934 1,583,584 3,055,566 (771,530) 10,365,543 987.33b
Alternative 9 (Mod; 0D) 9,229,575 145,863 1,530,380 3,003,166 (758,299) 10,001,656° 953,168

]The values in this column represent the minimum expenditures necessary to keep the corresponding system

operating.

service Tives of more than 20 years were not included.
costs for all components, are presented in Appendix D-3.

does not change.

Replacement costs for system components, such as gravity sewers and force mains that have
Preferred 0 & M costs, which reflect replacement
Regardless, the relative rank of the alternatives




Table III-9. Estimated local user charges for the APA, MAPA, and four versions of Alternative 9.

Annual
Equivalent Total Annual Annual Cost Monthly
: Capital Local Share of Local 1 Cost to Per , Cost.PeE
Alternative Cost (25%) Share (0.0953) Annual 0&M Local Citizens Family Family
Alternative 9 (RBC) $ 11,553,579 $ 2,888,395 $ 275,264 $ 238,934 $ 514,198 $140.88 $11.74
Alternative 9 (0D) 9,553,489 2,388,372 227,612 150,934 378,546 103.68 8.64
Alternative 9 (Mod; RBC) 11,228,395 2,807,099 267,517 233,863 501,380 137.40 11.45
Alternative 9 (Mod; OD) 9,229,575 2,307,394 219,895 145,863 365,758 100.20 8.35
Modified Applicant's 11,143,977 2,785,994 265,505 194,212 459,717 126.00 10.50
Proposed Action
. . 268.80
Applicant's Proposed Action 13,720,337 3,430,084 326,887 413,985 740,872 22.40
(without Nazareth)
(with Nazareth) 13,720,337 3,430,084 326,887 413,985 740,872 158.40 13.20
]These values represent the minimum expenditures necessary to keep a system
operating. They are not the recommended amounts. Replacement costs for
system components, such as gravity sewers and pressure pipes that have ser-
vice 1ives of more than 20 years, were not included. 0 & M costs in Appendix ALT. NO. OF FAMILIES
D-3 reflect replacement costs for all components.
9 3,650
2This information is presented for comparative purposes only. Actual user _MPA 3,650
charges may vary with prevailing bond rates, bond 1ife, and market conditions. APA (without Nazareth) 2,756
APA (with Nazareth) 4,677
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substitution of gravity e Northwood Avenue from its intersection with Van Buren Road east
sewers for force mains/ to Penn Pump Park (Palmer Township)
pump stations
e Tatamy Road approximately 2,000 feet south of its intersection
with Stocker Mill Road south through its intersection with
Northwood Avenue east (on Northwood Avenue) to Penn Pump Park
(Palmer Township).

Palmer Township develop- Under the assumption that gravity sewers induce more growth than
ment induced by gravity force main/pump station sytsems (see Appendix C-2), Palmer Town-
sewer under Alternative 9 ship20 was allocated an additional 192 dwelling units (592 persons)

in addition to the Draft EIS induced growth rate estimate of zero
{under Alternative 9). The derivation of these revised estimates

of induced growth in Palmer Township under Alternative 9 is included
in Appendix C-2. The revised estimates of induced growth for all
alternatives are Tisted in Appendix C-3.

Table III-10. Dwelling units induced under MAPA and EIS Alternative 9.

. ) MAPA Alternative 9
Municipality ox . o e
Bushkill 0 0 0 0
Nazareth 0 0 0 0
Palmer 395 395 96 96
Plainfield 128 32 25 0
Stockertown 115 0 47 0
Tatamy 252 0 47 0
Upper Nazareth 158 40 0 0
TOTALS 1,048 467 215 96
*
S single family units
M multi-family units
Surface Water Quality 3. Induced growth revisions for Alternative 9 that were described in
Impacts Section III.D.2 result in the consumption of 90 more acres of land

than the 16 acres estimated in the Draft EIS. This increase is
relatively insignificant in terms of non-point source pollution,
particularly stormwater runoff from potential development. There-
fore, the revised induced growth for Alternative 9 still is not
expected to affect water quality adversely in terms of dissolved
oxygen, bacteria, and phosphorus.

20Portion of Palmer Township currently not sewered.
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Impacts on Aguatic
Environment

Tatamy-Penn Pump Park
corridor study

five stream crossings
under Alternative 9
(Modified)

Economic Impacts of MAPA
and Alternative 9

Energy Requirments of
MAPA and Alternative 9

There are 16 stream crossings associated with the MAPA (Figure
I11-3). Like the APA, all of them would involve the temporary
diversion of stream flow and excavation (blasting where necessary)
of the streambed for pipe installation. The primary impacts and
mitigative measures related to the construction of these stream
crossings are identical to those described for the APA in Section
III.B.1. A study of the Tatamy-Penn Pump Park corridor by a
geologist and a biclogist, in concert with the Applicant's engineer,
is recommended for the MAPA as well as the APA, because both waste-
water management plans involve the construction of interceptors
through Timestone soils and through areas where springs are known
to exist. There is the potential for spring diversion and/or stream
diversion to occur as a result of sewer construction which involves
blasting of hard rock to facilitate pipe installation. Blasting
may possibly enlarge or close up solution channels, thereby altering
groundwater flow.

There would be five stream crossings (none on Bushkill Creek down-
stream from Tatamy Borough) under Alternative 9 (Modified); one
Tess than under Draft EIS Alternative 9. Adverse impacts that are
associated with these five crossings would be minimal and of
relatively short duration. Following the acquisition of Section
404 permits from the US Army Corps of Engineers, all crossings would
have to be made according to stipulations prescribed by the
Pennsylvania DER and Pennsylvania Fish Commission. A corridor study
(Tatamy Borough to Penn Pump Park) is not recommended for Alternative
9 because wastewater conveyance is by a system of force mains and
pump stations down public roads, not by gravity sewer along Bushkill
Creek.

The potential for future stream crossings is minimal under Alter-
native 9. Residential areas in the vicinity of Nazareth Borough,
Stockertown Borough, and Tatamy Borough are practically at develop-
ment capacity. Future connections would be made to force mains and
pump stations, which generally are located away from streams.

The financial burden and displacement pressure (see footnotes 8 and
9, page 19 related to the MAPA and four versions of Alternative 9
are presented in Table III-11.

Table III-11. Financial burden and displacement pressure associated
with MAPA and Alternative 9.

Annual User Financial Displacement
Alternative Charge (%) Burden (%) Pressure (%)
Alternative 9 (RBC) 141 10-15 5-10
Alternative 9 (0D) 104 5-10 1-5
Alternative 9 (Mod.; RBC) 137 10-15 5-10
Alternative 9 (Mod.; OD) 100 5-10 1-5
Modified Applicant's 126 10-15 5-10

Proposed Action

The energy requirements of the MAPA, 1ike the APA, have been updated
to account for the expansion of the Second Street and Delaware Drive
pump stations as well as the Easton STP. As indicated in Sections
ITT.B.3 and III.B.4, the expansion of these facilities is essential
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conveyance and treatment
system energy requirements
of MAPA

electric power consumption
by residential development
under MAPA

conwveyance and treatment
system energy requirements
under Alternative 9

comeyance and treatment
system energy requirements
under Alternative 9

to the operation of any alternative involving the conveyance of
wastewater from the B-LLJSA area to the Easton STP. Updated MAPA
energy requirements also include a modified energy budget for the
Edelman pump station and an estimate of energy consumption by
residential development (Section III.B.6) induced by the MAPA.

The energy requirements directly associated with the operation of
the wastewater management system under the MAPA (Phase I area cnly)
are listed in Table III-12.

Table III-12. Revised energy budget for Modified Applicant's Pro-
posed Action: conveyance and treatment systems.

A. Conveyance kwh/yr
1. EdeTman Pump Station 14,576

2. Second Street Pump Station (modified B-LLJSA flow) 100,176
3. Delaware Drive Pump Station (modified B-LLJSA flow) 224,840

B. Treatment

1. Easton STP {modified B-LLJSA portion) 377,258
2. Cluster Systems 7,010

TOTAL 723,860

Backup data for all energy evaluations performed during the prepara-
tion of the EIS are included in Appendix D-2.

The estimated average electric power demand by residential development
associated with the MAPA in the year 2000 is as follows:21 187,550,000
kwh/yr for single family dwelling units and 30,961,000 kwh/yr for multi-
family dwelling units; total e]ectrig power consumption by residential
development is 218.5 million kwh/yr. 2

The energy requirements of Alternative 9 (Modified; OD) were examined
because this version of Alternative 9 was the least costly of all
considered (see Table III-8). The analysis also includes energy demand
by expanded conveyance and treatment facilities outside the EIS Service
Area. The requirements are shown in Table III-13.

Table III-13. Energy budget for Alternative 9 (Modified; OD): con-
veyance and treatment systems.

A. Conveyance kwh/yr

1. EIS Service Area Pump Stations (see Appendix D-2) 91,59223
2. Second Street Pump Station (EIS Service Area flow) 20,701
3. Delaware Drive Pump Station (EIS Service Area flow) 46,462

See footnote 15, page III-11.

22Energy consumption by residential development includes both baseline
and project-induced development (see Appendix D-4).

Equivalent to electric power consumed by four single family dwelling
units @ 21,600 kwh/yr per dwelling unit.
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electric power consump-
tion by residential
development under
Alternative 9

total energy require-
ments of MAPA and
Alternative 9

Table IT11-13 {continued).

B. Treatment kwh/yr
1. Nazareth STP (OD) 215,900

2. Easton STP (EIS Service Area flow) 77,959

3. Cluster Systems 8,390
TOTAL: 461,004

Electric power consumption by res1dent1a% development associated with Alter-
native 9 in the year 2000 is as follows: 170,210,000 kwh/yr for single
family dwelling units and 24,692,000 kwh/yr for multi-family dwelling units;
total electric power consumption by residential development is 194.9 million
kwh/yr.

The estimated total energy requirements of the MAPA and Alternative 9 (Modi-
fied; OD) in the year 2000 are presented in Table III-14. It is assumed
that energy requirements of the conveyance and treatment systems included
in this table remain constant over EPA's 20-year project planning period.

Table III-14. Total estimated energy requirements of the MAPA and
Alternative 9 (Modified; OD) in the year 2000.

Alternative 9

MAPA (Modified; 0OD)

(kwh/yr) {kwh/yr)
Essential wastewater conveyance and 723,860 461,004
treatment components
Total e%ectric power consumption by 29,872,000 6,263,000
1nduced residential development
Total estimated energy requirements 30,595,860 6,724,004
24

See footnote 15, page 30; footnote 22, page 41.
PrOJect energy consumption by development with MAPA or Alternative 9

(Modified; OD) minus project energy consumption by development without
MAPA or Alternative 9 (Modified; OD). See Appendix D-4.
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CHAPTER IV

Comparison of Alternatives




CHapTER IV:
COMPAR I SON

OF o
ALTERNATIVES

MODIFIED APPLICANT'S
PROPOSED ACTION

Significant factors that were considered by EPA in the final selection of an
appropriate wastewater management plan for the EIS Service Area are presented

in
is

this chapter. Because the APA provides sewerage to areas for which there
not sufficiently documented need, the EIS focuses on the MAPA and EIS

Alternative 9. This process included consideration of several key factors.

Need for the project: Which wastewater management plan, the MAPA or Alter-
native 9, represents the best solution to existing documentable problems
associated with on-site disposal/treatment systems in the EIS Service Area
(see Assumption 8, page II-3)? 1In the absence of existing wastewater
management needs, business development needs are not fundable under EPA's
Construction Grants Program.

Cost-effectiveness: The selected plan must minimize the cost of water
pollution control to the public -- Federal taxpayers as well as sewerage
system users -- and to the natural environment.

Energy (electric power) requirements: The EPA-recommended plan should
minimize energy consumption by project-associated residents as well as
project-associated wastewater conveyance and treatment components.

Degree of induced growth: The selected plan should provide for a reasonable
rate of growth beyond existing wastewater management needs in the interest of
floodplain protection (see Assumption 15, page 10), water quality, preser-
vation of open space and prime agricultural land, and majntenance of the
quality of existing public services.

Aquatic environment: The intrinsic value of Bushkill Creek as a high quality
stream capable of supporting a naturally-reproducing trout population should
be weighed carefully in selecting the most appropriate wastewater management
plan. Springs, which are essential to the continued presence of a large

wild trout population, are an important element in this decision.

Wastewater management: What are the operation and maintenance requirements
{including staffing) of the selected wastewater management plan?

Engineering: Although not determinative in the selection of an appropriate
wastewater management plan, consideration should be given to Step II require-
ments and their effect on the timing of the project given the immediate

needs of the Service Area.

As described on page 166 of the Draft EIS, the MAPA is similar to the APA
in concept but is different in terms of design year, estimated wastewater
flows per person, and service area configuration. It provides for cen-
tralized collection of wastewater in the Belfast-Edelman area of Plainfield
Township, the Cherry Hi1l area of Bushkill Township, Stockertown Borough
Tatamy Borough, the East Lawn area of Upper Nazareth Township, and the
Northern Corridor of Palmer Township. Capacity for wastewater generated

in the Nazareth STP Service Area is provided by the Applicant's proposed
Schoeneck Interceptor. Wastewater collected in Phase I communities listed
above is conveyed, predominantly by gravity flow, to the upgraded and
expanded Easton STP for treatment. Under the MAPA, cluster systems are
provided in the following communities: east Pen Argyl and Rasleytown
(Plainfield Township), Rismiller (Bushkill Township), and Christian Springs
(Upper Nazareth Township). The MAPA's design flow of 1.234 million gallons
per day (mgd) was estimated on the basis of a year 2000 service population
and on the following per capita flows: 60 gallons per capita per day (gpcd)
for residential areas and 70 gpcd for residential/commercial areas. A
small waste flows district would be organized to manage the on-site systems
in the outlying Phase II areas.

35



ALTERNATIVE 9

Under EIS Alternative 9,1 Phase I area wastewater management needs are
served by two STPs and twelve cluster systems. A new oxidation ditch
(0D) treatment plant (0.85 mgd) replaces the existing Nazareth STP (see
Figure IV-1), serving Nazareth Borough and the presently sewered East
Lawn area of Upper Nazareth Township. Residents in the Belfast-Edelman
communities of Plainfield Township, Stockertown Borough, and Tatamy
Borough are served by the Easton STP {0.26 mgd). Wastewater conveyance
is achieved by a combination of gravity sewers and six pump stations
(including force main). Cluster systems serve the same communities
served by cluster systems under the MAPA as well as other Tow-density
areas north of Belfast in Plainfield Township. Outlying Phase II areas
are served by new or rehabilitated on-site systems.

Note that the exact location of the new OD treatment facilities would
be determined by Nazareth Borough officials during additional Step I
efforts. Locations of these facilities, illustrated in Figure 1IV-I
are only approximate,

The advantages and disadvantages of the MAPA and of Alternative 9
are summarized in Table IV-1. Data presented in this table were screened
in the selection of the EIS Recommended Action, which is described in
Chapter V.

]The components of Alternative 9 are described in detail in Appendix D-6.

The version of this Alternative utilizing an RBC plant was eliminated
from further evaluation due to higher costs.
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Table IV-1.

Significant factors to be considered in selection of Final EIS Recommended Action.

MAPA

Advantages

Disadvantages

Alternative

9

e Requires one pump

NEED FOR

station (14,576 kwh/yr).

PROJECT
e Entire capacity of

Schoeneck Interceptor
is not justified for
Federal funding under
EPA Construction
Grants Program. EPA
would fund only ca-
pacity for Nazareth
Borough, Upper
Nazareth Township,
Newburg Homes,
(Palmer Township),
and a reasonable
rate of growth.

COST-EFFECTIVENESS

e Ranks second; 22%

less cost-effective
than Alternative 9
with total present

worth of $12.2
millien,

ENERGY REQUIREMENTS

e Requires over 1.5

times as much energy
as Alternative 9
for essential waste-
water conveyance

treatment facilities.

® Induced residential

development requires

5 times as much elec-

tric power as Alter-
native 92,

¢ Total requirements
(year 2000) =5 times
as much as Alterna-
tive 9.

Advantages

Disadvantages

NEED FOR PROJECT

Serves only those

areas where document

able need exists
(Phase I).

COST-EFFECTIVENESS

Ranks first, with
total present worth
of $10.0 million.

ENERGY RE

Essential wastewater
conveyance and treat-
ment facilities!
require 461,004 kwh/yr.

Induced residential
development requires
6,263,000 kwh/yr.2

Total requirements
(year 2000) =
6,725,004 kwh/yr.

QUIREMENTS

® Requires six pump
stations (91,592
kwh/yr).

1

2Does not include electric power requirements of residential development without project.

Facilities include pump stations in B-LLJSA/EIS Service Area, Delaware Drive/Second Street Pump Stations, and Easton STP (MAPA/EIS flow).
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Table IV-T. Significant factors to be considered in selection of Final EIS Recommended Action (continued).

MAPA Alternative 9
Advantages Disadvantages Advantages Disadvantages
T ‘ T
INDUCED GROWTH INDUCED GROWTH

e Would induce construc- e Would induce construc4 e Would Timit growth in
tion of approximately tion of 311 dwelling PIC zoning district
5 times more dwelling units beyond baseline/ in Palmer Township.
units (1,515 units) )
beyond baseline than » Growth would continue
Alternative 9 , along recent past

trends.

e Relative less

e Zoning challenges could development pressure
be initiated. on Palmer Township
RA zoning district.

# Would provide capacity
for commercial and
industrial development
in Palmer Township.

AGUATIC ENVIRONMENT AQUATIC ENVIRONMENT
® Involves construction e Involves construction
of 16 stream crossings, . of 5 stream cross-
two of which are down- ings; relatively less
stream from Tatamy disruption of stream

Borough in the "brown habitat than MAPA.
trout nursery and prot-
able spawning area." o Sewers parallel roads
Blasting and excavation as much as possible
in this area may dis- to avoid siltation
rupt channel hydraulics. of streams during
construction and non-
® Sewers parallel streams, point source pollu-
increasing the potential tion as a result of
for streambank erosion, construction.

and non-point poliution
of streams.




Table IV-1. Significant factors to be considered in selection of Final EIS Recommended Action. (concluded).

MA

PA

Advantages

Disadvantages

Alternative

9

Advantages

Disadvantages

WASTEWATER

® Requires relatively
less Step II (de-
tailed) design than
Alternative 9.

MANAGEMENT

® Wastewater management
system is relatively
simple, consisting of
collection and con-
veyance (but no treat-
ment) facilities
in B-LLJSA Service
Area proper; therefore,
wastewater management
staffing requirements
are relatively minor.

14

ENGINEERING

WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT

e See Appendix D-5 for
advantages of 0ODs.

ENGINE

e See Appendix D-5 for
disadvantages of 0Ds.

® Wastewater management

system is more complex
than MAPA; therefore,
staffing requirements
are relatively more
complex than those
associated with MAPA.

ERING

® Requires relatively
more Step II (de-
tailed) design than
MAPA.
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CHAPTERYV

Conclusions And Recommendations




(HAPTER V:
CONCLUSTONS

AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

DESCRIPTION OF THE
FINAL EIS RECOMMENDED
ACTION

Bushkill Creek
Watershed Phase I

The Final EIS has found that the B-LLJSA's proposed action (APA) as well as the
Modified Applicant's Proposed Action (MAPA) and ten of the alternatives developed
in the EIS are neither cost-effective nor envivonmentally acceptable. Therefore,
these are not acceptable for Federal funding under EPA's Construction Grants
Program. An alternative wastewater management scheme, EIS Alternative 9 (Figure
V—]? is acceptable for funding. This alternative plan was determined to be the
most cost-effective (Figure V-2) and environmentally acceptable approach to serve
the documented wastewater management needs of the EIS Phase I Service Area
(Figure V-2). Growth induced by this alternative is reasonable, and associated
secondary impacts are not excessive. The total energy requirements of the plan,
including those of its wastewater conveyance and treatment components, as well

as its induced residential population are less than for the MAPA. Trout pro-
duction and recreational areas along Bushkill Creek downstream from Tatamy
Borough would not be disturbed by construction activities as would be the case

if the MAPA were built.

A. This section describes the EIS Recommended Action as it would serve both
Phase I areas (i.e., community need areas which require off-site facilities)
and Phase II areas (i.e., need areas which require only improved on-site
facilities).

1. Under the modified conveyance system! (See Section I1I.C.1) the
Bushkill Creek watershed is served predominantly by gravity sewers
(See Figure V-1). Gravity interceptors will serve the following
areas: School Road, Route 115 from its intersection with T609
south of Stockertown Borough, LR48040, and Route 191 from its
intersection with LR48040 south to Belfast Junction. A pump station
and force main will transport wastewater flows from Edelman along
Route 191 to a point just above its intersection with LR48040. The
gravity interceptor then will parallel the main artery through
Stockertown Borough and Tatamy Borough until it reaches PS #3
(MOD) southeast of Tatamy Borough. From PS #3 (MOD), wastewater
generated in the Bushkill Creek watershed is transported under
pressure along Tatamy Road until a point approximately one-third
of a mile above Northwood Avenue. From this point, all sewage flows
by gravity to the Penn Pump Park manhole. Flows will be treated at
the upgraded and expanded Easton sewage treatment plant.

The sparsely developed segments along Route 115 north of the gravity
sewer and the communities of east Pen Argyl and Rasleytown (Plain-
field Township) and Rismiller (Bushkill Township) will be served by
small collection systems and multi-family filter fields (cluster
systems). If geohydrolic site analyses do not confirm SCS soils
ratings for indicated sites, other sites should be sought or marsh/
pond systems should be considered.

1The modified conveyance system includes six pump stations within the EIS
Service Area, instead of nine as presented in the Draft EIS.
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Figure V-2. Capital costs, present worth, and estimatea uéer tharges associated
with APA, MAPA, and four versions of Alternative 9.

{9808 x i,000,000

9 10 R 2 13 14
APA

MAPA

ALT.9 (RBC)
Mdﬂqggm
ALT. 9 (0D)
#ALT.9

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS
PHASE |
MOD.(0D) ’

19808 x 1,000,000

APA
MAPA

ALT.9(RBC
ALT.9

MOD.{RBC) 2.8
ALT.9 (OD) TOTAL PRESENT WORTH
#®ALT.9 PHASE |
MOD. (0D)
1980 $/YR/HOUSEHOLD

100 120 140 160 180

200 220 240 260 280

ALT.9
MOD.(RBC)

ALT.9(0D) 104

ESTIMATED ANNUAL USER
MALT. 9 CHARGES
MOD. (OD) 00

PHASE |3

An (%) identifies the Final EIS Recommended Action. The graphs are based
on data presented in Tables III-8, III-9, and Appendix D-3.

Assumes Nazareth does not join the system.

2Assumes Nazareth is included in the system.

“Does not include approximately $70 per user incurred by previous Authority debts.
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Schoeneck Creek 2. With the exception of need areas contiguous to the existing Nazaret

Watershed Phase I STP Service Area, Christian Springs (nger Nazareth Townshgp), 223 "
Newburg Homes (Palmer Township), wastewater management needs in the
Schoeneck Creek watershed are related to the collection system and
treatment plant presently owned by the Nazareth Sewerage Company.

Schogngck Intercgptor not On-site system problems in adjacent areas, Newburg Homes and Chris-
Justzf@ed on basis of Con- tian Springs, are not of sufficient importance to justify a new inter-
structzon'a;ayts program ceptOf that would follow almost the entire length of Schoeneck Creek.
needs definition The disposition of the Nazareth Sewerage Company's wastewater facili-

ties has proven to be a decisive factor in wastewater management
planning for the watershed (see Assumptions 3 and 4, page 7)

Under the EIS Recommended Action, a combination of gravity intercep-

expa@ded Nazareth STP tors and pump station/force main systems will serve Nazareth Borough,
Service Area Upper Nazareth Township citizens currently connected to the Nazareth

collection and treatment system, and the Fast Lawn area (Upper Naza-
Newburg Homes reth Township). Wastewater flows from Newburg Homes should be trans-

ported algng Northwood Avenue to Penn Pump Park via a combination of
pump station/force mains and gravity sewers.

The purchase of the privately owned Nazareth STP by Nazareth Bor-

ough has been discussed for several years. Since Nazareth Borough

has not yet purchased the Nazareth collection system system and has not
applied for Construction Grant funds to remedy its needs (see Appen-
dix H-2, Draft EIS), EPA cannot make a grant decision for specific
construction activities. In April 1980, however, Nazareth Borough

and the Pennsylvania DER discussed measures which could be taken
immediately to assess the suitability of or to rehabilitate the
Nazareth collection system (By telephone, John Parisi, F & M Asso-
ciated, Inc., representing Nazareth Borough, 25 April 1980.)

facilities planning If the facilities of the Nazareth Sewerage Company become publicly
owned, the owners may apply to EPA for Step I and subsequent grants
for planning, design and construction of wastewater facilities. The
Facilities Planning Area boundaries and recommended scope of the
Facilities Plan are discussed in Section V.C of this EIS. Alterna-
tively, the owners may enter into an agreement with the B-LLJSA to
amend the existing Application to include funds for the necessary
new Step I planning effort.

A detailed, site-specific survey should be conducted of on-site
system problems in Christian Springs as well as in the unsewered,
developed portions of the Nazareth Borough-Upper Nazareth Township
urban area. The results of this site-specific survey should
determine whether on-site, or small scale off-site, facilities

total Phase I area flow will best resolve existing needs. Total average Phase I area waste-
water flows ot the Easton STP under the EIS Recommended Action equal
225,000 gallons per day.

Phase II 3. Needs documentation studies conducted in support of this EIS
revealed surface malfunctions of individual on-site systems and
localized elevation of nitrate concentrations in groundwater that
may be attributable to on-site systems. The responsible munici-
pa]igjes should investigate these problems and require appropriate
remedies.
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EIS Recommended Action
Cost Summary

IMPACTS AND MITIGATIVE
"EASURES QOF THE FINAL
EIS RECOMMENDED ACTION

Federal funding to assist the municipalities and, if necessary, to
augment the efforts of their Sewage Enforcement Officers (SEOs) is
available if grant requirements discussed in Section V.C.3 are met.
Topics related to the management of individual and small-scale
facilities are discussed in Section V.C, including authority for
management, local decisions that should be made when developing

a management entity, functions that the entity could provide, and
steps involved in implementing a management program.

The EIS Recommended Action has been estimated to cost (in 1980

dollars):

Total Capital Cost

Federal share of capital cost
State share of capital cost
Local share of capital cost

Present Worth Cost

Estimated Annual User Charge
Per Household

$ 9,229,575
6,922,181

0

2,307,39%
$10,001,656

$ 100

Environmental, economic, and social impacts associated with Alternative 9
along with appropriate measures to mitigate and minimize them, are
summarized in the section.

Impact

AIR QUALITY

Temporary air quality contaminant

emissions, including total suspended

particles (dust, smoke) and gases
{from construction equipment and

interrupted traffic) will have in-
significant effects on residential
areas during sewerage construction
and no effects during construction

of an 0D STP.

e Odor impacts from operation of an
0D plant and cluster systems are
minimal.

® Secondary air quality impacts are
minimal.

NGISE

o Noise from construction of sewers,

force mains, and pump stations
(without use of explosives) may
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Mitigative Measures

Controlled speed of construction
vehicles.

Periodic spraying of roads and
construction debris with water
to control dust.

Assistance by a traffic officer
at potentially congested road
intersections in Stockertown
Borough and Tatamy Borough during
sewer construction.

Proper maintenance of 0D plant.
Proper construction and mainte-
nance of cluster systems (pump
septic tanks every 3 years).

N/A

Sewerage facilities construction
involving excavation and blasting:
should be Timited to the hours



Impact Mitigative Measures

NOISE (continued)

cause adverse public reaction as between 8 a.m. and 4 p.m. Use of
much as 2,000 feet from a con- blast mats and burial of primacord
struction site. Blasting may during demolition work may be

cause extreme short-term annoyance necessary.
for up to 2,000 feet from the

source.

SOILS

o Soil erosion, with resulting o Compliance with provisions of
sedimentation and nutrient Soil Erosion and Sedimentation
transport, during construction Control Act.
of on-site systems, cluster
systems, sewers, 0D plant, new ® Require individual plan approval
roads, and housing. for construction on steep slopes

and adopt performance standards
with specific slope-density
provisions.

o Proper placement, hauling, back-
filling, and mulching of soil
during sewer construction (see
mitigation measures specified by
the Northampton County Conserva-
tion District in Section VII.4.b,
Draft EIS).

PRIME AGRICULTURAL LANDS

e The amount of undeveloped e N/A
(including prime agricultural)
Tand that would be converted
to residential/commercial/
industrial uses under the EIS
Recommended Action is 1,393
acres. This is only 13 acres
more than the conversion that
is estimated to occur without
the project (1,380 acres).

GROUNDWATER

e Blasting or rock drilling that o A detailed geological investiga-
may be required during construc- tion of the OD plant site should
tion of the new OD STP (includ- be conducted to locate limestone
ing clarifiers) may have outcrops or formations that
potential adverse effects on may necessitate blasting during
local groundwater hydrology by construction.
altering paths of groundwater
flow to Schoeneck Creek (see
Section VII.A.6.a, Draft EIS).
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Impact

# \Wastewater recharge from on-site
systems and cluster systems is
projected to be approximately
1T mgd. Wastewater that is
presently recharging groundwater
supplies in Belfast (Plainfield
Township), Stockertown Borough,
and Tatamy Borough (0.30 mgd)
would be exported to the Easton
STP under the EIS Recommended
Action. The sources of water for
these communities 1ie outside the

EIS Service Area in another ground-

water drainage basin. Therefore,

there are no local adverse effects

on groundwater supplies asso-
ciated with wastewater conveyance
to Easton under the EIS Recom-
mended Action. This conveyance
may Tower local water table ele-
vations along Route 115 in
Plainfield Township, which would
be a beneficial impact. The
conveyance of wastewater to the
0D treatment plant also would
have no impact on local ground-
water supplies because the sources
of water for communities served
by the plant are also outside the
EIS Service Area.

e The potential exists for Tocal-
ized nitrate standard violations
in private wells throughout
Bushkill Township and Plainfield
Township. This potential will
increase as densities of wells
and on-site wastewater management
systems increase.

SURFACE WATER

¢ The construction and operation
of the new 0D treatment facility
will have a favorable impact on
the water quality of Schoeneck
Creek and Bushkill Creek. With
proper maintenance, the plant
will continuously attain the
effluent Timjtations set for
BOD, suspended solids, and
ammonia.

e Erosion and sedimentation due
to the construction of sewerage
facilities and the OD treatment
plant may be significant if not
properly controlled (see Sec-
tion VII.A.4.b of the Draft EIS).
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Mitigative Measures

s N/A

o Establishment of a surveillance
program that includes routine
monitoring of the performance
of on-site systems and ground-
water quality.

e N/A

e Compliance with provisions of
Soil Erosion and Sedimentation
Control Act,

e. Mitigative measures recommended
on pages 16 and 17 of the Final



Impact

SURFACE WATER (continued)

¢ Stormwater effects on water

quality are minimal as a result of
the projected induced growth in
the EIS Service Area. However,
erosion and the resultant sedi-
mentation due to changes in iand
use may be significant and may
increase the sediment level 1in
Bushkill Creek.

FLOOD-PRONE AREAS

e The potential for development in

flood-prone areas exists in
Stockertown Borough and Tatamy
Borough where ordinances do not
prohibit such development. This
potential is not increasing in
Bushkill Township (no sewers
provided).

BIOTIC RESOURCES

Discharges of properly treated
effluent (0.85 mgd) from the 0D
treatment plant may benefit
aquatic life in Schoeneck Creek
by augmenting channel flow during
summer periods of low flow.

The construction of five inter-
ceptor stream crossings may
adversely affect stream quality
via siltation. (Figure III-3;
also see Section VII.A.9.a,
Draft EIS).
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Mitigative Measures

EIS should be followed closely.
Construction of sewers through
streams must be in accordance
with Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (see Section
II.A.9.a, Draft EIS).

Proper control of erosion and
sedimentation is necessary
during the construction period
of sewage treatment upgrading
and development of the growth
area.

Establishment of permanent
vegetation buffers along
Schoeneck Creek. Little
Bushkill, and particularly
Bushkill Creek, may reduce
sediment and non-point source
pollution Toads to these streams.

Construction of flood control
facilities including stormwater
detention ponds, vegetated
drainage swales, and temporary
water storage areas on building
roofs (see Section VII.A.8.b,
Draft EIS).

Establishment of permanent
vegetated buffer zones to en-
compass flood-prone areas ad-
jacent to Bushkill Creek. These
buffer zones, which also could
serve as parks or recreational
areas, would preclude development
in the floodplain (see Section
VII.A.9.b, Draft EIS).

N/A

See Section VII.A.9.b, Draft
EIS.

Compliance with provisions of
Section 404, Clean Water Act,
administered 1in the Service



Impact

BIOTIC RESOURCES (continued)

Potential for sewer-induced growth
in flood-prone areas in Stockertown
Borough and Tatamy Borough is accom-
panied by potential for stream
conditions to become degraded with
respect to temperature, dissolved
oxygen, transparency, nutrient, and
bottom habitat. If uncontrolled,
streamside development may degrade
Bushkill Creek, which is a high
quality stream that supports a cold
water (trout) fishery.

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT

Population growth would be induced
above basline by 927 persons. This
represents a 3.4% increase.

Land use impacts would be minimal
because only 69 acres of land in
addition to that anticipated under
baseline conditions would occur.
Development density would increase
as some municipal ordinances pro-
vide for density bonuses where
sewer and water service exists.

The induced dwelling unit growth
would amount to 317 units. The

character of housing mix may be

altered by the addition of some

new multi-unit development.

The user charge of $100 per house-
hold per year has the potential of
placing a financial burden of

5% to 10% of the Service Area popu-
lation which could result in 1% to
5% of the population being forced
to move from their homes.

Public services such as health
facilities, public safety, water
supply, electricity, solid waste,
and transportation will have
minimal impacts.

No direct impacts are anticipated

on known archaeological sites,
historic sites, or structures.

As this alternative induced a
minimal amount of population growth,
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Mitigative Measures

Area by the Philadelphia
District, US Army Corps of
Engineers.

See Section VII.A.9.b, Draft
EIS.

N/A

N/A

N/A

Loans or grants could be
secured by the management
authority from the Farmers
Home Administration of the US
Department of Labor, Economic
Development Administration.

N/A

Degree of impact to be deter-
mined following a detailed
archaeological survey of EIS
Sewer Survey Area.

N/A



Impact.
HUMAN ENVIRONMENT (continued)

additional recreation acreage
will not be required in excess
of defined baseline needs.

ENERGY (ELECTRIC POWER)

e Electric power requirements of
six pump stations in EIS Service
Area 91,592 kilowatt-hours/
year (equivalent to average
electric power consumed by four

single family homes in one year).

An additional 215,900 kwh/yr are
required by the Nazareth 0D STP;
cluster systems will consume
8,390 kwh/yr. A comprehensive
energy evaluation of this
alternative would also include
electric power consumed by:

(1) conveyance and treatment
facilities outside the EIS
Service Area (essential to
treatment of flows from Belfast-
Edeiman (Plainfield Township),
Stockertown Borough, Tatamy
Borough, and Newburg Homes
(Palmer Township) and {2) in-
duced residential development.
These energy requirements equal
145,122 kwh/yr and 6,263,000
kwh/yr, respectively. Total
estimated energy requirements

of this alternative = 6,724,004
kwh/yr.
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Mitigative Measures

o N/A



CHAPTER VI

Implementation of the Final EIS Recommended Action
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CHAPTER VI:
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
EIS RecoMMENDED ACTION

Bushkill Creek
Watershed Phase I

Phase I staffing
requirements

Schoeneck Creek
Watershed - Phase I

1all Flows District
iase II

Suggegtgd procedures for the_imp]ementation of the wastewater management
facilities recommended in this Final EIS are discussed in this chapter.

A,

'Cv.

Phase I facilities recommended to serve parts of Plainfield Township,
Bushkill Township, Stockertown Borough, and Tatamy Borough include
both conventional and decentralized, alternative facilities. The
conventional facilities would presumably be designed, constructed,
and operated by the B-LLJSA using standard engineering, management,
and financing methods. Easements previously not acquired for sewers
and power sources at pump stations will have to be obtained.

Inspection and maintenance of the two pump stations in the Bushkill
Creek watershed would require 40% commitment of a full-time two-
person B-LLJSA maintenance crew (the remaining 60% of their time
would be spent on the four pump stations in the Schoeneck Creek
watershed). Alarms installed in the pump stations could alert the
crew to any operational problems, thereby facilitating the mainte-
nance effort on these systems. These same two persons periodically
could check the sewers for leaks, cracks, and other problems.

Design, construction, and operation of the cluster systems in
Plainfield Township and Bushkill Township also could be coordinated
through the B-LLJSA, although existing agreements with the Townships
may not cover this responsibility. This point may require nego-
tiation between the B-LLJSA and the Townships. Design of these
facilities will require different engineering skills than those
required for conventional facilities. The responsible party should
insure that their employees or consultants have appropriate
capabilities. Operations personnel should be trained in the mainte-
nance of small wastewater management systems.

Since the designs of the conventional and alternative facilities
differ from those previously proposed, the B-LLJSA may apply for a
Step II grant for preparing designs and specifications.

Nazareth Borough has been negotiating purchase of Nazareth Sewerage
Company's facilities with the company for the past five years.
Nazareth Borough also has been given a rating of 70 on the
Pennsylvania DER Construction Grants priority 1ist. These facts
indicate that the facilities may become publicly owned, and an
application for Federal funding may be made. Assuming this will
occur, the Borough should prepare a Plan of Study and apply for

a Step I grant to be followed by Step II and Step III applications.
(If the cost for Step III construction is estimated in the Facilities
Plan to be less than $2 million, the project may be eligible for

a combined Step II and Step III grant per 40 CFR 35.909).

Designation of parts of the EIS Service Area as having immediate
need for off-site treatment, the Phase I area, does not reduce the
importance of dealing effectively and quickly with the scattered,
improperly functioning on-site systems elsewhere. Proceeding with
solutions for the Phase I areas should not detract from efforts to
achieve long-term sanitation and water quality objectives in the
remainder of the EIS Service Area.

The Clean Water Act of 1977 provides economic incentives to improve
rural wastewater management by making repair and upgrading of on-

site systems eligible for 85% Federal grants. Facilities Planning
for rural wastewater management is eligible for 75% Federal grants.

53



Immediate needs in the Phase II area might be most expeditiously

met without grant processes by inspections and enforcement actions
conducted by SEOs and by owner funding of appropriate repairs.
Long-term sanitation and water quality objectives could also be

met without grant processes. This could be achieved first by adop-
tion of local ordinances to require monitoring and periodic inspec-
tion of on-site systems and to allow access to individual on-site
systems for inspection and maintenance. It could also be achieved
by sufficient appropriations for additional skilled personnel to
carry out the inspection, monitoring, and maintenance. For the
reason that this additional effort has not traditionally been
provided here or elsewhere, costs and manpower cannot be accurately
estimated. A rough estimate of the costs is $30 per household per
year. For the approximately 3,000 unsewered residences in the Phase
11 areas, this would provide an annual budget of $90,000 per year,
$30,000 of which could go to septic tank pumping (each tank pumped
once every three years) and $60,000 per year for professional salaries
(full-time sanitarian at $18,000 per year, half-time soil scientist
at $13,000 per year, and one-quarter time geohydrologist at $7,000
per year), clerical support (secretary at $12,000 per year) and office
space, laboratory analyses, supplies, and transportation ($10,000 per
year). Other combinations of fees and attendant services are
feasible. Services provided could be:

e Lot inspection and resident interview every three years to detect
problems with surface malfunctions and plumbing backups and to
educate residents in the proper use of their systems

e Periodic well water sampling from properly constructed wells in
representative locations

e Emergency septic tank pumping
o Routine septic tank pumping once every three years

e Professional consultation and design recommendations for problem
systems.

These services would supplement the present regulatory functions of
municipal SEOs.

Thg penefits of app]ying for Federal and State grant assistance to
initiate such a program can be seen as:

e Initial planning, site analysis of existing problems and develop-
ment of the management structure would be completed in an orderly
manner and at relatively low costs to the municipalities

benefits of EPA-funded e Repair and replacement of malfunctioning systems would cost the
Phase II program homeowner a fraction of the total cost (applies only to homes
built before December 1977)

¢ Public participation requirements would insure citizen input to
the development of the management structure.

On the other hand, complying with Construction Grants regulations
would result in a lead time during which existing problems could
continue unabated.

To provide additional information on Construction Grants regulations

for funding of Phase II, 40 CFR 35.918 "Individual Systems" is
reproduced in Appendix A-2 of the Draft EIS.
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CHAPTER Vi

Public and Agency Comments On Draft EIS
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CHAPTER VII:
PuBLIC AND AGENCY
COMMENTS ON

DRAFT EIS

Substantive public and agency comments were received on the Draft EIS.

They have been compiled and summarized in this chapter.

Only those comments

that were offered through testimony at the public hearing on the Draft ELS
and through written correspondence, which are essential to the EIS decision-

making process, are responded to herein.

The comments and appropriate re-

sponses are organized by selected Draft EIS subject areas, including:

Need for the project
Water quality
Land use

Design and cost of the Alternatives

Induced growth
Energy

Name

Brenda Barrett

Patricia T. Bradt

Wilmer Clewell, Resident

William H. Danner, Chairman;
John A. Houck, Secretary;
Robert F. Tenges

H. Robert Daws, Chairman

Joseph DiGerlando, Chairman;
Jane Gilbert, Vice-Chairman;
William Morman;

Anthony Kazmakites;

Ralph Metz;

R. Brent Alderfer, Special
Counsel

Gary Neil Asteak, Solicitor

Joseph T. Dorner

J. Michael Dowd, Executive
Vice-President

Clifford L. Jones, Secretary

R. Margaret Kennedy, President

William P. Kunkle, Resident

Elwood Lieberman, Chairman

Richard D. Lieberman,
President
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Citizens and agencies that offered substantive comments on the Draft EIS are
listed below:

Agency

Office of Historic Preservation
Pennsylvania Historical & Museum Commission

Lehigh University
Department of Biology

Plainfield Township

Plainfield Township Board of Supervisors

Palmer Township Board of Supéfvisors

Bushkill Township Board of Supervisors

Plainfield Township Taxpayers Association
Easton Area Chamber of Commerce
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Resources

BIP Inc.

Plainfield Township

Plainfield Township Planning and Zoning
Commission

Plainfield Farmers Fair Association



Name

Frank S. Lisella, Ph.D.,
Chief

Edward J. Maher, Executive
Vice President and
Treasurer

Thomas C. Maloney, Regional
Administrator

Bernard Merwarth

Jack G. Miller, Chief

John Molnar, Solicitor

Graham T. Munkittrick

Allen R. 0'Dell, Chief
Planner

William Patterson, Regional
Environmental Officer

Walter P. Pierson, Acting
Director

Elaine Q. Rodger, Resident

Mr. & Mrs. Gerald Roth,
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A11 letters or comments on the Draft EIS are included in Appendix D-1: & copy
of the transcript of the public hearing is included in Appendix D-2.
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ISSUE:
NEED FOR PROJECT

Comment 1 Jacobsburg State Park has been removed from consideration for waste disposal.
Jacobsburg State Park Obviously, the State has revised its recreation plans for the Park. What
are the State's wastewater management plans for the future? [Bradt]

Response 1 The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (DER), Division of
Outdoor Recreation, has removed Jacobsburg State Park from any consideration
of centralized sewerage service in response to changes made in long-range
recreation plans. Plans that formerly called for the construction of
swimming and camping facilities were abandoned by DER in the face of sub-
stantial opposition from local citizens. When DER agreed not to provide
overnight camping facilities, in response to public claims that such facil-
ities would harm local environmental and archaeological resources, it was
determined by the Department that connection to the proposed B-LLJSA system
would not be necessary (By telephone, Mr. George Fogg, Chief, Division of
Qutdoor Recreation, DER, 27 May 1980).

Current recreation plans call for the provision of facilities to support
hiking, cross-country skiing, nature and historic interpretation, and
picnicking., Limited wastewater management needs will be served by comfort
stations with on-site disposal. The Department's position regarding
recreation and waste disposal plans for Jacobsburg State Park is documented
in Appendix B.

Comment 2 In order to qualify for EPA grant funding for sewage conveyance and treatment

definition of need systems, the EPA regulations require a substantiation of "need." This gen-
erally means establishing that existing on-lot treatment systems are mal-
functioning, causing surface or groundwater pollution, and that it 1s more
cost-effective to centralize treatment than to attempt to continue on-lot
treatment. [B-LLJSA] '

Response 2 The documentation of need under EPA's Construction Grants Program has nothing
to do with the cost-effectiveness of centralized versus decentralized treat-
ment. Federal subsidy of sewerage facilities construction is awarded only if
there are documentable water quality or public health problems associated with
inoperable wastewater management facilities that can be corrected through
such construction. Need is defined in EIS Assumption #8, page 9.

Comment 3 The names and addresses of residents determined by EPA during the needs
names and addresses documentation process to have confirmed malfunctioning on-site wastewater
of residents with management systems shpuld have been included in the Draft E1S. Such infor-
confirmed malfunctions mation would facilitate municipal wastewater management planning by identi-
needed fying known problem areas which must receive priority over other areas.

[Morman, Dorner, DiGerlando]

Response 3 In the interest of privacy, EPA does not publish in an EIS the names and
addresses of residents determined to have confirmed malfunctions. General
Tocations of on-site system malfunctions are shown in Figure III-21, Draft
EIS. However, the exact Tocations of malfunctions photographed and field-
inspected by EPA's Environmental Photographic Interpretation Center (EPIC)
can be requested from EPA's Project Monitor at the following address:

Ms. Rochelle B. Volin, Project Monitor

EIS Preparation Section

US Environmental Protection Agency,
Region III

Sixth and Walnut Streets

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

215/597-8335.
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Comment 4

needs determination
in suspect areas s
unresolved
Response 4

The locations of malfunctions verified by the Pennsylvania DER, and included
in the EIS, are a matter of public record.

For other than surface on-site system malfunctions, little or no determination
of need was made in the Draft EIS. This leaves serious questions open in
suspect areas with needs determination neither confirmed nor denied. [B-LLJSA]

As described on page 99 of the Draft EIS, there are three types of problems

or malfunctions associated with on-site sewage treatment systems that are
recognized in the Technical Manual for Sewage Enforcement Officers (Pennsylvania
DER 1975). These include _surface malfunctions, back-up malfunctions,’ and
water table ma]functions.2 The comment focuses on the latter two types of
problems.

Information regarding the extent of back-up malfunctions in the EIS Service
Area was sought from municipal sewage enforcement officers (SEOs) who are most
familiar with the performance of local on-site systems. Sewage system back-
ups, along with surface malfunctions, were reported in the Belfast area of
Plainfield Township (see Figure III-21, Draft EIS). These problems have been
found to be most cost-effectively corrected via centralized sewerage.

EPA's determination of the extent of water table malfunctions during prepara-
tion of the EIS comprised the following tasks:

Task Purpose

1. Interviews with Northampton Obtain general perspective on wastewater
County sanitarian and super- management needs in EIS Service Area.
vising sanitarian.

2. Interviews with municipal To document location of groundwater
SEOs and engineers, including quality problems associated with
tours of their jurisdictions. on-site sewage treatment systems.

3. Review DER reports of bacter- To identify location of wells potentially
iological quality of private contaminated by on-site sewage treatment
wells. systems.

4. Well sampling program (June To measure groundwater quality in areas
1979). suspected of having water table malfunc-

tions. Included analysis for nitrates.d
and indicator bacteria.

5. Interviews with local plumbers. To survey the number of chlorinators in-
stalled in private water supply systems.

The results of these tasks do not indicate that on-site sewage treatment systems
are causing widespread groundwater poliution sufficient enough to justify the
construction of EPA-funded sewers. Individual groundwater quality problems
(excessive nitrate levels) were limited. They were found (June 1979) to be remote
from densely populated areas where wastewater management needs can be met

by centralized sewerage. EPA believes that individual groundwater quality
problems which are identified can be corrected through localized solutions
within the framework of the Small Flows District (pages 274-275 of the Draft EIS).
At Teast one "suspect area,"3 Cherry Hill in Bushkill Township, was determined

1 . . ,
Sewage backing up into house plumbing presenting use of sanitary facilities.

2 .
Effluent passing to the water table without adequate treatment.

3Inc]udes areas with shallow depths to bedrock or groundwater.
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ISSUE:
WATER QUALITY

Comment 1

concern over chlorine
concentration in
effluent

Response 1

Comment 2

source of bacteria
and length of sample
period questioned

Response 2

by EPA to have no measurable groundwater quality problems. Three wells in this
community, which is Tocated just above the Bushkill-Upper Nazareth Township
boundary, were found to have no water quality problems, based upon analysis of
nitrates, bacteria, chlorides, and total dissolved solids. Nitrate levels
ranged from 0.4 to 1.4 mg/1 as N, which are well within safe drinking water
standards. The US Public Health Service has determined "safe" drinking water
to contain no more than 10 mg/1 as N.

In sum, EPA does not agree with the comment. Adequate determination of the
extent of back-up and water table malfunctions was made during the EIS process.
The need of "suspect areas" for improved wastewater management facilities was
evaluated with due-caution. Problems, other than surface malfunctions, were
not always deemed correctable via centralized sewerage facilities. Localized
water table malfunctions can be corrected through the on-site system design,
construction, and maintenance provisions of the Small Flows District program.

Concern 1is expressed over residual chlorine in Schoeneck Creek as a result

of effluent disinfection by_chlorination at an upgraded Nazareth sewage
treatment plant (Alternatives 5 and 6), or the new RBC plant (Alternatives

9 and 10). Treatment processes must achieve an effluent quality of a maximum
of 3 parts per billion (0.003 mg/1) chlorine. [Miller]

Chlorination at the RBC treatment plant would produce an effluent with a
chlorine residual of 0.01 mg/1. After dechlorination, the residual chloride
concentration would be practically zero or below the detection limit. With
the stream flow in Schoeneck Creek to provide additional dilution, the resi-
dual chlorine level should certainly be below the 0.003 mg/1 level specified
in the EPA red book for protection of the aquatic environment. No chlorine
residual would result from the operation of the EIS Recommended Action:
Alternative 9.

More work should have been devoted in the Draft EIS to the identification
of different types of bacterial pollution in Bushkill Creek (and its tribu-
taries). What is the source of the bacteria -- human waste or domestic
animals? The Draft EIS conclusions about the source of bacteria in the
Bushkill Creek watershed are invalid because they are based on only 2 days
of sampling. [Bradt]

The stream sampling survey (June 1979) was one of four programs undertaken
during the preparation of the Draft EIS to document the need for improved waste-
water management facilities in the EIS Service Area. It was not intended

to be a comprehensive water quality survey. Such a survey was unnecessary

in Tight of the availability of water quality data collected over a 7-year
period (see Appendix E-3, Draft EIS). Rather, its purpose was to comple-
ment the results of the most determinative needs documentation program--
EPA's remote sensing (via aerial photography) and ground-checking of on-site
system surface malfunctions throughout the EIS Service Area. The remote
sensing/ground-checking program was completed by the Agency's Environmental
Photographic Interpretation Center (EPIC) in March 1979. Needs documentation
data gathered by EPIC were determinative because they enabled EPA to pinpoint
the Tlocations of on-site system failures.

Bacteriological data was collected to address the question of whether the
sources of bacteria were human or non-human. The technique selected was
analysis of both fecal coliform and fecal streptococci. Fecal coliform

bacteria are found in the intestines of all warm-blooded animals but are
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Comment 3
STPs as nutrient sources

Response 3

Comment 4
decrease in nutrients
questioned

Response 4

especially numerous in the human digestive tract. Fecal streptococci are
similarly numerous in the intentines of many domestic animals. A ratio of
fecal coliform to fecal streptococci, therefore, may indicate whether the
dominant source is human or animal. The technique provides clear results
only when the ratio is very high (human) or very Tow {(animal). Intermediate
values of the ratio are not decisive.

Ratios calculated from the June 1979 survey samples were intermediate but
generally closer to the Tow end of the range. The results, therefore, are
inconclusive but suggest that non-human sources predominate. Given this
information, and the much more specific data from the remote sensing/ground-
checking program, follow-up stream surveys using the bacteria ratio were not
conducted.

Both the Wind Gap and Nazareth sewage treatment plants (STPs) are potential
sources of nitrate in ground and surface waters that should be examined
carefully. [Bradt]

A11 of the available water quality data that were analyzed during the prepara-
tion of the Draft EIS indicate no significant increase in the concentrations
of nitrate nitrogen in Little Bushkill Creek and Schoeneck Creek as a result
of wastewater discharge from the Wind Gap and Nazareth STP's, respectively.
However, a more pronounced increase in nitrate level in Schoeneck Creek and
Bushkill Creek would be expected as a result of the nitrification processes
at the new, or upgraded, Nazareth treatment plant.

This increase of nitrate concentration in the receiving water would reach
approximately 7 mg/1 of nitrate nitrogen in Schoeneck Creek and 5 mg/1 in
Bushkill Creek under 7-day, 10-year low flow conditions. This calculation
is based on a simple material balance considering nitrate as a conservative
substance in the short stretch of the receiving stream. The calculated
nitrate levels, although considered conservatively high, are less than the
drinking water standard of 10 mg/1 nitrate nitrogen. Therefore, nitrate
nitrogen in the surface water should not be a cause for concern; the need
for nitrogen removal as part of any new treatment scheme for the Nazareth
STP does not appear to be warranted.

The Draft EIS states that nutrients in Bushkill Creek are decreasing. This
statement is questioned in view of two long-term studies that indicate a
doubling of nitrate and orthophosphate from 1973 to 1977. [Bradt]

Comparison of nutrient data does show that orthophosphate, nitrate, and
ammonia levels along Bushkill Creek generally decrease from 1972 and 1973
to %979 during the summer months (see Appendices E-3, E-4, and E-9, Draft
EIS).

For example, the orthophosphate concentration in the summers of 1972 and
1973 ranged from 0.02 mg P/1 to about 0.8 mg P/1 in Bushkill Creek (Appen-
dices E-3 and E-4, Draft EIS). During the summer of 1979, the ortho-
phosphate levels ranged from 0.01 mg P/1 to less than 0.2 mg P/1 (Appendix
E-9, Draft EIS). Ammonia nitrogen levels in 1972 and 1973 ranged from
0.1 mg N/1 to 0.5 mg N/1 (Appendices E-3 and E-4, Draft EIS). On the
other hand, EPA's 1979 survey shows that the average ammonia nitrogen
concentration is 0.1 mg N/1 (Appendix E-9, Draft EIS). Nitrate levels

in Bushkill Creek in 1972 and 1973 were as high as 12 mg N/1, with most
of the measurements above 5 mg N/1 (Appendices E-3 and E-4, Draft EIS).
During the summer of 1979, nitrate concentrations were all less than

5 ng N/1 along the Creek (Appendix E-9, Draft EIS).
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Comment 5
limestone area wells
not sampled

Response 5

Comment 6

Alternative 9
perpetuates deplorable
conditions in
Schoeneck Creek

Response 6

Comment 7

Bushkill Creek needs
protection from future
stress

Response 7

ISSUE:
LAND USE

Comment 1
Northern Corridor, not
zoned residential

Response 1

Ninety-six percent of the wells sampled during the preparation of the Draft
EIS were in Bushkill Township ~-- what about the limestone area wells? [Bradt]

The sampling of 27 domestic wells for water quality during June 1979 was
conducted on a strictly volunteer basis. Ninety-six percent of the volun-
teers who wished to have their wells sampled were residents of Bushkill
Township. The remaining 4% lived in Plainfield Township.

Many of the residents of the limestone areas (Nazareth Borough, Upper Nazareth
Township, Tatamy Borough, and Stockertown Borough) are connected to the Blue
Mountain Consolidated Water Company's water supply system and, therefore, do
not have private on-site wells.

The environmental state of Schoeneck Creek is deplorable, representing
classic indications of pollution. No resolution of this stream pollu-
tion is recommended. In fact, recommendations perpetuate the condition.
Bushkill Creek and Palmer Township unfortunately receive the unresolved
results. [B-LLJSA]

Elimination of the four sewage bypasses at the existing Nazareth sewage treat-
ment plant would significantly improve the quality of Schoeneck Creek. The
upgrading and expansion of treatment facilities at the plant, proposed under
the EIS Alternative 9, would not only eliminate the direct raw waste-

water discharges (bypasses) to Schoeneck Creek, but also would achieve an
effluent quality well within the discharge limitations prescribed by DER of

20 mg/1 BOD, 25 mg/1 suspended solids, and 3 mg/1 ammonia nitrogen. These
discharge limitations must be met on a monthly average basis. With proper
design, operation, and maintenance, either the RBC plant or the OD plant would
achieve an effluent quality on a daily average basis that is better than that
prescribed by DER.

Trout habitat is rapidly disappearing from the northeast. The preservation of
Bushkill Creek as a stream supporting reproducing trout must be insured. The
pollution of groundwater and surface water from bacteria and nutrients must be
prevented. The stream is still recovering from the stress of its rechanneling
in the late 1960s. Bushkiil Creek does not need any further stress from point
and non-point discharges. [Bradt]

Comment noted. The protection of Bushkill Creek's naturally reproducing trout
habitat over the 1ife of the project precipitated the planning of a force main/
pump station system along Tatamy Road. On the average, this system would be
separated from Bushkill Creek by a distance of approximately one-half mile.
This minimizes siltation during project construction, and reduces non-point
source pollution after construction by concentrating sewer-induced development
away from the Creek.

Contrary to what is stated in the Draft EIS, the area to be served by the
Schoeneck Creek interceptor (under the APA) <§s not zoned residential but
commercial-industrial. [Kennedy, Daws, Walters].

The Draft EIS did not state that the northern, currently unsewered, part
of Palmer Township is zoned residential. The zoning map on page 177,
Draft EIS Appendices, illustrated the existence of three different zoning
districts in this portion of the Township in the EIS Service Area. They
include:
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Comment 2
prime agricultural

land overstated
Response 2

Comment 3

JPC would agree with
partial deletion of
Bushkill interceptor
from B-LLJSA project

Response 3

ISSUE:
ALTERNATIVES

Comment 1
opposition to spray
irrigation in
Plainfield Township

e R-1 - low density residential
s RA rural agricultural
o PIC planned industrial-commercial.

The R-1 district is bounded by Northwood Avenue, Schoeneck Creek, and Bushkil]
Creek and permits residential development at a density of one dwelling unit
per 20,000 square feet. The RA district in the northwestern and northeastern
parts of the Township has agriculture as its major Tand use. The primary
permitted use in this_district, defined in the Palmer Township Zoning Ordi-
nance (Chapter 55), is single-family dwellings on Tots of not less than
30,000 square feet.

The PIC zone is bounded by Route 33, Tatamy Road, Northwood Avenue, and
Schoeneck Creek; its purpose is to provide sufficient space to meet regional
needs for large-site commercial and industrial developments. A special excep-

tion use permitted in this district is home occupation, the major existing
Tand use, along with agriculture. The Code of the Township of Palmer, Chapter
36A, Planned Residential Development, encourages innovative residential devel-
opment within the PIC district. Under a curative amendment, the Brenton
Village subdivision currently proposes 358 townhouse units on 54 acres in

the PIC area. It is anticipated that if sewer service capacity were
introduced into this area with the Timited amount of commercial and industrial
subdivision proposals on record, additional curative amendments, downzoning,
and resultant residential development would occur.

An R-2, medium-density residential district 1ies immediately south of North-
wood Avenue, on the southern border of the EIS Service Area. It is added to
the 1ist of zoning districts addressed in the EIS because modifications in
the conveyance system along Tatamy Road near Penn Pump Park could induce
development within its boundary.

In sum, the EIS has addressed areas that have been zoned residential as well
as areas which, though zoned either RA or PIC, can legitimately support
single family or multi-family housing.

The estimated amount of prime agricultural land in the EIS Service Area
has been overstated by approximately 15% in the Draft EIS. [Munkittrick]

Comment noted. See appropriate revisions in Sections III.A.1, III.B.2, and
IIT.D.1 of the Final EIS.

The Joint Planning Commission, Lehigh-Northampton Counties (JPC) would agree
with the EIS-deletion of the Bushkill Creek interceptor extension north from
Stockertown into and beyond Jacobsburg State Park. 1f the Commission had
not assumed that the B-LLJSA sewer project would be built, these areas would
not have been recommended for urban development. [0'Dell]

Comment noted.

Several citizens of Plainfield Township, including farm owners and local
government representatives, are opposed to the concept and implementation of
spray irrigation on valuable farmland. On 18 February 1980, the Plainfield
Township Planning and Zoning Commission passed a resolution opposing any of
the alternatives presented in the Draft EIS involving a spray irrigation
system in Plainfield Tonwship. [R. Lieberman, E. Lieberman, Nagel]
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Response 1:

Comment 2:

water quality protection
guarantees

Response 2:

None of the five alternatives involving the use of spray irrigation systems in
the- Draft EIS were determined to be cost-effective approaches to meeting the
wastewater management needs of Plainfield Township or of any other municipality
in the .EIS Service Area. The present-worth costs of all spray irrigation al-
ternatives were too high to be recommended and funded by EPA for implementation
(even with the 115% cost preference given innovative and alternative technolo-
gies). The well-documented advantages of spray irrigation systems across the
nation, as well as their potential advantages in the EIS Service Area, justified
the development and evaluation of spray irrigation alternatives in the Draft EIS.
These advantages include the recycling of water and nutrients for productive
(crop) uses, Tow consumption of chemicals, Tow generation of sludge, preserva-
tion of large open-space areas with potential for multipie recreational use
during non-irrigation seasons, and lower operating costs than other systems with
the equivalent degree of treatment.

What are the guarantees that land application systems, cluster systems, and other
sewage treatment facilities will protect the surface water and groundwater from
nitrate and bacterial contamination? [Bradt]

If properly designed, constructed, operated, and maintained, these wastewater
management systems will protect the local water resources from nutrient and
bacterial contamination. Land application (spray irrigation) systems, providing
the equivalent of tertiary treatment, were not recommended for implementation in
the EIS Service Area on the basis of the cost-effectiveness analysis (see above).
Bacterial and nutrient contamination of surface water from new treatment plants
serving the Nazareth Service Area should be insignificant if these facilities

are constructed and operated in compliance with standards set by the Pennsylvania
DER.

Detailed hydrogeologic investigations of any recommended cluster system (commu-
nity drainfield) sites must be conducted before an assessment of the reliability
of these systems can be made. These site investigations, which include detailed
soils mapping, permeability tests, test borings, in-situ hydraulic testing, and
as necessary, laboratory hydraulic testing , will be required prior to approval
and installation of the systems. Key requirements for maximizing the reliability
of cluster systems with regard to water quality protection include:

e Well-planned and -executed site analysis

e Measurement of and designing with the natural assimilative capacity of
local soil and groundwater resources

® Provision of adequate community supervision of the installation, opera-
tion, and maintenance of the cluster systems.

The preliminary design of cluster treatment systems in the Draft EIS focused on
providing system components that mitigate the potential for nutrient and
bacterial contamination of groundwater and, ultimately, surface water. These
components (for each system) are:

o Common septic tank (minimum 3,000 gallons)

o Dosing pump to control septic tank effluent flow to drainfields and
insure effluent distribution to be the entire drainfield.

e Alternate drainfield area as backup and to allow resting of the primary
drainfield.

Suggested procedures and criteria for designing community drainfield systems

that may be followed during Step II design efforts were included in Appendix
L-1 of the Draft EIS. These procedures alone will not guarantee water
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Comment 3
gravity sewer leaks vs.
pressure sewer leaks

Response 3

Comment 4

limit sewer along/
across streams
Response 4

Comment 5

soil limitations for
on-gite systems over-
stated

Response 5

N

quality protection. As indicated above, qualified supervision of installa-
tion, operation, and maintenance of cluster systems will significantly reduce
the potential for water quality contamination by sewage-associated bacteria
and nutrients.

When comparing a gravity interceptor to a pressure interceptor, considering
breaks, cracks, etc., it is pertinent to note that a gravity interceptor
Jeaks inward (i.e., into the line), whereas a pressure line Teaks outward
causing pollution of a given area. The fact that a gravity line leaks inward
is illustrated by EPA regulations requiring infiltration/inflow studies and
remedies. [Wolfe]

Exception must be taken to the comment, because gravity lTines can Teak into
the surrounding soil, depending on the hydraulic pressure and/or soil mois-
ture content. In a very dry soil, wastewater may leak directly because of
faulty joints, root intrusion, illegal connections, etc. Gravity line leaks
are difficult to detect, difficult to Tlocate, and in the case of deep gravity
lines, expensive to repair. Another symptom of a gravity line leak is the
flowing of extraneous water into the sewer. The first indication of a severe
infiltration/inflow problem in a gravity sewer system is usually an overflow-
ing manhole. Raw sewage has been known to spill into Little Lehigh Creek
after manholes overflowed (By telephone, Mr. Fred Mussel, Waterways Patrolman,
Pennsylvania Fish Commission, 3 June 1980).

Force mains are constructed of pressure pipe that results in few joint fail-
ures and no root intrusion. Leaks in force mains are quickly suspected due
to drop in pressure and increased pumping time. Because force mains are
constructed close to the surface, leaks are easily located and inexpensively
repaired. As with any sewage collection and treatment system, it is hoped
that a B-LLJSA system will be maintained properly and thus will not leak.

Sewer Tines that parallel and cross streams should be limited to those abso-
lTutely reguired. [Jones]

Comment noted. The EIS Recommended Action (Alternative 9) eliminates the
gravity sewers along Schoeneck Creek and Bushkill Creek.

The Draft EIS overstates the soil limitations for on-site wastewater treat-
ment systems (see Figure III-4) through the use of broad geological data.
This suggests unjustifiably that there are irreconcilable soil restrictions
which preclude the use of such systems. [DiGerlando]

The discussion and illustration in the Draft EIS of soil limitations for
on-site wastewater management in the Service Area explicitly states (pages
38 and 29) that such limitations -- slight, moderate, and severe -- apply
only to standard or conventional septic tank-soil absorption systems
(ST/SAS). They do not apply to alternate effluent disposal systems includ-
ing elevated sand mounds, sand-lined trenches and beds, oversize areas, and
shallow placement areas. Therefore, the EIS does not suggest that the use
of all on-site systems is precluded in areas, such as Cherry Hill, where the
soils are reported to have severe limitations for standard ST/SAS. The
Draft EIS concluded that the Cherry Hill vicinity could be served best by
both rehabilitated standard ST/SAS, where feasible, and by alternate on-site
systems under the Phase II wastewater management scheme (see page 161 of the
Draft EIS). It is emphasized that the use of alternate systems is restricted
to those areas where local site conditions are appropriate to the technology.
The suitability of soil, slope, and area for on-site treatment will be
determined during the detailed design phase of this project (Step II).
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Comment 6
relationship of East
Lawn area to Nazareth
Borough

Response 6

Comment 7

cost of new RBC-type
Nazareth STP grossly
understated

Response 7

Comment 8

inadequate discussion
of Easton wastewater
management system
expansion

Response 8

The fate of the Upper Nazareth Township East Lawn area is tied inseparably to
Nazareth Borough because of economic, social, and physical reasons such

as schools, the YMCA, community parks, garbage disposal, sports programs, and
cooperation of police and fire departments. Therefore, nothing should deter
their collaboration in a sewage collection and treatment system. [Schweitzer]

Comment noted. This phenomenon underlies EPA's development of Alternatives

5, 6, 9, and 10 -- all of which involve the treatment of East Lawn area sewage
flows at a new or upgraded/expanded Nazareth sewage treatment system. It was
also an important consideration in the selection of the EIS Recommended Action
(ATternative 9).

The cost of a new Nazareth STP (RBC plant) was grossly understated by almost
$3 million. [B-LLJSA]

The total capital expenditure associated with constructing a new RBC plant to
replace the existing Nazareth STP has been revised from $1.32 million to

$2.94 million. The $1.62 million increase in capital costs for the Nazareth
RBC plant is attributed principally to: (1) the substitution of conventional,
more costly wastewater treatment facilities (for example, preliminary treat-
ment and primary clarifiers) for innovative/alternative, less costly facilities
(for example, wire screens); (2} recosting of the RBC component; (3) addi-
tional excavation and backfilling costs; (4) provision for additional yard
piping; and (5) increased effluent disinfection costs. Components of the
$2.94 million (capital) RBC plant are illustrated in Figure IV-1. A detailed
breakdown of revised RBC treatment plant component costs is furnished in
Section 4.3.2 of the "Engineering Evaluation of the Draft EIS" (Appendix D-3).

In the Draft EIS, the Easton STP is presented as a mere plant expansion from

5 million gallons per day (mgd) to 10 mgd capacity with a change in processing
from trickling filters to rotating biological discs. The EIS completely
ignores the construction of other sewerage facilities which are essential

to the operation of the expanded and upgraded Easton STP. Such construc-

tion includes the doubling in size of two large pump stations, the emplace-
ment of two inverted siphons on Bushkill Creek in addition to one across

the Lehigh River, and the enlargement of interceptors to 42 inches in diameter.
[B-LLJSA]

The Easton wastewater management facilities referenced in the comment were
not at issue in the Draft EIS because they were constructed under an EPA
grant to the City of Easton, not to the B-LLJSA (see Assumption 1, page 7).
EPA, in this EIS, has focused on wastewater management facilities in the
B-LLJSA which are planned in the Environmental Assessment (1976), designed
per the B-LLJSA's detailed drawings and plot plans, and costed per con-
struction bid sheets submitted to EPA by the Applicant in 1977. These
data, which were reviewed and analyzed by EPA, do not themselves include
the Easton wastewater management facilities.

The local share (after Federal grants) of the capital costs associated with
the expansion/upgrading of the Easton STP and the enlargement of sewage
transport facilities in Easton -- $1.3 million -- was estimated in the
Draft EIS as part of an overall B-LLJSA project cost (pages 125 and 239 of
the Draft EIS). This overall B-LLJSA project cost, which must be borne
entirely by local government, was estimated to be $2.2 million. The charge
that would be levied on B-LLJSA system users in order to retire the $2.2
million debt was estimated to be $70 per household per year. It is clear
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Comment 9

segmental cost-
effectiveness analysis
required

Response 9

Comment 10
EIS used informal
unit costs
Response 10

that the Draft EIS did address the wastewater management facilities constructed
under the Easton grant.

In response to the comment, EPA developed capital costs and energy require-
ments associated with the expansion of the Easton STP and the Second Street
and Delaware Drive pump stations (see Section III.B.5 of Final EIS).

These facilities are essential to the operation of the proposed B-LLJSA
system and, therefore, their capital costs ($2.6 million based on B-LLJSA
design flow of 2.4 mgd) should be added to the capital costs of the APA (see
Table III-1, page 19 of Final EIS).4 Energy requirements of the Easton
STP, Second Street pump station, and Delaware Drive pump station were estimated
for the APAS (1,365,850 kwh/yr6 -- B-LLJSA -- B-LLJSA portion), MAPA/
(702,274 kwh/yr -- modified B-LLJSA portion), and Alternative 97 (Modified;
Oxidation Ditch) (145,122 kwh/yr -- Phase I flow).

Two cost-effective analyses would facilitate the EIS decision-making process.
These are as follows [Jones]:

a. A comparison of two methods of wastewater conveyance in vicinity of (Tower)
Bushkill Creek: gravity sewer vs. force main/pump station system.

b. A comparison of wastewater management alternatives for Nazareth sewage
treatment plant (STP): renovate existing STP vs. build a new STP vs.
convey Nazareth STP flows to Easton STP via Schoeneck Interceptor.

Comment noted. In Section III1.C.2 of the Final EIS, it has been determined
that a force main/pump station system is 17% more expensive than a gravity
sewer system to convey sewage flows between the same two points on Bushkill
Creek. A cost-effectiveness comparison of four new treatment schemes to
replace the Nazareth STP vs. conveyance to the Easton STP by either gravity
flow or pumping demonstrated that replacement of the existing Nazareth STP
with a new OD plant is the least expensive option {19% less expensive than
gravity conveyance to Easton STP). 1t is noted that these are the results
of cost-effectiveness analysis of sub-areas in the EIS Service Area, not of
whole alternatives.

While these estimates of costs assist in the selection of a recommended course
of action, they are not the only criteria by which such an action is selected.
To be cost-effective and, therefore, selected as the EIS Recommended Action,
a wastewater management plan must minimize the total cost of pollution contro
to the public and to the natural resources.

The EIS used informal, estimating quality data costs, and compared these with
actual bids received by the B-LLJSA. [B-LLJSA]

The va]idity and cgmparability of unit costs data used in the determination
of capital, operation and maintenance, and present worth costs for wastewater

1t is noted that the estimated additional B-LLJSA capital costs ($2,581,490.00)

were not added to APA costs, but merely suggested as legitimate additions.

5Kﬂowatt-hours per year.

65ee Section I11.B.6 of Final EIS.

’See Section I11.D.6 of Final EIS.

66



management plans evaluated in the Draft EIS have been discussed (see Sections
1I1.8.4 and I11.D.3).

A comparison of unit costs used by the Applicant to determine B-LLJSA project
construction costs and by EPA to determine construction costs for the APA,

MAPA, and ten alternatives in the Draft EIS is presented in Table VI-1. The
table focuses on several sewerage components (gravity sewer, force main, etc.)
which are common to all wastewater management plans evaluated in the EIS. The
construction bids received by the B-LLJSA in the second quarter of 1977 were
inflated in the EIS to values representing conditions in the third quarter of
1977 -- the period during which EPA costed the APA, MAPA, and EIS alternatives.
While B-LLJSA and EIS unit costs (3rd Q '79) appear to be similar, it is
important to note that they reflect two different levels of design detail.

The Applicant's costs are based on detailed survey of proposed sewer routes.
They also include coverage for construction activities required to overcome
unpredictable site conditions (rock blasting, highway pavement replacement,
utility adjustment, etc.). Unit costs in typical FISs are not based on detailed
survey of sewer routes and do not include Tocal contingencies such as blasting,
etc. Typical unit costs from the greater Easton area were applied uniformly

to all wastewater management plans evaluated in the Draft EIS, including the APA,
thereby insuring comparability among the plans. For further discussion, see
Section III.B.4.

During preparation of the Final EIS, new cost information for the APA, MAPA, and
EIS ALternative 9 was developed using unit costs adapted from B-LLJSA bid sheets.
A1l wastewater management plans were recosted using the same unit costs. Reyised
unit costs now include provision for local construction contingencies, such as
highway pavement replacement, blasting, etc. Although this level of effort is
outside of the scope of a typical EIS, EPA developed this new cost information

in response to local and state concerns.

Table VII-1, Comparison of B-LLJSA and EIS construction costs for sewers,
stream crossings, and manholes.

B-LLJSA EIS
Item Units 2nd Q ‘77! 3rd q '792 3rd Q '79
8" gravity sewer $/ft Contract 1 $16.94 $21.45 $19
Contracts 4, 5, 6 20.66 26.20
10" gravity sewer $/ft Contract 1 16.42 20.82 21
Contract 2 24.75 31:38
Contract 3 20.22 25.64
Contract 4, 5, 6 29.97 38.00
12" gravity sewer $/ft Contract 1 18.57 23.55 24
Contract 3 18.73 23.75
15" gravity sewer $/ft Contract 1 20.59 26.11 28
Contract 2 27.96 35.45
18" gravity sewer $/ft Contract 2 33.09 47.96 34
21" gravity sewer §/ft Contract 2 38.85 49.26 48
Contract 3 25.57 32.42
24" gravity sewer $/ft Contract 2 37.16 47.12 60
Contract 3 28.93 36.68
30" gravity sewer /ft Contract 2 48.36 61.32 10
6" force main $/ft Contract 1 15.60 19.78 12
8" force main $/ft Contract 1 18.00 22.82 14

]weignted average of unit costs from "Part B Submittal" sheets. (ERA Form 5780-1B), dated

26 August 1977; low-bidder construction costs included therein are dated May 1977.

2Low-bidder construction costs have been inflated tc September 1975 costs -- period in which
APA, MAPA, and EIS Alternatives were costed -- for the sake of comparability. Source for
3rd Q '79 figures: "Construction Cost Indexes," 4th Quarter 1979, USEPA, Office of Water
Program Operations.

3These figures were used to cost the APA, MAPA, and EIS Alternatives 1 to 10 in September
1979.

67



Comment 11

JPC agrees with decen-
tralized wastewater
management for Low-
density areas such as
Cherry Hill

Response 11

Comment 12

floodplain regulations
need to be observed in
siting new Nazareth STP

Response 12

Table VII-1. Comparison of B-LLJSA and EIS construction costs (continued).

B-LLJSA EIS
Ttem Units 2nd Q '77) 3rd Q 792 3rd Q '79°
stream crossing $/each:
Contract 1 2,500-5,000 3,170-6,340 5,800
Contract 2 6,000-21,000 | 7,608-26,628
Contract 3 3,700-8,300 4,692-10,524
manhole {MH) $/each: 4
Contract 1: 700
MH walls 56.00
MH bases 350.00
MH frames/covers 170.00
Additional cost 70.00
646.00 819.00
Contract 2:
MH walls (4' dia.) 40.00
MH walls (5' dia.) 55.00
MH bases 320.00
MH frames/covers 150.00
Additional cost 110.00
675.00 856.00
Contract 3:
MH walls 30.00
MH bases . 100.00
MH frames/covers 100.00
Additional cost 50.00
28C.00 355.00

4Th1’s is an average cost for a manhole. It includes costs for manhole walls, bases, frames,
covers, and additional cost for ensuring water tightness, but does not include manhole drop
connections.

JPC agrees with the concept of examining alternate methods of sewage disposal
in 1ightly developed areas with malfunctioning septic systems instead of
extending a regional sewer system into these areas. This comment would apply
to portions of the EIS Service Area such as Cherry Hill, and the portions of
Plainfield Township north of Belfast. [0'Dell]

Comment noted.

The floodplain regulations set by the Delaware Kiver Basin Commission and
Pennsylvania DER should be reviewed before a new Nazareth STP is located.
These regulations do not allow any construction in the "flood way" and
require that any wastewater treatment plant or pump station in the "flood-
plain" be operable under 100-year flood conditions.

EPA believes that the new treatment plant should be located outside of the
designated 100-year floodplain. However, the exact location of the new treat-
ment facilities would be determined by local officials during the preparation
of a Step I facilities plan for Nazareth Borough.

The EIS has considered both the cost of building a new STP outside of the
100-year floodplain (i.e., cost of new land) and the cost of flood proofing
a new STP at approximately the same location as the existing Nazareth STP
through construction of a flood protection berm (dike) and an outfall line
(see Figure IV-2). If the local officials choose to locate the new plant
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management plans evaluated in the Draft EIS have been discussed (see Sections
I11.B.4 and I11.D.3).

A comparison of unit costs used by the Applicant to determine B-LLJSA project
construction costs and by EPA to determine construction costs for the APA,

MAPA, and ten alternatives in the Draft EIS is presented in Table VI-1. The
table focuses on several sewerage components {gravity sewer, force main, etc.)
which are common to all wastewater management plans evaluated in the EIS. The
construction bids received by the B-LLJSA in the second quarter of 1977 were
inflated in the EIS to values representing conditions in the third quarter of
1977 -- the period during which EPA costed the APA, MAPA, and EIS alternatives.
While B-LLJSA and EIS unit costs (3rd Q '79) appear to be similar, it is
important to note that they reflect two different levels of design detail.

The Applicant's costs are based on detailed survey of proposed sewer routes.
They also include coverage for construction activities required to overcome
unpredictable site conditions (rock blasting, highway pavement replacement,
utility adjustment, etc.). Unit costs in typical EISs are not based on detailed
survey of sewer routes and do not include local contingencies such as blasting,
etc. Typical unit costs from the greater Easton area were applied uniformly

to all wastewater management plans evaluated in the Draft EIS, including the APA,
thereby insuring comparability among the plans. For further discussion, see
Section III.B.4.

During preparation of the Final EIS, new cost information for the APA, MAPA, and
EIS ALternative 9 was developed using unit costs adapted from B-LLJSA bid sheets.
A11 wastewater management plans were recosted using the same unit costs. Revised
unit costs now include provision for local construction contingencies, such as
highway pavement replacement, blasting, etc. Although this level of effort is
outside of the scope of a typical EIS, EPA developed this new cost information

in response to local and state concerns.

Table VII-1, Comparison of B-LLJSA and EIS construction costs for sewers,
stream crossings, and manholes.

B-LLJSA EIS
Ttem Units 2nd Q '771 3rd G '792 3rd Q '79
8" gravity sewer $/ft Contract 1 $16.94 $21.45 $19
Contracts 4, 5, 6 20.66 26.20
10" gravity sewer $/ft Contract 1 16.42 20.82 2]
Contract 2 24.75 31:38
Contract 3 20.22 25.64
Contract 4, 5, 6 29.97 38.00
12" gravity sewer $/ft Contract 1 18.57 23.5§ 24
Contract 3 18.73 23.75
15" gravity sewer $/ft Contract 1 20.5% 26.11 28
Contract 2 27.96 35.45
18" gravity sewer $/ft Contract 2 33.09 41.96 34
21" gravity sewer $/ft Contract 2 38.85 49.26 48
Contract 3 25.57 32.42
24" gravity sewer $/ft Contract 2 37.16 47.312 60
Contract 3 28.93 36.68
30" gravity sewer /ft Contract 2 48.36 61.32 110
6" force main $/ft Contract 1 15.60 19.78 12
8" force main $/ft Contract 1 18.00 22.82 14

]WEignted average of unit costs from "Part B Submittal" sheets. (ERA Form 5780-1B), dated

26 August 1977; low-bidder construction costs included therein are dated May 1977.

2Low-bidder construction costs have been inflated tc September 1979 costs -~ period in which
APA, MAPA, and EIS Alternatives were costed -- for the sake of comparability. Source for
3rd Q '79 figures: "Construction Cost Indexes," 4th Quarter 1979, USEPA, Office of Water
Program Operations.

3These figures were used to cost the APA, MAPA, and EIS Alternatives 1 to 10 in September
1979.
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tralized wastewater
management for Low-
density areas such as
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Response 11

Comment 12

floodplain regulations
need to be observed in
siting new Nazareth STP

Response 12

Table VII-1. Comparison of B-LLJSA and EIS construction costs (continued).

B-LLJSA EIS
Item Units 2nd Q 77} 3rd Q ‘792 3rd Q 793
stream crossing $/each:
Contract 1 2,500-5,000 3,170-6,340 5,800
Contract 2 6,000-21,000 | 7,608-26,628
Contract 3 3,700-8,300 4,692-10,524
manhole (MH) $/each: .
Contract 1: 700
MH walls 56.00
MH bases 350.00
MH frames/covers 170.00
Additional cost 70.00
646.00 819.00
Contract 2:
MH walls (4' dia.) 40.00
MH walls (5' dia.) 55.00
MH bases 320.00
MH frames/covers 150.00
Additional cost 110.00
€75.00 856.00
Contract 3:
MH walls 30.00
MH bases 100.00
MH frames/covers 100.00
Additional cost 50.00
250.00 355.00

4This is an average cost for a manhale. It includes costs for manhole walls, bases, frames,
covers, and additional cost for ensuring water tightness, but does not include manhole drop
connections.

JPC agrees with the concept of examining alternate methods of sewage disposal
in 1ightly developed areas with malfunctioning septic systems instead of
extending a regional sewer system into these areas. This comment would apply
to portions of the EIS Service Area such as Cherry Hill, and the portions of
Plainfield Township north: of Belfast. [0'Dell]

Comment noted.

The floodplain regulations set by the Delaware River Basin Commission and
Pennsylvania DER should be reviewed before a new Nazareth STP is located.
These regulations do not allow any construction in the "flood way" and
require that any wastewater treatment plant or pump station in the "flood-
plain" be operable under 100-year flood conditions.

EPA believes that the new treatment plant should be located outside of the
designated 100-year floodplain. However, the exact location of the new treat-
ment facilities would be determined by local officials during the preparation
of a Step I facilities plan for Nazareth Borough.

The EIS has considered both the cost of building a new STP outside of the
100-year floodplain {i.e., cost of new land) and the cost of flood proofing
a new STP at approximately the same location as the existing Nazareth STP
through construction of a flood protection berm (dike) and an outfall line
{see Figure IV-2). If the local officials choose to locate the new plant
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outside of the floodplain, then $120,0008 is added to the rest of the plant
components to cover the purchase of land. If the existing site is used,

a floodproofing dike and new outfall Tine can be constructed for $70,000.
This cost would be substituted for the Tand cost if the existing site is
retained.9

Comment 13 When sizing interceptor sewers, varying peak factors, according to load condi-

varying peak factors tions, should-be used instead of an assumed constant peaking factor of 2.5.

should be used in

siaing interceptors

Response 13 The variability of wastewater flows in the Service Area under any wastewater
management plan has been accounted for in the estimation of average daily
flow. Average daily flows for individual communities in the Service Area
are determined, on the basis of several conditions, including type of
housing, age of system, and amount of commercial and/or industrial develop-
ment in the community. A peak factor of 2.5, which is well-documented in the
literature, is then applied to the variable average daily flow to determine
the size (diameter) of an interceptor or outfall sewer. It is not necessary
to provide for additional flow variability given the relatively low quantities
of commercial and industrial flow generated in the Service Area.

Peak daily flow factors for interceptor or outfall sewers are recommended to
be 2.5 by several authorities inciuding the following:

1. "The Federal govérnment has set minimum average design flows at 75 gpcd.
On this basis, laterals are designed for a peaking factor of 4.0, and
outfall sewers are designed for a peaking factor of 2.5."

Source: Metcalf & Eddy, Inc. Wastewater Engineering. McGraw-Hill Book
Co. New York NY, 782 p,

2. "lLaterals and minor sewers shall be designed, when flowing full, assuming
flows equivalent to 4 times the average daily per capital flow. Main
trunck, interceptor, and outfall sewers shall be designed to convey
expected peak flow equivalent to 2.5 times the average daily per capital
flow."

Source: Texas Department of Health. Design Criteria for Sewerage Systems.
TDOH. Auystin TX. 63 p.

81n 1971, the Nazareth STP had an assessed value of $6,000 per acre, based on

its designation as "commercial property" (By telephone, Roslyn Kahler, NCCD, from
Colar-Trumble, Inc., 23 April 1980). This land value has been inflated to
reflect 1980 economic conditions.

9The calculations below present the costs associated with (a) floodproofing of
the plant site and (b) construction of an outfall line.

(a) Flood protecticn berm (dike):
Length 1,200 ft.

Area 0 £ 20) 10 350 7t

Volume = 142995§—§§g-= 15,556 cy.

Embankment Cost: Dec. 79/Mar 75 3,140/2,128 1.48 factor
1.48 x $2.50/cy. x 15,556 cy.  $58,000.

(b} OQutfall pipe:
12" pipe @ $32.81/ft. x 250' 8,203.

TOTAL: Floodproofing and outfall  $66,203
$0.07 million
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Comment 14
Route 115: dual
versus single sewer

Response 14

Comment 15

opposition to cluster
systems in Plainfield
Tounship

Response 15

3. Page 20-2 of the ten states standards presents a graph which suggests
using a peak factor of 3.0 when the design population is 10,000 persons.
However, the ten states standards make no distinction in peak flows for
laterals or interceptors.

The placement of a deep sewer in the center of Route 115, as proposed in the
EIS Recommended Action, instead of along the sides of the road raises serious
questions as to the financial feasibility of the project. [Maher]

EPA agrees with the Pennsylvania DER's recommendation that the issue of dual
sewer versus single sewer along Route 115 (including the depth of a single
sewer) would be more appropriately resolved during Step II of this project
when more detailed site and design information is available (By Tetter,
Clifford Jones, Secretary, Pennsylvania DER, 3 April 1980). In its resolu-
tion of this issue during Step II, the Applicant could consider the feasibility
of multiple house-to-sewer connections (to minimize road cuts) and the feasi-
bility of boring house-to-sewer connections beneath the roadway (to eliminate
road cuts). A typical single sewer serving Route 115 is illustrated below.

ROADWAY
RIGHT OF WAY"
ROADWAY

(NOT TO SCALE)

Figure VI-1. Typical sanitary sewer service (single sewer).

We oppose the prospect of cluster-type sewer systems in Plainfield Township.
We wish our area to remain rural and do not want sewage pumped to valuable
farmland. Sewers induce development which, in turn, overtax our public
services and fiscal resources. The following guestions regarding cluster
systems need to be addressed: What odor and water quality problems are asso-
ciated with cluster systems? Can normal farming operations {(planting, grazing,
plowing, etc.) be conducted over a cluster system? What are the land (area)
requirements of a cluster system? How is land acquired for a cluster system?
Is it just condemned? [Roth, Sparrow, Schreck]

EPA's development of decentralized wastewater management alternatives which
propose the use of cluster (community) treatment systems was pursued in the
interest of preserving rural farmland and cost-effectively solving the waste-
water management problems of remote areas. Cluster systems for small groups
of homes can usually meet the sewage treatment needs of small lots without
the Targe expense of a municipal or regional sanitary sewer. For community
systems installed in Minnesota, the cost per lot has been approximately the
same as for adequately sized on-site treatment systems (Machmeier 1977).

The number of homes to be served by a cluster system is usually decided by

Tocal government officials during Step II. Therefore, reserve capacity of
these systems, and hence induced development, can be controlled.
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ISSUE:
INDUCED GROWTH

Comment 1
Justification of
economic transport
distance

Response 1

The water quality considerations associated with cluster sytsems were dis-
cussed on page63 . Odor problems associated with community treatment
systems are no greater than those associated with on-site systems. Because
the cluster systems proposed in the EIS involve the use of one large septic
tank, instead of individual septic tanks, to serve individual homes, any
odor problems are minimized. Proper maintenance of the septic tank, includ-
ing pump-out of solids as required, should eliminate odor problems. The
provision of a dosing pump (to insure distribution of septic tank effluent
to the entire drainfield) and an alternate drainfield (to allow resting of
the primary drainfield) are also measures proposed by EPA which should
prevent clogging of the cluster system's drainfield component and, hence,
any odor problems.

Typical farm operations, including the planting of trees, the grazing of
domestic animals, and the driving of heavy vehicles, should not be permitted
over cluster treatment systems under any weather conditions.

The Tand area requirements for a cluster system designed in the EIS to serve
approximately 20 homes is typically less than four acres. The size of the
cluster system soil treatment units is based on the percolation rate of the
soil and the estimated total daily sewage flow.

Land for cluster systems can be acquired through purchase or other coopera-
tive agreement between land owners and the local municipality, or through

the power of eminent domain if it is established that the acquisition of
such land is in the best interest of all citizens in the municipality. Ease-
ments may be required for cluster system maintenance operations. Design,
operation, and maintenance of cluster systems (Machmeier 1976) are discussed
in Appendix D-6.

Explain the rationale behind an economic transport distance of 4,800
feet--the distance from an interceptor that a subdivision developer would
find economically justifiable to build a trunk sewer serving a new 100-
house development [B-LLJSA].

The estimation of an "economic transport distance" was presented to indicate the
amount of land area "opened up" to new development by the installation of new
sewers. The actual number of 4,800 feet is hypothetical because it is based on
an assumption which, in fact, will vary considerably from one developer to
another and from one site to another. The exercise is based on a very real
economic factor, however. A developer makes decisions to buy land and build on
it depending on how much profit he expects to make. His profit depends on his
cost to build and the price people are wiiling to pay. While sewerage costs

are only a part of the cost to build, they can be exhorbitant. Consider the
builder who wants to develop 100 lots at the foot of Blue Mountain. His cost

for sewerage includes hook-up fees, facilities which he must build in any case,
j.e., house sewers and collector sewers on his properties, and facilities which
depend on his development's distance to a public sewer. Under present conditions,
he would have to build his own sewer to Easton or to an adequate sewage treatment
plant, both of which would probably increase his total cost to build above the
price people are willing to pay.

On the other hand, if public sewers are present at the boundary of his proposed
development, his sewerage cost is at an absolute minimum. He has no extra trans-
port cost and no new treatment. plant costs.

In between the two extremes, there is a maximum incremental cost (marginal cost)
that a developer could profitably pay for sewage transport. The marginal cost
will be determined by all of his other costs, his expected sale price, and his
desired profit. In order to illustrate the constraint that this marginal cost
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Comment 2
force main versus
gravity system

Response 2

places on the location of new developments relative to a proposed sewer system,
a marginal cost of $1,000 per lot ($100,000 for 100 Tots) was assumed and con-
verted to the length (4,800 feet).

Many factors could increase or decrease the economic transport distance for any
given parcel of land, or any developer's specific proposal. The analysis,
however, is felt to be conservative (we expect the marginal cost to be higher
than $1,000 in many parts of the EIS Service Area), and it serves the purpose for
which it was intended: to relate the configuration of new, publicly funded sewers
to the land area that could be developed because of public sewer availability,

A reassessment of induced growth is needed in view of the fact that it is not
that much more difficult to connect to a pressure system than it is to connect
to a gravity system. [Jones]

This comment can be addressed through a consideration of costs requires to serve
single households or residential subdivisions with sewer service by tying into
gravity sewers or force mains. For serving a single family residence, the cost
of tying into a force main is approximately 500% more expensive than tying into
a gravity sewer. This means that single unit structures will not develop along
Tatamy Road (location of force main) as will occur adjacent to a gravity sewer
along/in Bushkill Creek. Planned multi-unit facilities could develop along
Tatamy Road. However, the multi-unit facilities must be occupied rather simul-
taneously. Otherwise, what does the person who buys the first house do for
sewer service while waiting on the sale of 199 houses and activation of the lift
station? With a force main along Tatamy Road, cluster development along Bushkill
Creek will be Timited if not non-existent. The 3,500 linear feet of force main
required to serve cluster developments along Bushkill Creek would cost an addi-
tional $70,000 to $90,000.

Cost of Serving One Household

a. Gravity Sewer: The cost here consists of a property owner paying
for his house lateral (4" PVC) and a tap fee. The developer or
municipality will pay for a 6" x 8" tee at the sewer main, approxi-
mately 30' of 6" service lateral, and 1/2 of a 4" x 6" wye. The cost
involved would be:

6" x 8" tee: 1 @ $75 each = $ 75.00
6" service: 30" @ $15/foot = 450.00
172 (4" x 6") wye: 1 @ $17 each 17.00
4" house lateral: 50' @ $6/foot = 300.00
Tap fee: 1 @ $150 each 150.00

TOTAL $992.00

b. Force Main: The cost here consists of the same items as for the
gravity Tine, except that pressure pipe is needed. A pump unit is
also needed to force the sewage into the force main. This pumping
unit must operate at 30 to 40 psi, which is above the capacity of a
typical low-pressure (10 psi) grinder pump unit. A pneumatic injector
is commonly used. The cost involved would be:

1.5 HP pneumatic injector: 1 @ $3,500 each = $3,500.00
2" lateral: 50' @ $6/foot = 300.00
Tap fee: 1 @ $150 each = 150.00
1/4 (2" x 4") wye: 1 @ $25 each = 25.00
4" service: 30' @ 20/foot - 600.00
4" tap into FM: 1 @ $300 each = 300.00

TOTAL $4,875.00
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Comment 3
adoption of new
floodplain ordinances

Response 3

Comment 4

EIS overstates APA
growth

Response 4

ISSUE:
ENERGY

Comment 1
Alternative 9 consumes

400 times more energy
than APA

Response 1

Cost of Serving a 200-Home Subdivision

a. Gravity Sewer: The developer must pay for the 8" street laterals,
which will involve about 80 L.F. per Tot. The cost of the house
tie-in is also involved. The costs would be:

200 homes @ $992 each

i}

$198,400.00

" . 80 L.F. x 200 homes
8" lateral: $28/L.F. x 5 sides of street

TOTAL

224,000.00

$422,400.00

b. Force Main: To tie into a force main, the developer will build the

above gravity system. Then a 1ift station would pump into the force
main. The costs would be:

Gravity system (above) = $422 ,400.00
200 x 350 gpd = 0.07 mgd LS
0.07 x 694 x 50' TDH/1,000 F = 2.4

Cost 48,100.00

1

TOTAL $470,500.00

To update the Draft EIS: Plainfield Township recently has amended its
zoning ordinance by adopting a new floodplain zone. The prohibition of
development now is applicable within the 100-year floodplain area defined
by the Federal Insurance Administration's Flood Insurance Study for Plain-
field Township. In addition, both Stockertown Borough and Tatamy Borough
have adopted floodplain management ordinances in compliance with Section
60.3(d) of the National Fldod Insurance Program. These ordinances Timit
and condition, but do not prohibit totally, development in the 100-year
floodplain as defined by their respective Flood Insurance Studies.
[Pierson]

Comment noted.

See Sections III,B.3 for a discussion of how municipal induced
growth estimates under the APA, MAPA, and Alternative 9 are affected by
these new ordinances. .

Differences in induced growth estimates between the APA and Alternative 9
are significantly overstated in the Draft EIS. [B-LLJSA]

See Appendix C-4.

The Draft EIS Recommended Action (Alternative 9) will consume 400 times
more electric power than the proposed B-LLJSA conveyance system. [Smith]

The table on page 196 of the Draft EIS indicates that the estimated energy
consumed by the B-LLJSA conveyance system (the Applicant's Proposed Action)
would be 5,950 kilowatt-hours per year (kwh/yr). The energy consumed by
Alternative 9 would be 552,490 kwh/yr. Thus, the Draft EIS Recommended
Action appears to consume 93 times more electric power than the APA. The
energy budget of the APA has been revised, however, to 139,991 kwh/yr (see
Appendix D-2 Final EIS), or approximately one-fourth of the energy required
by the Draft EIS Recommended Action. It is noted that these comparisons
are based on energy requirements of wastewater conveyance and treatment
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Comment 2

Alternative 9 consumes
too much energy to be

EIS Recommended Action

Response 2

components within the immediate B~LLJSA and EIS Service Areas. When energy
set aside in the Easton system and energy utilization by induced development
are added into the analysis, Alternative 9 consumes considerably less energy
than the APA or MAPA (see Response 2).

The excessively high energy requirements of EIS Alternative 9 do not justify
its selection over the APA as the EIS recommended wastewater management plan
This is particularly true in view of the President's directive to conserve
energy. [B-LLJSA, Kennedy, Merwarth]

The energy evaluation of wastewater management plans presented in the Draft
EIS (page 196) considered only the electric power requirements of wastewater
conveyance and/or treatment facilities in the immediate B-LLJSA and EIS Ser-
vice Areas. Any facilities that were essential to the implementation of these
plans and that were located outside of the B-LLJSA and EIS Service Areas proper
were omitted purposely from the energy evaluation simply because they were not
to be constructed under the B-LLJSA grant in question. In view of the sub-
stantial public support for implementing a Federally funded wastewater manage-
ment plan which complies with the President's energy conservation directives,
EPA has taken a more comprehensive approach in the Final EIS to assessing the
energy needs of the APA, MAPA, and Alternative 9 (modified version). This
approach includes the evaluations of:

® The energy requirements of the B-LLJSA and EIS Service Area (Phase I)
portions of the expanded Second Street pump station, Delaware Drive
pump station, and Easton STP. The expansion of these facilities is essen-
tial to the operation of any wastewater management system involving use of
the expanded and upgraded Easton STP

¢ The energy requirements of the residential development (single family and
multi-family homes) induced by the construction of the APA, MAPA, and
Alternative 9.

The revised energy budgets (kwh/yr) for the APA, MAPA, and Alternative 9
are as follows:

APA MAPA Alternative 9

(kwh/yr) (kwh/yr) __ {kwh/yr)
B-LLJSA/EIS Service Area 1,505,841 723,860 461,004
associated wastewater
conveyance and treatment
components
Electric power consump- 108,619,000 29,872,000 6,263,000
tion by induced resi-
dential development @
21,600 kwh/yr for single
family homes and 16,900
kwh/yr for multi-family
homes
Total estimated energy 110,124,841 30,595,860 6,724,004
requirements

The revised APA energy budget is discussed in Section III.B.4 of the

F1na] EIS, qnd the revised energy budgets for the MAPA and Alternative 9

3re in Section III.D.5. Detailed energy analyses are included in Appen-
X D-2.
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APPENDIX A

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
(included by reference)
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APPENDIX B

RECREATION AND WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLANS
FOR JACOBSBURG STATE PARK
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APPENDIX B

MONWEALTH o* PE”NSYLVAN
1

coM A

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES June 2, 1980
P. O. BOX 1467 Refer to: RM-P-R
. o. .
HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 17120 717-787-6674

Mr. Eric Hediger

Wapora, Inc.

6900 Wisconsin Avenue

Chevy Chase, Maryland 20015

Dear Mr. Hediger:

Enclosed are copies of two letters that state the Department’s
position regarding development at Jacobsburg State Park.

If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to
call me.

Sincerely,

. B
George E/ Fogg, Chief
Divisi of Qutdoor eation

Enclosures: (2) Letters
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In reply refer to
RM=-R]
£348:1

March 20, 1779

J. Rocs P1lling ITII, Agcocizte
Eovirormental Planner

AFORA, Inc.

6900 Wisconsin Avenue, N.W.

Waahington, D. C. 20015

Dear Mr., 2illing:

Thia 1s in raspouse to your letter of Yarch 7, 1979, ccocerning the
Departzeut's proposed developuent at Jacobsburn State Park,

5ince toe Janusry 1Y70 teleccn bLacwecn Ms. Judith Ludington of your
office ard Mtv. Larry Suarer of our otaff, the cocstruction scheduling of the
wvastewater facilities and budget constrzints heve cade.it zucessary for ths
Cepartment to reprogran developments at Jacobsburgz State Pack., Wa «ill com-
plote the development of low dénmsity reercacion faci{litises to complament the
historic cnd natural aspects so that the facilicies caa be utilized. Thesa
facilitien will. include hiking, biking, -Tosn~ country sk.l1g, nature and
wlstoriz 1..terpretatiou, limited picnleklig wc' cueceasery paridng and comfore
gtations wiih ou—sice dippousl,

“Le Depurtrment will maintadn this direccicn uatil scheduling of ths
construction 0f wastewater facilitiaes bas beca clarifiled. At that time, wa
will include fucds fa our capital Ludgaet for e desizn and ccastruction of
additional facilitiesn,

2 have enclosed a copy of our total yearly atct:indaica at Jucobsburg
Crare Park ciid other State parks us well as & 17377 acterdance by activity at
Jacobsburg Hiate Parh to assdst iu your envircrmaentnl icpact ctatenant prep-
aration. Lf vou aave uny questions or nezxd claiticaal {aformitica, pluase
cuntaces lr. L:irTy Slarer at 717-787-4574,

§inzcarely yours,

C. 4. HeToanecll, Deouty Seccretary
Reaourcan Hanav !

Cacicsuras: (2) Aztendence Informazion
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In raply refer ta
R~
-.fd 58!16

April la, L0977

Zoweph Diferlando, Chairman
of #ha Township
boagd of Scupervisors
Sushkill Township
1020 A dweller Road
Yind Cap, Pemmsylvenis 13021

Dazr Mr. Diluriaanlo:

Thais {s {2 rcspousa to your lettar of Yarsh 30, 1979, concarning
tha Deparsiment'n proposed Jdevelopmear at Jacobsbury Stata Yask,

It is tiwa iatend of tha Depuartmmet of Eovivoun s.tal B.azourcaa to
comvlaza Jovelopzant of low density recrestional {xuilltfce whieh will
co=plecait tuc historic and natural aapeztas of the Yark. We 111 provide
facilitlaod for Riilug, cruwad counlry skiing, viturz ant! hietopde intcz-
crstalica, and pleadehion. Tha neceasary rarring 11l cotviert stations with
vaullld wre inatallod,

Tocaus: of Jelays La tha conetruceriza of rsgtevator facili'ies
cnd Ledpet conucr:;iata, 73 ave Taprogrumme.t Jdovel: ments st the Fari. Tha
Low Lensity facil:’.:.‘.c; vill Le utilized vnot]l nly ashedulicg of waatewazar
facillcins nas been 2lavifled. S taks i, ws Ll roviow tma Mistar Flia
37 the Tark &ad pregzTas fumds in eur eapltel todses for »ho dezim of ey
adottinnal facilities,

Ceutra Uy Ton, Chief of tha Divieion of Tutacor Teereaslon will
Sa heppy o meoct s f{th yuu to rewlsy the plasi af your cenveziosces, 2 2ay
e contaczed 3t Ponnsvivania Depatrtment «f in poanzel  ioomarecu, P C.
fre 107, Umrsmishor-, faanoylvania V7M1, 47 T-EET .
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INDUCED GROWTH
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Use
Residential
Industrial
Commercial

Open Space

Residential
Residential

Total

APPENDIX C-1

INDUCED GROWTH POTENTIAL IN 100-YEAR FLOODPLAINS OF
STOCKERTOWN BOROUGH AND TATAMY BOROUGH, YEAR 2000
(APA, MAPA, AT11 Alternatives)

I. Planimetric Measurement of Undeveloped Areas

A.  Stockertown Borough

Acreage Zone Density Units PopuTlation
6 acres R-1 12,000 ft.° 22 67

5 acres I-1

6 acres C-2

15 acres P-0

B. Tatamy Borough
2

1 acre R-2 7,800 ft. 6 18
17 acres R-1 12,000 ft.2 62 184
18 acres 68 202

" .
NOTE: Recently adopted floodplain management ordinances do not ibi
degelopment in 100-year floodplain. prohibit
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INDUCED GROWTH ASSOCIATED WITH SUBSTITUTION OF GRAVITY SEWER
FOR FORCE MAIN/PUMP STATION IN PALMER TOWNSHIP, YEAR 2000
(Alternative 9)

1. Palmer Township

A. Northwood Avenue

1. R-I; 20,000 ft.2 Jots - 22 existing units
24.7 acres - 10 developed acres 14.6 acres
14.6 acres + 20,000 ft.2 = 32 units
32 units x 3.08 persons/du 99 people

2. G-2; 12,000 ft.?

63.57 acres - 30.3 developed acres = 33.27 acres
33.27 acres + 12,000 ft.2 lots = 121 units
121 units x 3.08 persons/du 373 persons

lots 110 existing units

B. Tatamy Road
1. R-I; 20,000 ft.2 lots - 53 existing units
42.38 acres 24.33 developed acres = 18 acres
18 acres + 20,000 ft.2 Tots 39 units
39 units x 3.08 people/du 120 people

C. Total induced growth Alternatives 5 and 9

1. Population - 592
2. Dwelling Units - 192
3.  Acres - 66
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DWELLING UNITS INDUCED BY ALTERNATE WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLANS, YEAR 2000

. APPENDIX C-3

~Single(1)/Mu1ti(2) EIS Alternative
Family 1980 Existing

Municipalities Dwelling Unit Dwelling Units Baseline APA  MAPA 1 2 3 4 589 6&10 7 8
Bushkill 1- 1,355 1,876 901 0 0 0 36 0 0 0 0 0
2 50 140 00 0 0 -0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Nazareth 1 1,580 1,553 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 658 643 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Palmer* 1 45 115 925 395 177 177 177 0 96 177 0 0
2 0 0 924 395 178 178 178 0 96 178 0 0

Plainfield 1 1,565 2,070 1,816 128 151 132 212 132 25 424 424 424
2 165 252 454 32 38 38 53 0 0 106 106 106

Stockertown 1 207 209 115 1151 115 115 115 115 47 115 115 115
2 60 60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Tatamy 1 270 336 252 252 252 252 252 252 47 252 252 252
2 74 98 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Upper Nazareth 1 1,228 1,507 730 158 158 158 158 158 0 0 158 158
2 120 172 183 40 40 40 40 40 0 0 40 40

TOTAL 1 6,250 7,666 4,769 1,048 853 834 950 657 215 968 949 949
2 1,127 1,365 1,561 467 256 256 271 40 96 284 146 146

* Units within the proposed Service Area
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APPENDIX C-4

SEWERS ~ INDUCED GROWTH IN EIS SERVICE AREA

The basic assumption in the induced growth analysis is that sewers provide an inducement for growth
due to excess capacity resulting from engineering and regulatory constraints on minimum pipe size
diameters (in many instances, DER requires a minimum interceptor pipe size of eight inches regardless
of flow). This analysis will further define the growth inducement data found in Appendix G-20,

Draft EIS as well as further published documentation of the jnducement effects sewers have in
conjunction wtih market forces operative in this study area. Additionally, engineering economics of
the differential effects of gravity versus force main growth inducement will be demonstrated.

The Draft EIS reported different amounts of growth that would be associated with the introduction of
various wastewater collection and treatment facilities in the Service Area. Table B-1 shows the

total year 2000 population projected by municipality for the original design of the APA, the MAPA,

EIS Alternative 9, as well as the 1973 JPC population projections accepted as baseline and the 1978 JPC
population forecasts. The 1973 population projections did contain the provision of sewer service as

a variable in calculating population in Plainfield Township, Palmer Township, and Tatamy Borough but
not elsewhere within the E{S Service Area. These projections have been demonstrated as accurately
reflecting the growth trends of the area based on an analysis of past trends in population growth,
recent housing construction activity and verification of the JPC population projection method itself
(see Appendix G-1, Draft EIS).

Table B-1. Year 2000 population.

EIS

APA MAPA Alternative 9

1973 1978 Baseline Plus Baseline Plus Baseline Plus
JPC JPC Induced Induced Induced
Projections Forecasts Growth Growth Growth
Bushkill Township 6,200 9,400 9,057 6,200 6,200
Nazareth Borough 5,600 6,730 5,600 5,600 5,600
Palmer Township 17,800 25,500 23,514 20,234 18,392
Plainfield Tonwship 6,800 8,800 13,657 7,280 6,876
Stockertown Borough 800 1,500 1,157 1,157 875
Tatamy Borough 1,250 1,480 1,795 1,795 1,325
Upper Nazareth Township 5,100 6,150 7,957 5,721 5,100
Service Area 43,550 59,560 62,733 47,983 44,368

As shown in Table B-1, JPC has adopted a new set of population forecasts. These forecasts were
developed in conjunction with the 1978 Comprehensive Plan for Lehigh-Northampton Counties and show

a year 2000 population of 59,560 in the B-LLJSA Service Area. This represents a 36.8% increase over
the 1973 projections. The increase was based largely on the assumption that "excess" sewer capacity
would be available in all Service Area municipalities. These forecasts were evaluated in the EIS as
an upper limit of the amount of induced growth that could occur in these municipalities.

As may be noted in evaluating the difference between the 1978 forecasts and the amount of growth
anticipated under the criginal Applicant's Proposed Action (APA), the latter is 5% greater. It was con-
cluded in the Draft EIS (page 123) and in Appendix G-20 (pages 168 and 170) that the amount of
induced growth that could occur as a result of excess capacity in the APA is high. In order for

this amount of growth to occur in the study area in a 20-year period, all growth in Northampton
County would have to be directed to this Service Area. This excess capacity results from an original
design that was conducted for a 40-year {2020 design year) population, Tlarger per capita flows than
are projected in the EIS, and a service area that is considerably larger than recent needs documenta-
tion indicate is necessary. As a result, the Draft EIS concluded that this design would not induce
t?e amount of growth projected and would result in an underutilized system for an extended period

of time.
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Based upon the aforementioned assumptions, an estimated induced population growth of 44,368 under
Alternative 9 and the 7.5% higher figure of 47,983 under the MAPA is a reasonable estimate of pro-
jected conditions. This is based upon the premise that sewers induce higher rates, higher absolute
amounts, and higher densities of development. This is not to say that sewers alone induce growth,
but in the presence of an adequate market for development, sewers do have an overwhelming influence
on the amount and location of growth. This assumption has been documented in the literature on a
national as well as local level.

In a "Manual for Evaluating Secondary Impacts of Wastewater Treatment Facilities," Fitzpatrick et al.
(1977) state in Section z.1, The Basic Issue: Sewers and Growth, 2.1.1. Review of the Literature,
"from the standpoint of this manual on secondary impacts, the most important finding is that of the
CEQ-funded study of interceptor sewer projects [CEQ Fifth Annual Report 1974], namely that, 'on the
local scale, sewers actually induce growth that would not otherwise occur.'" In January 1975, JPC
pubTished a document titled The Relationship Between Land Use and the Availability of Utilities: An
Issue Paper for the Comprehensive Plan Update which states, "the idea that sanitary sewers have an
effect on the amount and density of development is already generally assumed." It states further
that, of all utilities examined, "it becomes apparent that sanitary sewers have the most direct impact
on growth in this [Allentown, Bethlehem, Easton, Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area] Region.

. . . Out of the almost 10,300 new homes built in the two-county area during [1971-1974] . . . about
7,700 or 75% of the new units in the region had central sewerage availabie or anticipated soon. 1In
conclusion, it is clear that the availability or anticipation of sewerage . . . had substantial impact

on the location of recent residential growth."

Not only do sewers influence the amount of growth, they also influence development density, as most of the
municipal zoning ordinances in the Service Area allow for many more units to the acre with the avail-
ability of central sewer service (for example, the Plainfield Township Zoning Ordinance of 1971).

The 1975 JPC paper bears this out, stating "the gross density of proposed development with central
sewers available or anticipated soon is higher than that of proposed developments with permanent on-lot
sewage disposal systems." Even areas zoned primarily for purposes other than residential development
will experience pressure. The 358-unit Brenton Village townhouse proposal in the PIC zone of Palmer
Township is an example of the curative amendment-type zoning challenge that will be experienced with
the advent or anticipation of sewers. If both the Schoeneck Interceptor and the Bushkill Interceptor
were to be developed, the RA zone in Northern Palmer Township would be capable of absorbing all
induced growth under either the MAPA or EIS Alternative 9.

It must be restated that new sewers are not capable of creating new people or of attracting residents
from one end of the state to the other. New sewers are capable of dramatically rearranging growth
within a region. The growth inducement analysis found in Appendix G-20, Draft EIS enumerates

a number of attraction factors which demonstrate a greater potential development market than some
neighboring areas. Route 33 is accessible to the whole Service Area and provides significant trans-
portation capacity to employment (and potential employment) centers in the area. Housing development
moratoria have been in effect in Bushkill and Upper Nazareth Townships for a number of years creating
a pent-up demand. Vacancy rates for this Service Area are lower than the for the region, again in-
dicating a demand (Housing Information Package: 1978 Edition JPC). JPC records show that a signifi-
cant number of subdivision proposals are currently in active stages of review. Recent housing growth
indicates that from 1971 to 1977, Forks Township housing increased by an average of 24 units per year
whereas Palmer Township increased by an average of 78 units per year, thus indicating greater growth
attraction to the B-LLJSA Service Area (JPC 1978). Additional public utilities, such as water, gas,
and electricity, are in place and anticipate more than enough capacity for the projected development.
Gilbert Commonwealth noted in their 1976 Environmental Assessment that "this lack of significant
growth from 1972 to the present is apparently a result of the general unsuitability of the soils for
on-Tot sewage disposal systems, the lack of public sewage facilities and current economic conditions"
(the 1973 to 1975 housing recession). If this development limitation by soils is circumvented, sig-
nificant proposed subdivisions would proceed, a contention defended by local realtors as well as JPC.
(By telephone, Marie Morykin, 16 March 1979). Additionally, the carrying capacity analysis found in
Appendix G-20, Draft EIS indicates more than enough vacant developable land exists within a
reasoEab1e transmission distance of the proposed interceptor lines to accommodate anticipated induced
growth.

In order to evaluate the inducement effects of a gravity interceptor versus force main, costs were
derived to serve single family households and subdivisions. For a single family, the cost of tying
into a force main is approximately 500% more expensive than tying into a gravity sewer. For serving
a subdivision of 200 homes, the cost of building a 1ift station and tying into a force main is
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approximately 10% more expensive than tying into a gravity sewer (see Section for engineering
analysis). Planned multi-unit facilties could thus be developed in the areas of force mains. However,
these units would have to be occupied simultaneously to fully utilize the 1ift station and deliver
relatively aerobic septage wastes to the treatment plant in Easton. The EIS maintains its contention
that force mains will 1limit development.

INDUCED GROWTH REFERENCES

JPC. "The Relationship Between Land Use and the Availability of Utilities:

An Issue Paper for the
Comprehensive Plan." 1975,

Urban Systems Research and Engineering. Interceptor Sewers and Suburban Sprawl. CEQ: Washington,
D.C. 1974.

Real Estate Research Corporation. The Costs of Sprawl. USGPO: Washington, D.C. 1974.

Brinkley, Clark, et al. Interceptor Sewers and Urban Sprawl. Lexington Books. 1975.

Grubisich, Thomas. "Sewer Grants: The Pipelines to Urban Sprawl." Washington Post. January 31, 1980.

Bascori, S.E., et al. Secondary Impacts of Transportation and Wastewater Investments: Research Results.
CEQ: Washington, D.C. 1975.

Hammer, T.R., et al. Growth Stimulation Study: An Analysis of Sewerage System Development and Resi-
dential Construction. Cheater-Bitz Engineers: Plymouth Meeting, Pennsylvania. 1977.

JPC. Housing Information Package: 1978 Edition. 1978.

87



APPENDIX D
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APPENDIX D-1

SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS
ASSOCIATED WITH APA

The cost-effectiveness analysis presented as Section 5.2 of the '"Engineering
Evaluation of Bushkill Draft EIS" compares the costs of various altermatives.
However, all costs included are cost associated with facilities inside of the
established study area. In reality there are also additional costs associated
with the applicant’'s Proposed Action that occur from construction of facilities
outside of the study area. These costs are associated with the expansion
(i.e., construction) of two pump statiomns in Easton and expansion of the Easton
STP, both of which are required to complete the Proposed Action. The attached
Table 2.1 prasents additional construction costs (already incurred) that should
be credited (added) to the cost of the Proposed Action.
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Table 2.1 Cost of expansion of two pump stations and Easton STP which should
be added to the cost associated with the Proposed Action.

(1) Second St. P.S.:

2.4/8.4 x $873,000 = S 249,429
(2) Delaware Dr. P.S.:

2.4/10 x $796,000 = $ 191,040

(3) Expansion of Easton STP:

. 3140 (Dec. 80)
2314 (Feb. 76)

Construction Cost = $4,889,000

= $6,634,166
Cost Associlated with Bushkill = 2.4/10.0 x $6,634,166
= $1,592,200

Total Additional Coustruction Cost $2,032,669

Total Additional Capital Cost (127%) $2,581,490

1 Cost from B-LLJSA E.A. Page I-12
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The locatiom, capacity, and timing of the proposed project

were raviewed with respect to the Joint Planning Cemmission's

Watar Supplv and Sewage Faciliciss 2lan Upda:ia -970D

LOCATION: The Joint Plamning

Cemmission's Regiomal Plan

proposes to use the Easton Plant and plant site for serving
the Bushkill Creek drainage basia as providad for in this
expansicn preogram application.

CAPACITY: The Regional.Plam. czlls for expamsion. of the
Easton Treatment Facilicy to handle upstream zunicipalities.
The proposed expansion progra= would accomplish this.

TIMING: The JPC study indicates that the expansica saould
taka place during the 1970-1973 time pericd. Funding of
this application in 1973 would permit this timing ts be mer.

The Jeint Planning Commission

does question whether or not

the relief incerceptor that is propased to be coustructad

aloug the Bushkill Creek will
and storm sawage system. The

enpty into a coubined sanitary
Cecmaission also wishes to draw

Easton's attantion to the fact that Palmer Township zomed zan

area in excess of 1,000 acres

for-industrizl use and thac

the proposad sewage zllocation for- the Township- should be
gvaluated carefully in view of that large amocunt of industrial

zoning.

In light of the above revisw ccmments, the Joint Planning
Commission wishes tc offer its endorsement of this proposal.’

The quastious raised by JPC wera zaswerad in a lettar from the

Consulcant indicating that the unew
inoto a combined sanitary and storm
Palmner Townshlp's industrial area
could be expanded.

Estimacad Project Costs
The estimated coustruction costs

eastimates praparad zt the complzcia
february, 1976 ara:

Contraers 1 - Sewage Tr2artment Planc ! $5,889.000 %
Comtrace 2 - Iacerceptar Sawar $1,932,000
Coatract 3 - Pumping Sczcions & Forze

Mains 1,376,000

Total counstruction costs ara esci

iacerceptor would notc empty
sewaga system, aund when and if

davalopad, the plant capacity

roposad work, based on
He desiza and updated co

ST
an

i ‘J"

ced ar $38,197,000. Legal,

1

financial, adminiscrative, and caciniczl servicas provida an
el

astinatad total projact costs of %9,

aaticipaczad <o z2mount o $56,973,CC3

$,00C. Taderal grants ares
2

leaving a2 loczl boad issue

aacuncing to aporoximazely $2,43 S,COO.
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"7 N Gilbert/Commonwealth :nginesrs and cansultents

%

N

GILBERT ASSOCIATES, INC.. 7. J. 3ax 1498, Reading, PA 19803/ Tet. 215 775-2500 Cabls Gilasac, Telex 336-431

May 13, 1980

WAPORA, Inc.
6900 Wisconsin Avenue
Chevy Chase, MD 20015

Attn: Mr. Eric M. Hediger
Re: B-LLJSA Project Information Reguested

by WAPORA by Letter Dated May 2, 198C
GAI W.Q. No. 06-6796-073

Dear Mr. Hediger:

The following information is in response to your letter dated May 2,
1980 and cur telephone conversation of the afternoon of May 16, 1980.

Pump Stations
Information Needed Easton #1 Easton #2 JSP Edelman

Design Flow (Peak Flow

@ 250 gcd) 21 MGD 25 MGD 600 GPM 1804 G
Size of Force Main 16" 01d=24" new 24" 01d-24"" new 6" & 8" g"
Length of Force Main 350 feet 1450 feet - -
Pump & Motor Efficiency Variable Speed Variable Speed Variable -

Pump Pump Speed
Pump

Construction Cost 3
(Inc. PS & ™) $873,000 E $796,000 ; - -

The information given for the Easton pump stations is referenced in
the following data:

1. Design Flow DER Permit Apvlication

2. Size of Force Main Construction Documents

3. Length of Force Main Construction Documents
93
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APPENDIX D

ENERGY ANALYSIS OF APA, MAPA, AND ALTERNATIVE 9

Summary of Energy Rquirements for B-LLJSA Alternatives.
Summary of Additional Capital Costs for Proposed Action.
Tabulation of Energy Requirement for Proposad Action.
Tabulation of Energy Requirement for Modified Proposed Action.
Tabulation of Energy Requirement for Alt. 9 (OD) (Mod.).

Design Flows for Proposed, Modified Proposed, and Alt. 9
(0D) {(Mod.).

Projected Average fnergy Consumption by Residential Develop-
ment, Year 2000
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56

ALTERNATIVE

Proposed Action

(2.4 MGD)

Modified Proposed Action
(1.234 MGD)

Alt. 9 (OD) (MOD)
(1.234 MGD)

JCV

SUMMARY OF ENERGY REQUIREMENTS FOR B-LLJSA ALTERNATIVES

SEWAGE
TREATMENT

(kwh/yr)

733,728

377,258

158,755

CONVEYANCE

(kwh/yr)

772,113

339,592

293,859

(KWH/YR)

CLUSTER

SYSTEMS

(lwh/yr)

7,010

8,390

TOTAL
(kwh/yr)

1,505,841

723,860

461,004



2.0.

SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS
ASSOCIATED WITH PROPOSED ACTION

The cost-effectiveness analysis presented as Section 5.2 of the "Engineering
Evaluation of Bushkill Draft EIS" compares the costs of various altermatives.
However, all costs included are cost associated with facilities inside of the
established study area. In reality there are also additional costs associated
with the applicant's Proposed Action that occur from comstruction of facilities
outside of the study area. These costs are associated with the expansion
(i.e., construction) of two pump stations in Easton and expansion of the Easton
STP, both of which are required to complete the Proposed Action. The attached
Table 2.1 presents additional comstruction costs (already incurred) that should
be credited (added) to the cost of the Proposed Action.
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Table 2.1 Cost of expansion of two pump stations and Easton STP which should
be added to the cost associated with the Proposed Action.

(1) Second St. P.S.:

2.4/8.4 x $873,000 = $ 248,429
(2) Delaware Dr. P.S.:
2.4/10 x $796,000 = $ 191,040

(3) Expansion of Easton STP:

3140 (Dec. 80)

i = ’ s
Construction Cost = $4,889,000 x 2314 (Feb. 76)

= $6,634,166
Cost Associated with Bushkill = 2.4/10.0 x $6,634,166
= $1,592,200

Total Additional Construction Cost $2,032,669

Total Additional Capital Cost (127%) $2,581,490

1 Cost from B-LLJSA E.A. Page I-12
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The location, capacity, and tizaing of the proposed project
were reviewed with respect to the Joint Planning Commission's
Water Supply and Sewage Facilicies Plan Update -<I970.

LOCATION: The Joint Planning Commission's Regional Plan
proposes to use the Easton Plant and plant site for serving
the .Bushkill Creek drainage basin as provided for in this
expansion program application.'

CAPACITY: The Regional Plan. czlls for expansion. of the
Eastoun Treatment Facility to handle upstream municipalities.
The proposed expansion prograz would accomplish this.

TIMING: The JPC study indicates that the expansioan should
take place during the 1970-1973 time period. Funding of
this application in 1973 would permit this timing to be met.

The Joint Plamning Commission does question whether or not
the relief interceptor that is propased to be coustructed
along the Bushkill Creek will empty into a combined sanitary
and storm sewage system. The Ccmmission also wishes to draw
Easton's attention to the fact that Palmer Township zoned an
area in excess of 1,000 acres for-industrial use and that

the proposad sewage allocation for. the Township- should be
evaluated carefully in view of thzt large amount of industrial
zoning.

In light of the above review ccmments, the Joint Planning
Comnission wishes to offer its endorsement of this proposal."

The questions raised by JPC were aaswerad in a letter from the
Consultant indicating that the new interceptor would not empty
into a combined sanitary and storm sewage system, and when and if
Palmer Township's industrial area developad, the plant capacity
could be expanded.

Estimated Project Costs

The estimated comstruction costs £or tha proposed work, bhased on
estimates preparad at the completion oi the desiga and updated to

February, 1976 are:
ent Plant ! 54,889,000 \

Contract

1 - Sewage Trazarm
Contract 2 - Interceptor Sawer $1,932,000
Coantract 3 - Pumping Scatious & Force
Mains $1,376,000

Total construction costs are estizaced at $8,197,000. Legal,
financial, administrative, and technical servicas provide an
estimated total project costs of $9,815,000. Tederal grants are
anticipated to zmount to $8,973,0G0, leaving a local bond issue
amouncing to approximazely $2,633,700.
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j{; Gilbert/Commonwealth anginesrs and consultants
\"7’ GILBERT ASSOCIATES, INC., P. 0. Box 1498, Reading, PA 19603, Tel. 215 775-2600, Cable Gilasac/Telex 835-431

May 19, 1980

WAPORA, Inc.
$900 Wisconsin Avenue
Chevy Chase, MD 20015

Attn: Mr. Eric M. Hediger
Re: B-LLJSA Project Information Requested
by WAPORA by Letter Dated May 2, 198C
GAI W.0. No. 06-6796-~073
Dear Mr. Hediger:

The following information is in response to your letter dated May 2,
1980 and our telephone conversation of the afterncon of May 16, 1980.

Pump Stations
Information Needed Easton #1 Easton #2 JSP Edelman

Design Flow (Peak Flow

@ 250 ged) 21 MGD 25 MGD 600 GPM 1804 GPM
Size of Force Main 16" 0ld-24" new 24" 01d-24"" new 6" & 8" 6"
Length of Force Main 350 feet 1450 feet - -
Pump & Motor Efficiency Variable Speed Variable Speed Variable -

Pump Pump Speed
Pump

Construction Cost '
(Inc. PS & FM) $873,000 ! $796,000 i - -

The information given for the Easton pump stations is referenced in
the following data:

1. Design Flow DER Permit Application

2. 8Size of Force Main Construction Documents

3. Length of Force Main Construction Documents
99
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3.0.

ENERGY ASSOCIATED WITH PROPOSED ACTION

I. CONVEYANCE
(1) Jacobsburg State Park P.S.: 7,938 kwh/yr.
(2) Edelman P.S.: 132,053 kwh/yr.
(3) second St. P.S.:

2.4 mgd (Bushkill)

8.4 mgd (total) X 681.912 194,832 kwh/yr.
(4) Delaware Dr. P.S.:
2.4 (Bushkill) x 1,822,040 437,290 /g

10.0 (total)

II. TREATMENT

(1) Easton Plant (10 mgd)

Approximate Annual Power Cost

Dec. 79 _ 0.05 kwh _
348,000 x ST X 507 dwh

$48,000 x (3140/2465) x 0.05/0.02 = $152,860

$152,860/.05/kwh = 3,057,200 kwh/yr.

2.4 (Bushkill) _
3,057,200 x 10.0 (total) = 733,728 kwh/yr.

TOTAL 1,505,841 kwh/yr.
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S ) WAPORA, Inc. @ o

Bushkill EIS ) . PREPARED 8Y JCY
JENT. “ Environmental/Energy/Economic Studies DATE 29 April 1980
1BJECT. OFFICE CHECKED BY
DATE
PUMP STATION ANALYSIS
PUMP STATION # _JSP (Proposed Action)
Dia. = ._6“ + 8"
Pump Sta:
Q= 0.10 MGD Qp = 0.25 MGD
V= 0.4 fps vV = 1.0 fps
H Static = 480 L - 450 = 30
H Friction = 2(5120) a 0.04 z = 4
H Misc. = 10'

TDH = 44

F = 3.1
Pump Sta: Capital Cost 51,800 x .0953 = 4936
o0& M _ 3330

Ferce Main: 5120 @ _$45.00 /Ft. = 230,400 _x .0953 = 21,957
O&M = 230,400  + 50 yrs. = 4608
TOTAL ANNUAL COST = $34,831
Yearly Energy Requirement = 189 X TDH(ft.) X FLOW(mgd) X 365 days/yr.
0.75(pump eff.) X 0.85(motor eff.) X 60
= 1804 X __ 44 X _0.10 - 7938 KWH/yr

TDH FLOW
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linoIECT NO- 680 WAPORA., Inc. SHEET—— o OF

. PREPAREDBY —— JCV
Rushkill EIS Envi tal/E E Ic Studies .
CLIENT. nvironmental/Energy/Economic Studis DATE 29 April 1980
SUBJECT. OFFICE CHECKED BY
DATE

PUMP STATION ANALYSIS
PUMP STATION # EDELMAN (Proposed Action)

Dia. = 6''
Lift Sta:
Q=__0.3  MGD Qp = __ _0.75 MGD
V=__2.2  fps vV =__ 55 fps
H Static = 540 .- 460 = 80'
H Friction = 3500 @ 4.4 Z = __154'"
H Misc. = 1w
TDH = 244
F = 51
Pump Sta: Capital Cost _$166,500 x .0953 = 15,867
0O &M § 11,100
Force:Main: 3500' @ _$20.00 /Ft. = _70,000 x .0953 = gp71
oO&EM = 70,000 + 50 yrs. = 2400
TOTAL ANNUAL COST = _§ 35,038

Yearly Energy Requirement = 189 X TDH(ft.) X FLOW(mgd) X 365 days/yr.
0.75(pump eff.) X 0.85(motor eff.) X 60

= 1804 X 244 X 0.3 = 132,053 KWH/y
TDH FLOW
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ProseeT o680 WAPORA, Inc. === or

Bushki PREPARED BY JCY
cuient_Bushkill EIS ccod:
~. Environmental/Energy/Economic Studies DATE 2 9 April 1980
i“ BT CHECKED 8Y
OFFICE

OATE

PUMP STATION ANALYSIS
PUMP STATION # Second St. P.S.
Dia. = 16" & 24"

Equiv. Size = 16)? + @m?-

= 20" (2 pipes)

2
Pump Sta:
Q=__ 8,4 MG Qp = ___21 MGD Qp/2 = 10.5 mgd
V= 2.8 fps. VvV = 7.1 fps
H Static = __ 210 . - . 180 = 30"
H Friction = 350" @ 1.5 7z = 5'
H Misc. = 10'
TDH = 45"
Pump Sta: Capital Cost ¥ .0953 =
0 &M
Ferce Main: @ [Ft. = x .0953 =
O&M = : + 50 yrs. = :

TOTAL ANNUAL COST

I

Yearly Energy Requirement = 189 X TDH(ft.) X FLOW(mgd) X 365 days/vyrx.
0.75(pump eff.) X 0.85(motor eff.) X 60

= 1804 X 45" X 8.4 = 681,912 KWH/y
TDH FLOW

104 For Q avg. = 8.4 mgd



PRQ e v vmtun —

cuENt____ﬁEéhkill_EIS____

) ECT

WAPORA. Inc. SHEET

PREPARED 8Y

Envircamental/Energy/Economic Studies

DATE 29 April 1980

CHECKED BY

OFFICE
DATE
PUMP STATION ANALYSIS
PUMP STATION # DELAWARE Dr. P.S.
Dia. = 24" + 24"
Pump Sta:
Q=___ 10 _ MGD Qp = 25 MGD Qp/2 = 12.5 mgd
V= 2.4 fps vV =__ 6.0 fps
H Static = 260 . - 180 = 80
H Friction = 1450 @ 0.75 7 = 11’
H Misc. = 10"
Pump Sta: Capital Cost x .0953 =
‘0 &M
Force Main: @ /Fe. = x .0953 =
O&M = + 50 yrs. =

Yearly Energy Requirement

TOTAL ANNUAL COST

189 X TDH(ft.) X FLOW(wgd) X 365 days/yr.

0.75(pump eff.) X 0.85(motor eff.) X 60

1804 X 101’ x 10

1,828,040

TDH FLOW
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II.

4.0.

ENERGY ASSOCIATED WITH MODIFIED ACTION

CONVEYANCE
(1) Edelman P.S.:
(2) Second St. P.S.:

1.234 (Bushkill)
8.4 (total)

x 681,912 =

(3) Delaware Dr. P.S.:

1.234 (Bushkill)
10.0 (Total)

x 1,822,040=

{Subtotal =
TREATMENT
(1) Easton STP
3,057,200 kwh/yr x l'ig4 -
(2) Cluster Systems
Total:

109

14,576 kwh/yr.

100,176 kwh/yr.

224,840 kwh/yr.

339,592)

377,258 kwh/yr.

7,010 kwh/yr.

723,860



PREPARED BY JCV

g ROJECT NO. £30 ';é‘ WAPORA, Inc. SHEET. oF

"lL.IENT Bushkill EIS “‘ Environmental/Energy/Econamic Studies DATE 29 April 1980
UBJECT. OFFICE CHECKED BY
DATE

PUMP STATION ANALYSIS
PUMP STATION #° Edelman (Modified)

Dia. = 6"
Pump Sta:
0= 0.08 MGD Qp=_0Q,2  MGD
V= 0.65 fps vV =_1.6 fps
H Static = 540 .~ 460 = 80'
H Friction = 3500 @ 0.3 % = 11
H Misc. = LO" i

F= 5.5
Pump Sta: Capital Cost _$59,200 x .0953 = 5642
0&M 5070

Ferce:Main: 3500 @ $20.00 JFt. = 70,00 x .0953 = 6671
o&M = 70,000 + 50 yrs. = 1400
TOTAL ANNUAL COST = 517,783

il

189 X TDH(ft.) X FLOW(mgd) X 365 days/yr.
0.75(pump eff.) X 0.85(motor eff.) X 60

Yearly Energy Requirement

1804 x l01' x 0.08 = 14,576 Kuh/y:
TDH FLOW
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5.0
ENERGY ASSOCIATED WITH ALT. 9

MODIFIED (OXIDATION DITCH)

CONVEYANCE

Alt. 9 (see Table 5.1 attached) = 91,592 kwh/yr.
Second St. P.S.: (.255/8.4 x 681,912) 20,701 kwh/yr.
Delaware Dr. P.S.: (.255/10) x 1,822,040 46,462 kwh/yr.

TREATMENT (subtotal = 158,755)

(1) Nazareth STP (Oxidation Ditch)

Power = $§ 8,500 x 1.27 cost update

$10,795/yr. (see Figure H-15)
$10,795/$0.05/kwh = 215,900 kwh/yr.
(2) Easton STP:

0.255 mgd (Bushkill)
10.0 mgd (total)

x 3,057,200

77,959 kwh/yr

(subtotal = 293,859)
(3) Cluster Systems:

(see Table VI-3 of EIS) = 8,390 kwh/yr.

TOTAL 461,004 kwh/vyr.

1
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TREATMENT SYSTEM
© OXIDATION DITCH (DESIGNED FOR NITRIFICATION)
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PROJECT NO.

WAPORA., Inc. SHEET. oF
PREPARED BY
CLIENT. Envir I/Energy/E ic Studi
OATE
SUBJECT. OFFICE CHECKED 8Y
I DATE
TABLE 5.1
2.4 ENERGY REQUIREMENTS OF CONVEYANCE SYSTEMS:
ENERGY (KWH/YEAR)
Lift Station Alt. 9 Alt. 9 (Mod.)
1 4,618 4,618
2 2,246 2,246
3 45,605 72,788
4 51,360 —
5 8,659 8,659
6 368 368
7 39,832 —_
8 1,515 —_
9 2,913 2{913
TOTAL USAGE: 157,116 KWH/Year 91,592 KWH/Year
Average Household Equiv: 8 4.5
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as0

PROJECT NO.

WAPCRA, Inc. s or
Bushkill EIS ) ! PREPARED 8Y JCY
CLIENTce— Environmental/Energy/Econemic Studies OATE 29 April 1980
SUBJECT OFFICE CHECKED BY
DATE
PUMP STATIOM ANALYSIS
PUMP STATION # 1
Dia. = 4"
Pump Sta:
Q=__0.032 MGD Qp = __0.086 MGD
V= 0.55 fps vV = 1.4 fps
H Static = 390 - 330 = 60'
H Friction = 2,400 @ 0.4 7 = 10’
H Misc. = 10'
TDH = 80'
F = 1.3
Pump Sta: Capital Cost 40,700 x .0953 = 3,879
O &M 2,405
Force Main: 2,400 S14 /Ft. = $33,600 x .0953 = 3,202
0&M = $33,600 =+ 50 yrs. = 672
TOTAL ANNUAL COST = $10,158
Yearly Energy Requirement = 189 X TDH(ft.) X FLOW(mgd) X 365 days/yr.
0.75(pump eff.) X 0.85(motor eff.) X 60
= 1804 X 80" X 0.032 = 4,618 KWH;,
TDH FLOW
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PROJECT NO. 680

WAPORA, Inc.

CLIENT. Bushkill EIS

Environmental/Energy/Economic Studies

SHEET. OF

PREPARED BY JCV

DATE 29 April 1980

SUBJECT. CHECKED BY
OFFICE__
DATE
PUMP STATION ANALYSIS
PUMP STATION # 2
Dia. = 4"
Pump Sta:
Q= .015 MGD Qp = .037 MGD
V=_0.5 fps vV = 0.7 fps
H Static = 500 . - 430 = 70’
H Friction = 3,100 @ .09 g = 3!
H Misc. = 10'
TDH = 83"
F = 0.9

Pump Sta: Capital Cost __ $37,000 x .0953 =

3,526

0O &M 2,220

Ferce Main: '~ 3,100' @ _ $14 /Ft. = $43,400 x .0953 = $4,136
0 &M = _ 843,400 = 50 yrs. = 868

TOTAL ANNUAL COST = _810.750

Yearly Energy Requirement = 189 X TDH(ft.) X FLOW(mgd) X 365 days/yr.

0.75(pump eff.) X 0.85(motor eff.) X 60

1804 X 83" X .0l5

i

2,246

TDH FLOW
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3ROIECT NO. 680 'i‘ WAPORA., Inc. SHEET oF
_ Bushkill EIS : T PREPARED BY JCV
SLIENT. “ Environmentel/Energy/Econemic Studies DATE 29 ADril 1980
SUBJECT. OFFICE CHECKED BY
— DATE
PUMP STATION ANALYSIS
PUMP STATION # __ 3 (MOD.)
Dia. = 10"
Pump Sta:
Q= 0.308 MGp Qp = 0.77 MGD
Vv = 0.8 fps VvV = 2.1 fps
H Static = 395 . - 310 = 85'
B Friction = 1,200 @ 0.3 % = 36!
H Misc. = 10'
TDH = 131°
F = 28
Pump Sta: Capital Cost $120,250 x .0953 = 11,460
0O &M 8,325
Force-Main: 12,000 $31 /Ft. = $372,000 x .0953 = __ 35,451
O&M = $372.000 + 50 yrs. = 7,440

Yearly Energy Requirement

[

TOTAL ANNUAL COST $62,676

189 X TDH(ft.) X FLOW(mgd) X 365 days/yr.
0.75(pump eff.) X 0.85(motor eff.) X 60

1804 X 131 X 0.308 = 72,788

TDH FLOW
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prosecT NO B8O WAPORA., Inc. SHEET. oF —

t ‘ PREPARED BY JCV
CLIENT. BUShklll ELS Environmental/Energy/Economic Studies 29 A .
oate——29 April 1980
SUBJECT CHECKED BY
OFFICE
DATE

PUMP STATION ANALYSIS

PUMP STATION # 5
Dia. = 6"
Pump Sta:
Q= 0.10 MGD Qp = 0.25 MGD
V= 0.8 fps vV = 2.0 fps
H Static = 430 . - 395 = 35
H Friction = 700! @ 0.47 7 = 3
H Misc. = 10' v
TDH = 48
F = 3
Pump Sta: Capital Cost $51,800 x .0953 = 4,937
0&M 4,500
Foerce Main: ~ 700’ @ 20 JFe. = $14,000 x .0953 = 1,334
O&M = $14,000 + 50 yrs. = 280
TOTAL ANNUAL COST = $11,851
Yearly Energy Requirement = 189 X TDH(ft.) X FLOW(mgd) X 365 days/yr.
0.75(pump eff.) X 0.85(motor eff.) X 60
= 1804 X 48 X 0.10 = 8,659 T

TDH FLOW
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je{al V]

OF

29 April 1980

PREPARED BY JCV

PROJECT NO. WAPQO RA., inc. SHEET.
CLIENT. Bushkill EIS Environmental/Energy/Economic Studies
DATE
SUBJECT OFFICE_ CHECKED BY
DATE
PUMP STATION ANALYSIS
PUMP STATION # _ 6
Dia. = 4"
Pump Sta:
Q= . 004 MGD Qp = .011 MGD
V= 5 fps VvV = .5 fps
H Static = 470 . - 430 = 40°
H Friction = 3000' @ .01 % = 1!
H Misc. = 10'
TDH = 51
F = 0.15

Pump Sta: Capital Cost _$27.750 x .0953

O &M

Ferce Main: 3000' @ $14 /Ft.

0&M = _ $42,000 = 50 yrs.

$42,000 x .0953

TOTAL ANNUAL COST

2,645

1,480

4,003

840

$8,968

Yearly Energy Requirement = 189 X TDH(ft.) X FLOW(mgd) X 365 days/yr.

‘0.75(pump eff.) X 0.85(motor eff.) X 60

1804 X 51"

X .004 =

368

TDH

119
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T
_imecr oy B8O " WAPQORA., inc. SHEET. oF

€ . PREPARED BY JCV
i;}_‘-r_.___Jik_lS_hkl_l—l—E-LS——— Environmental/Energy/Economic Studiss DATE 29 A'Dril 1980
B —
WECT OFFICE CHECKED 8Y
DATE
PUMP STATION ANALYSIS
pUMP STATION # 9
Dia. = ___ 4"
Pump Sta:
Q= 0.017 MGD Qp = 0.043 MGD
v = 0.3 fps v =_0.8 fps
H Static = _ 540 .- 460 = 80"
H Frictiom = 3,800’ @ 0.12 g = 5!
H Misc. = 10’
TDH = 95°!
F = 1.1
Pump Sta: Capital Cost $40,700 x .0953 = ' 3,879
0 & M 2,220
Force Main: =~ 3,800' e 14 “JFe. = $53,200 x .0953 = 5,070
O&M = $53,200 =+ 50 yrs. = 1,064
TOTAL  ANNUAL COST = $12,233
Yearly Energy Requirement = ;L89 X TDH(ft.) X FLOW(mgd) X 365 days/yr.
0.75(pump eff.) X 0.85(motor eff.) X 60
= 1804 X 95" X .017 = 2,913 KuH/y

TDH FLOW

120



6.0 DESIGN FLOWS

(Average Flow in MGD)

Flow @ Flow Compound
Alternate Nazareth To Easton Total
1. Proposed Action - 2.40% 2.40 med
2. Modified Action - 1.234 1.234 mgd
3. Alt. 9 (MOD) 0.85 0.255 1.105 mgd

lrlow Value obtained from Eric Hediger
by phone, 27 May 1980
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Table V-1
EIS ALTERNATIVES
DESIGN POPULATION/AVERAGE DAILY FLOW (MGD)
[

Modified EA Pro- . ~ Alternatives Alternatives
Municipaliry posed Action Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative & 5869 6 & 10 Alteraative 7 Alternative 8

Plainfield Township 2,288/0.185 1,938/0.128 1,986/0.127 2,288/0.185 1,938/0.141  1,938/0.141 2,288/0.185 2,288/0.185 2,288/0.185

Bushkill Towaship 860/0.041 165/0.010 165/0.010 508/0.026 165/0.010 165/0.010 508/0.024 508/0.024 208/0.024

Upper Nazarecth 1,074/0.08) 1,046/0.076 1,046/0.076 1,052/0.076 1,046/0.076 1,046/0.076 1,074/0.083 1,074/0.083 1,074/0.083
Towaship

Nazareth Bo:ough‘ 5,843/0.705 5,843/0.705 5,843/0.705 5,843/0.705 5,843/0.705 5,843/0.705 5,843/0.705 5,843/0.705 5,843/0.705

Palmer Township 634/0.046 90/0.006 90/0.006 435/0.031 435/0.03) 90'/0.006 90/0.006 435/0.031 435/0.031

Tatamy Borough 1,360/0.107 1,360/0.102 1,360/0.102 1,360/0.102 1,360/0.102 1,360/0.102 1,360/0.102 . 1,360/0.102 1,360/0.102

Scockertowa Borough 821/0.067 821/0.065 821/0.065 821/0.065 821/0.065 821/0.065 821/0.065 821/0.065 821/0.065
TOTAL % 11,263/1.092 11,311/1.091 12,307/1.190 11,608/1.130 11.263” 11,984/1.170 12,329/1.195 12,329/1.193

Ju 13
'lncluden entire existing sewered axea for the Wezareth STP.

Tror Alternative 9, Palmer Township: 435/0.031

®ource: WAPORA Draft EIS
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4

7.0 PROJEGTED AVERAGE ENERGY CONSUMPTION BY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, YEAR 2000

. (in kilowatt-hours/year)

SINGLE FAMILY UNJT DEVELOPHENTl

2

MULTI-FAMILY UNIT DEVELOPMENT

(apartments, etc.)

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT
(slngle and multi-famlly unfts)

Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected
Energy Consumption Energy Consumption Energy Consumption Energy Consumptinn Energy Consumption Energy Consump
Without Project With Project Without Project With Pxoject Without Praject With Praject

(kwh/yr) (kwh/yrt) (kwh/yr) (kwh/yr) (kwh/yr) (kwh/yr)

Baseline 1,185,200,000 200,240,000 1,385,400,000

APA 1,773,900,000 429,200,000 2,203, 100,00
MAPA 1,342,500,000 268,740,000 t,611,200,00
ALT. 1 1,312,400,000 237,790,000 1,550,200,00
AT, 2 1,309,400,000 237,790,000 1,547,200,00
MT. 3 1,327,400,000 239,990,000 1,567,400,00
ALT. & 1,282,100,000 206,100,000 1,488,200, 00
ALT. 5 1,218,400,000 214,320,000 1,432,700,00
MT. 6 1,330,200,000 241,900,000 1,572,100,0¢
ALT. 7 1,327,200,000 221,650,000 1,548,900, 00
ALT. B 1,327,1200,000 221,650,000 J, 548,900,000
ALT. 9 1,218,400,000 214,320,000 1,432,700,00
ALT. 10 1,330,200,000 241,900,000 1,572,100,00

1Energy consumption hy single fFamity units = 528 x 106 BTU/yr (154,600 kwh/yr)
Zﬁnargy constmpt ion hy multi{-family units = 501 x 106 BTU/yr (146,690 kwh/yr)

Source:

Manual for Evaluatiug Secondary Impacts of Wastewater Treatment Facilities, USEPA 1978.




ESTIMATED LOCAL USER CHARGES

*ATY)

Local Annual Equiv. Total Annual Monthl
Capital Share of Local Annual Cost to Cost Pe
Alternative Cost (25%) Share (.0953) 0&M Local Citizens Family
1847
Alt. 9 (RBC) $11,553,579 $2,888,395 $275,264 $358,678 $633,942
t s0. 80
Alt. 9 (OD) 89,413,579 $2,353,395 $224,279 $248,678 $472,957
f14.00
Alt. 9 (MOD) (RBC) 811,228,395 $2,807,099 $267,517 $345,677 $613,194
Fro.2
Alt, 9 (MOD) (OD) $9,088,395 $2,272,099 $216,531 $235,677 $452,208
Modified Proposed £ 3,24
Action $11,143,977 $2,785,994 $265,505 $327,476 $592,981 .
Proposed Action $13,720,337 $3,430,084 $326,887 $582,658 $909,545
f s
!L-}’ﬁ!aﬁrn-ﬁ'f‘j‘ ) ﬁ{" 24
iya Lol
2 £ Fa#'. a:i‘l s \‘i;z’ {;;.1 / Fra :L; g
] ALy @ -
*Monthly Cost Per Family = ‘gz;iiiéznrcaiZC;:;s/yr /0:75’ W23 3¢50 3.0 AL7. 2
. ' " . - Ar OdY
No, 10,951 'R,¥50 365¢c 2.0 #F
R2e8 Rs5:¢8 2756 e Frep 8
¥ s IS } ! .
(14c31) 4477 3.8 Fhop. < Mat




APPENDIX D-3

ENGINEERING EVALUATION OF DRAFT EIS
(included by reference)
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Projected Average Electric Power Consumption by Residental Development, Year 2000

(in kilowatt—-hours/year)

MULTI-FAMILY UNIT DEVELOPMENT2 TOTAL DEVELOPMENT
SINGLE FAMILY UNIT DEVELOPMENT! (apartments, etc.) (single and multi-family units)
Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected
Energy Consumption  Energy Consumption Energy Consumption  Energy Consumption Energy Consumption Energy Consumption
Without Project With Project Without- Project With Project Without Project With Project
(kwh/yr) (kwh/yr) (kwh/yr) (kwh/yr) (kwh/yr) (kwh/yr)
% Baseline 165,570,000 i ‘ 23,069,000 188,639,000
; APA 247,810,000 | 49,448,000 297,258,000
% MAPA 187,550,000 30,961,000 218,511,000
% ALT. 1 183,340,000 27,396,000 210,736,000
ALT. 2 182,920,000 27,396,000 210,316,000
ALT. 3 185,440,000 27,649,000 213,089,000
ALT. 4 179,110,000 23,745,000 202,855,000
ALT. 5 170,210,000 24,692,000 194,902,000
ALT. 6 185,830,000 27,869,000 213,699,000
ALT. 7 185,410,000 25,536,000 210,946,000
ALT. 8 185,410,000 25,536,000 210,946,000
ALT. 9 170,210,000 24,692,000 194,902,000
ALT. 10 185,830,000 27,869,000 213,699,000

1 General electric power consumption by single family detached units (assumes units are electrically-heated) = 21,600 kwh/yr

(Source:

Pennsylvania Power and Light Company, 1980).

2 General electric power consumption by multi-family units (i.e., apartments) (assumes units are electrically-heated = 16,900 kwh/yr
Hylton Enterprises, Inc., 1979 and Pennsylvania Power and Light Company, 1979).

(Source:
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Estimated Electrical Usage (kilowatt-hours/year) for New Residential
Units in Lake Ridge (Sections 12-15)
Woodbridge, Virgiaia

RATE (Source: Hylton Enterprises, Inc., 1979)

Single Famlly Detached 21,456 kwh/yr

Single Family Attached 19,872 kwh/yr

Apartment Units 16,800 kwh/yr

PROJECTED MAXTMUM RESIDENTIAL ELECTRICAL CONSUMPTION

CONSUMPTION
TYPE HOUSING NEW UNITS PROPOSED RATE TOTAL kwh/zr
Single Family Attached 1,663 1,656 33,047,136
Single Family Detached 983 1,788 21,091,248
Garden Apts./Townshouse 751 1,400 12,616,800
Condominums
TOTAL 66,755,184 kwh/yr

Average Daily Use = 2,225,172 kwh/yr
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APPENDIX D-5

PROCESS ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF
ROTATING BIOLOGICAL CONTACTORS AND OXIDATION DITCHES

Treatment
Alternative Advantages Disadvantages

Oxidation Ditches 1. Stable process when 1. Icing of aerator
proper sludge manage- supports and nearby
mant is performed. area must be con-

sidered.
2. High quality effluent.
2. Major maintenance
3. Predictable process. required crane to
remove equipment.

3. Drive units require
higher maintenance
frequency.

4, Requires good operator
skills and routine
monitoring.

5. Sufficient oxygen
supply should be pro-
vided for nitrifica-
tion and pH may need
to be controlled.

6. Only one type of aera-
tion device is applic-
able.

Rotating Biological Media 1. Stable process. 1. Effluent quality is

) not as predictable as
2. Good quality effluent. suspended growth process.

3. Simple operation. 2. Heavy load on first cell
. may cause odors.
4. Low maintenance, as
a ¢ neral rule. 3. Multiple drives of larger
plants afford propor-
tionally higher mainte-
nance requirements.

4, Shaft and drive failures
have been experienced
and require major mainte-
nance.

5. 01] leaks from drive
units are common.

6. Larger plants require
more space than equal
size suspended growth

SOURCE: Design Seminar Handout, Small Wastewater Treatment
systems.

Facilities. EPA, 1979
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APPENDIX D-6

From Town and Country Sewage Treatment Agricultural Extension Service,

University of Minnesota, Roger E.

Collector systems

Coliector systems are used by two
or more property owners jointly own-
ing a soil treatment unit (figure 16).
Individual septic tanks are used for
each home to separate sewage solids.
The effluent generally flows by
gravity into the collector line to the
main pumping station. Sometimes
additional lift stations are required
along the collector line. The sewage
effluent is pumped to where the soil
is suitable for the installation of a
soil treatment unit, preferably a
drainfield trench system having drop
boxes.

When property owners join to-
gether in a project, competent legal
advice is needed to develop an
agreement on easements for the col-
lector and pressure sewer lines,
mutual ownership of portions of the
sewage treatment system, operation
and maintenance responsibilities for
mutually owned portions, mainte-
nance schedule for individual septic
tanks, assessment of initial costs to
each lot, other uses for the common

soil treatment area, and similar
questions.
Table 1. Recommended septic

tank liquid capacities

Number of Minimum liquid
bedrooms capacity, gallons?
2 750
3 1,000
4 1,250
50r6 1,500
7,80r9 2,000

8Liquid capacity is the tank volume below the
outlet. An additional internal volume equal to
20 percent of the liquid capacity is needed for
floating scum storage.

Machmeier.

Property owners must agree on
organizational and operational de-
tails before the sewage treatmenl
system can be designed. Success of
the group system depends on mutual
cooperation and understanding by all
participants as well as proper design,
installation, and maintenance.

The most trouble-free collector
systems are where each residence
has an adequately sized septic tank
based on the values in table 1. Then
the collector line carries only ef-
fluent, and the pipe grades are not
as critical as when the sewer carries
raw sewage. Also, because the solids
have been retained in the septic
tanks, sewage ejector or sewage
grinder pumps are not required.
High-quality submersible sump
pumps, which are relatively
inexpensive, are adequate for (he lift
stations and the main pumping
station.

The collector sewage line must be
watertight and strong enough to with-
stand any forces placed upon it. Pro-
tect the collector line against freczing.
[f soil conditions prohibit burying the

line deep enough to avoid freezing,
either insulate or provide heat.

The diameter of the collector line
should be al least 4 inches, which is
usually adequate unless more than 25
homes are involved. If more homes
participate, the relative location of
the homes and the pumping tank
determinces if a larger diameter col-
lector line is needed.

The collector sewer line must be
watertight so that infiltration or ex-
filtration (leakage) is not greater than
200 gallons per inch of pipe diameter
per mile per day. To illustrate, a 4-
inch collector 1/2 mile long should
have no more leakage than 400 gal-
lons per day (200 x 4 x 1/2).

Install cleanouts on the collector
sewer line. Cleanouts should extend
flush with or above finished grade
and- must be located wherever an
individuat sewer connects to the col-
lector line or every 100 feet, which-
ever is least. If manhole access is
provided on the collector sewer, the
manholes can be placed farther apart
than 100 feet, depending upon the
type of cleanout equipment.

Figure 16. A collector sewer system with a common soll treatment unit

DPI\INFIElD TRENCHES
WITH DROP BOXES ——

LOT AND - HOOKUPS AND
HOUSES CLEANOUTS R @
-~ SEPTIC TANKS ~- 4" COLLECTOR
SEWER ,,,\ ;

P B\

i o
\ \— PRESSURE
PIPE
~PUMPING
TioN

g
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Collector systems (continued)

When raw sewage flows into a
centrally located septic tank, the
sewer must give mean velocities of
not less than 2 feet per second at full
flow. Cleanout or manhole access to
the sewer is important. A local con-
tractor or plumber can help select
sewer line diameters and grades.

The septic tank effluent is col-
lected into a main pumping station.
The pumping tank must be water-
tight. Manhole access must be pro-
vided for cleaning and maintenance.
The manhole cover must be flush
with or above finished grade and se-
cured to prevent unauthorized entry.

To estimate the amount of sewage
flowing in a collector system, classify

each home as (ype I, 11, NI, or 1V
(table 4). Estimate the sewage flow
from each residence using table 4.
Add a 3-bedroom type 1 home for
each platted but undeveloped lot.
Total the flows to determine the ecs-
timated daily sewage flow for the
collector system.

Pumping tank capacity should in-
clude the pump-out quantity as well
as reserve storage in case of power
failure. A suggested minimum pump-
out quantity is 10 percent of the daily
sewage (low or 200 gallons, which-
ever is greater. A suggested reserve
storage capacity is 25 percent of the
daily sewage flow or 500 gallons,
whichever is greater. The pumping

RN
- 5
o)

Manhole access is necessary for septic tank and pumping tank maintenance. The
manhole cover should be secured to pravent unautharized entry
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Collector systems (continued)

tank capacity also must include the
minimum submergence depth re-
quired for the pumps.

As an example, assume a collector
system is to be designed for 20 homes;
5 are 3-bedroom type I (450 gallons
per day per home, table 4); .10 are 3-
bedroom type 11 (300 gpd); and 5 are
2-bedroom type 111 (180 gpd). The
total estimated daily sewage flow is 5
x 450 + 10 x 300 + 5 x 180 = 6150
gallons.

For the 20 homes, the suggested
minimum pump-oul quantity would
be 615 gallons (0.10 x 6150); the sug-
gested reserve storage capacity would
be 1040 gallons (0.25 x 6150). A 6-
inch minimum submergence depth
for the pump might be another 250 to
300 gallons, the actual amount de-
pends on tank surface area. Thus, the
suggested pumping tank size is
approximately 2000 gallons. This
volume could be obtained with a
single tank or two or more tanks
connected in series. Tanks in series
must be connected by watertight pipe
at both their tops and bottoms. One
of the tanks must have a vent at least
2 inches in diamcter to allow air to
enter and leave the tank during filling
and pumping.

For a group system, always install
dual pumps that operate alternately.
The pump control should have a
warning device to advise of either
pump failure, In addition, a liquid
level warning device must be installed
on a separate electrical circuit to warn
of pump circuit failure.

In a collector system, uvse electrodes
or mercury switches for pump con-
trols. These allow for easy pump re-
placement and also simple adjust-
ment of pump-out levels if the
number of participants increases.

The pump will have to handle the
maximum inflow rate of sewage to
the pumping station. Sewage dis-
charge data from residences suggest

131

that the pump should be capable of
pumping at least 25 percent of the
total estimated daily sewage flow in a
1-hour period at a head adequate to
overcome elevation and friction loss.
The minimum pump capacity should
be at least 1,200 gallons per hour. If
the inflow becomes faster than a
single pump can handle, the second
pump will start.

Size the soil treatment unit based on
the percolation rate of the soil and the
estimated total daily sewage flow. For
the example above with 20 homes and
an estimated daily sewage flow of
6150 gallons, assume that a site is
available with a percolation rate of 10
MPI. '

From table 4 on page 22, 1.27
square feet of soil treatment area is
required for each gallon of waste per
day. The total required trench bottom
area is 7810 square feet (1.27 x 6150)
if 6 inches of rock are used below the
distribution pipe. If 12 inches of rock
are used, the trench bottom area can
be reduced by 20 percent to 6260
square feet (0.80 x 7810). This is 2083
lineal feet of 3-foot wide trenches, or
21 trenches each 100 feet long.

The trenches could extend 100 feet
each way from a drop box. Thus, 11
drop boxes would be required and it
would be advisable to install 22
trenches providing a small factor of
safety. If the trenches were spaced 10
feet from center to center, a lJawn area
110 feet wide by 200 feet long (1/2
acre) would be needed for the soil
treatment unit.

Place the soil treatment unit as
far as possible from any drinking
water supplies. Sewage tank effiuent
can easily be pumped a mile if there
are no natural barriers, such as rivers
and swamps. If an adequate area is
available, space the trenches 10 to 12
feet apart. Use 6 to 12 inches of soil
cover to maximize evapotranspiration
during the summer.



Collector systems (concluded)

A collector sewer line for effluent serves these lakeshore cabins. Each cabin has its
own septic tank.

Figure 17. Requirements for a holding tank

4" PIPE FOR ACCESS

HOLDING TANK

¥ & t0 12" oF *

EARTH COVER

TO INLET—
v "
HOUSE 6 CLEANOUT —
SEWER| | PIPE WITH
TIGHT CAP 4

A

Y A,

MANHOLE f/

(20" LEAST DIMENSION)
TANK CAPACITY = 2,000 gallons minimum

or 400 gallons per
bedroom, whichever is
greatest, for other
establishments, 5 times
the daily flow rate.

TANK MUST BE WATERTIGHT

WATER FLOWING INTO SEWAGE
SYSTEM MUST BE METERED

Each member of the group should
own an undivided share of the soil
treatment site. Since grass cover must
be maintained over the trenches, the
treatment site can be used as a play-
ground or picnic area. However, do
not allow heavy vehicles on the drain-
field trenches, and prohibit foot
traffic and snowmobiles on the
trenches in the winter. Establish a
good grass cover, and allow natural
snow accumulation to protect against
winter freezing.

Several collector systems have
heen installed in Minnesota, and
more are under construction. It is a
technically sound and economical
alternative for sewage treatment. Col-
lector systems for small groups of
homes can usually solve sewage treat-
ment problems on small lots without
the large expense of municipal
sanitary sewer.
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Among group systems installed in
Minnesota, the cost per fot has been
about the same as for adequately
sized individual systems. Costs of
coltector lines and the common soil
treatment unit have ranged from $800
to $1,200 per lot, depending on treat-
ment site accessibility, land cost, and
the soil percolation rate (which de-
termines soil treatment unit size).



APPENDIX E

LETTERS OF COMMENT ON
THE DRAFT EIS
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LAW OFFICES

CHARLES S. SMITH
SUITE 608

FIRST NATIONAL BANK BUILDING

4TH AND NORTHAMPTON STR‘EETS,‘

ES S.SMITH EASTON, PENNSYLVANIA 18042 AREA CODE 215
A .
e 253-2715

CRAIG 4. SMITH March 21, 1980

Mr. Jack J. Schramm

Regional Administrator

Region 3

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Sixth and Walnut Streets
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

Re: B-LLJSA response to U.S. Protection
Agency Environmental Impact Statement
regarding B-LLJSA Project

Dear Mr. Schramm:

As counsel to B-LLJSA I enclose herewith the B-LLJSA comments
pertaining to the above mentioned draft of the EIS.

You will note that the report consists of comments from the
Authority and Appended technical commentaries from the Authority's
engineers, Gilbert Associates, Inc.

The enclosed report speaks for itself. However, I should like
to emphasis the Authority's deep concern about the erroneous data
and conclusions found throughout the EIS. These pertain to many
different facets of the EIS and effect conclusions on induced growth,
environmental concerns, zoning and municipal flood plain zoning, and
last but not least, costs. The Authority is also deeply concerned
about the fact that although the basic configuration of the project
as originally approved is reaffirmed, with the exception that Bushkill
Township is to be studied further, and Upper Nazareth Township is to
be studied with respect to a tie in with the proposed new Nazareth
plant, the method of transportation of the sewage to the City of
Easton has been recommended to consist primarily of high pressure
lines and nine pumping stations, which contrast with the B-LLJSA's
proposal of all gravity lines with the exceptions of two pumping
stations. In view of the severe national concern for energy con-
servation, and in view of the fact that this will engender the
necessity for very substantial redesign which will of course delay
the project severely, we urge that the gravity system be reaffirmed.
One final comment. The report recommends that Upper Nazareth Township
which the report concedes has severe pollution problems, be connected
to a proposed Nazareth Treatment Plant which is now privately owned.
Our report sets forth the extreme problems to be encountered in such
a proposal which will not only delay a solution to Upper Nazareth
Township problems for many more years, but will also prevent Upper
Nazareth Township and the Borough of Nazareth from considering any
other alternative. By eliminating the North-South Schoeneck Inter-
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Mr. Jack J. Schramm
Page 2
March 21, 1980

ceptor and the East-West segment and substituting a high pressure line
with a pump on Northwood Avenue and eliminating the gravity line on the
Little Bushkill from Plainfield Township to Palmer Township and sub-
stituting a high pressure line with numerous pumps, will mean that if
the Borough of Nazareth were to decide to acquire the present plant,
demolish it and build a new one, this is the only alternative left no
matter what the cost. We submit that by permitting the entire Schoeneck
Interceptor to be built for Upper Nazareth Township this will provide an
alternative in the event that the new plant proposal is never realized.
Further, it provides a means of promptly elevating the present serious
hazardous pollution problems in Upper Nazareth Township, which will

otherwise of necessity be delayed 7 to 8 years before the new plant
problem can be resolved.

Lastly, a P.L. 92-500 grant was awarded the City of Easton to expand
its plant, interceptors and pumps to accommodate the B-LLJSA. To severely
reduce the scope of the B-LLJSA project will engender extremely serious
litigation problems by the Authority and the Easton Area Joint Sewer
Authority with respect to reserve capacity, membership as a part of that
Authority, and with respect to the amount of obligation owned to that
Authority. I think it then becomes apparent that a consideration of a
new plant in Nazareth while at the same time the Easton plant would be
grossly oversized, and no chance of ever being utilized to its capability,
is inconsistent with national concerns for energy conservation and prompt
solutions to existing serious health problems.

Very truly yours,

~

7/ { -

]

~ i

6/ L “j ‘l - Valt B
Charles S. Smith”’ N
Solicitor for B-LLJSA
css/jaf
Enc.

cc: Mr. Wolfe
Mr. Alan Mead
c/o Gilbert Associates, Inc.
Each Authority member
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BUSHKILL~-LOWER LEHIGH JOINT SEWER AUTHORITY

NORTHAMPTON COUNTY. PENNA.

P. 0. BOX 406, NAZARETH, PA. 18064

FORWAED

The commentery to the Draft EIS is designed to develop detall
as progression is ma2de through the document. In review it wss
found that scope of commentary by necessity is very broad,

Condensed commentary csn only be exvressed in terms of serious
errors in degree, omissions 2nd resultznt 1llogical recommen-

Aa2tions. A short summsry of salient points is mede followeAR by,

more voluminous 1llustrazted detail.
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BUSHKILL -LOWER LEHIGH JOINT SEWER AUTHORITY

NORTHAMPTON COUNTY. PENNA,

P. 0. BOX 406, NAZARETY, PA. 18064

OVERALL GENERAL SUNMMARY

Serious errors with 2 high decree of =magnitude (1.e. 100% to 40n7%,
are vresent in the Draft EIS, Trese errors mislezd the public in
hasic understanding of the B-LLJSA Proposed Action and in the
alternatives szddressed. The errors encompass floodplzin, induced
growth, strezm environrent znd zonineg as well 2s costs. The
concluslions r=ached 2nd 2ctions recommended gre zccoriingly

affected,

Needs of the srea were recognized 14 yezrs 2zo snd mesns of
addresesing those needs were initisted in 1966. The Draft EIS
sez2in confirms the needs with more sdvanced technology relstive
to surface malfunctions. For other than surface malfunctions
(1.e. sub-surface) little or no determination was accomplished
leaving serious questions ooven in suspect aress with needs

determination neither confirmed nor deniled.

The long standing needs 2nd resultent hesalth hazards are not

hreing 2ddressed and resolved 1n sn exveditlous manner.

Environmentzl conclusions zre in vart bassed upon grossly
erroneous stream crossines (29) vs (17)., 1973 initisl ovlanning
vs "B" Submittal and detziled construction drawings zpverently

reoresents the fallacy in vroducing this vital statistic.
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5.

~J

10.

The environmentsl state of Schoeneck Creek is deplorsble,

representing clsssic indications of pollution. No resolution
of this stream is recommended, irn fact recommendstions perpetuzte
the condition. The Bushkill Creek 2nd Pzlmer Townghip unfortu-

nately recelve the unresolved results.

Induced growth evzlustions a2ttributed to the vrovosed zction
in the Draft EIS are not compastible with the existing experience
of loc2l municipalities, both sewered and unsewered. Serious

discrepancies exlst =znd are illustrated.

Floodplain evaluation in the Draft EIS ignores local ordinences,
federsl financing regulations ard lliterzl physical character-
istics. This 1s even more prronounced in consideration of thre

Schoeneck Creek.

Citizens of Upper Nazereth =2re doomed to high premiums to
resolve need problems due to erroneous and mislezading cost

comparisons.

Citizens of the Borough of Nazsreth 2re not being informwed of
relative high costs of being restricted to a Naszsreth Trestment
Plant precludine 2 well based decision in resolving the existine

serious problems,

When usine established cost d2ts from EPA Mznuals, amongst other
deta, Nazzreth 2nd Upner Nazareth are being directed to oursue

2 course which represents z premium of 300 to 400%.
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11.

12.

15,

wasted additionsl federsl morey is recommended in the Draft EIS
to build 2 second vplant 2t Nazoreth where one st Easton is

2lready deslgned, funded and built to accommodate the flow.

Federsl Energy Directives are ienored in the Draft EIS through

indiscriminate use of puwps, oumo stations and force mains.

Many existing contrzscts, zgreements, resolutions snd ordinances
Involving vested interest, loczl voice in operation, locsl
volice in control, obligestions, responsibilities, highwsy
occuvanecy, raillroad crossings a2nd extensive riechts of way 2re
belng imperiled by the vreviously noted erroneous recommended

actions and little or no considerstion of the extensive delay.

The Easton Trestment Plant in the Draft EIS is treated 2s 2
mere plant expsansion from 5 to 10 MGD with 2 change in pro-
cessing to RBC, It completely ignores the reconstructed
interceptors to 42" Jdismeter. It completely ignores tre
corstruction of 2 inverted syorons on the Bushkill Creek,

It comoletely ionores 2 second ecually sized inverted syohon
across the Lehigh Eiver., I+ completely ienores doublire the
size of two large oump st2tions. The plant 1s s mere 60% of the

total Ez2ston funded project.

Twe Draft EIS ignores the feclined populestion of Easton snd
the sgreement which provides less covscity for the city with
some vreviously existing capsclty and 2ll new capeclty allocated

to the surrounding municipslities,
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ct

acilicic

5. fhis zct requires each municinslliiy to file a sewer facilizcy

e
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nl=r, The resultant studles 2nd vlens oroduced municipal trest-
mevit, i heg on the horizon st Z2elfact, Stockertown, Tetesmy,
N sh, Palmer and Forks. An exemole of 5 treatment site realirzed

in frig weriod 1s the WinAd Czvo 5TP, The revort is documented in

tnn 366 JPC Comorehensive

~=uprnlly 8 concern 2rose by the late 1060's when viewine seven

nr o oiohy 1ocsl sites mainly =fTectine the Bushkill Creek,

nvimamreantzl concern brourht 2hout the formation of the Bushkili-
Lomer Lehich Joint Sewer BosrAd in 1064 consistine of 14 munici-
nulitles of the aresz involved, This body meticulously selected &nr
evainenrine firm (GAI) and 2 s2sic Te=cibillity revort was nroducen

Department of Health (fore-runmer of DE

i)
o

1w 1970, The Pernsylvanis )

ner Yr., John P. Durr's letter of 3-9-70 esmphatically specified =
regionsl zpproach to the sclution zlong with the comﬁrehenslve

vlan of the Delawsre Biver Basin Commission which as smended

July 31, 1968 states "---The use of rezional water pollution
control facllitles--- wil te reguired throughout the Delawsre River

™ ”
DA8IN -,

Forks znd Palmer Townships initisted 2nd bullt the initizl segments
toward the reglonzl dictetes. Both initial prolects received
sipnificent federzl grznts through the Federzl Water Pollution
Control Administration (FWPCA) znd The Department of Housing 2znd
Urtan Development (HUD) for basic regionsl intercevtor or trunk

sewers,

o

Pis basic endezvor

x1
(9]
}..J
f._-'
Q
=
[
o]
S
l__l
‘_J
ot

he Bushkill- Lower Lehigh Joint

Sawer Authority was formed the 12th of June, 1972, Initinlly 1t



wae “ormed by four municipalities namely Plainfield and Palmer
Townships along with the Borourhs of Tatamy and Stockertown. The
futhority was exvended with the =ddition of Upper Nazsreth snd

Rushkill Townshivs by 1974,

The Authority promotly initisted surveying and engineering of the
interceotor snd collector system; in later time to be desigemsted
Phage II, At this point in time Penn DER Parks Division issued a
letter of intent to contrasct with the Authorilty. to deslgn and
build an extension of the system into the State Park, following

through on its apovroved master nl2n to protect the Bushk1ll Creek.

In 1974 the Commonweslth, in view of the even then long standing
requirements, vlaced the BLLJSA in hich priority snd in the fundable
area of the Pennsylvsnia sewer projects oriority lists following
similar priority with the Easton project. In 2ddition, s DEH
construction permit wss issued to the Authority with the proviso

of trestment at Esston.

With 211 basic premises est2blished 2 public meeting was held at
Nazareth Area High School. It was also vertinent to establish and
sccomplish 2 multiple 1list of contracts =2nd agreements to fecili-
tate the premise. These acreements and contrescts involved:

1. Treatment st Ezston
?. Use of 2nd transport throush the regional, already built
Forks-Palmer Bushkill Intercevntor

. Bank loens to sccomplish the work, especlally in view of
the shsence of Phese I & II (4,e. pipeline project)
State Park Contract )

Sewer Extensions

ipghts of Way

[9)N0, UF NN |
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7. Permits - Blasting etc.

8. Highway Occupancy

9. Heilrosd Crossings
The sgreement or contract with the City of Esston wes one of
orime importance. The City of Easton had 2 5MGD sewer trestment
vlant and only needed 4MGD cznaclty. The city therefore would
~roceed to exvand only if surrounding municivelities paid for sll
the costs. In fact, the spgreement 1)lustrates that 100,000 g2llons
ver 42y were sold to the surroundire municivalities. The city
retained U4MGD for their use. 6MGD is for use of surroundinc
communities, The city was not 1nte;ested in trensferrine their
erant to the surrounding municlilrpallties for 2 second plant since
tre then existing plant required z2vproximetely %2,500,000 in
sienificsnt repairs. Studies conducted by BLLJISA srowed 2 2nd

rleant to be 2 trade off with an expanded Easton Plant. The +hen

wn

acretary of DER directed the Authority to participate in the
exnansion of the Easton Plant throuegh his Janusry, 1976 letter.
Tre inter-municipzl egreement then vroceeded to completion in
June of 1976. Eleven municivslities including the BLLJSA

communities and the Authority siened the agreement.

The agreement tskes into sccount two adequately sized inverted
syphons crossing the Bushkill Creek in Easton. It provides for
a L?2" Aiameter intercevtor from the inverted syphon to Aovmtown
Easton. It provides for expeniing twe lazrze vumving stations in
Zaston. I+t provides for doublince the size of the line scross the
Lehigh Eiver by instzlline 2 second eguslly sized crossinz, It

orovides for incressing the sewzece ftrestment capaclty from 5 to
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An sgreement with the Commonwe2lth of Pennsylvenla relative to
the Authority building snd meintzining 2n 1ntercéptor sewer
svstem in the vark wes comoleted in 1977 2nd slgned by the
Governor and elght addition2l officials. A specisel act wes
passed by the state leglislature to s2ccommodate riehts of way
in the vark. Money wes orovided and park vlens were reviewed
with the Authority 2nd its encineers. Interceptor sewer lines
were carefully reviewed snd in cases re-designed to assure
minimum stream crossings znd resvecting the concerns of the

Jacobsburg Historical‘Soclety.

A Forks - Pslmer sgreement wes reached for use of the sdequately
sized Bushkill interceptor from Penn Pump Park to the 13th street

stream crossing in Easton.

Bank loans 2nd agreements were initiated by the Autherity to pay
for the regquired work necesszry to meke the "A" Submittal snd to
e in the position of heving paid bills for fundsble work when
"A" soproval was received. Provisions were made to fulfill the
Easton Transport and Treztment dgreement. It sddition2lly saved
on the degree of Interest money reocuvired. The losns were, 2nd
are, unsecured beling based upon the written advice of DER snd

EPA thet the oroject was ‘fundable.

Some of the more significant reauirements of the vreviously
noted necessary work were represented by Rights of Way snd the

Environmentsl Assessment.

EPA 2nd DER stated eariy in 1976 that a2 joint EIS by Esston and
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BLLJSA be done. Eazston snd BLLJSA 2greed and produced the
document on file entitled Environmentpl Assessment for Bushkill-
Lower Lehigh Joint Sewer Authority znd the City of Easton,
Northemoton County, Pennsylvznis. The assessment wss deplcted

s one of the finest received in EPA Region III.

Exvtensive ylghps-of way worxk was 2ccnmolished through the
requirement that necessary sites, e3ssements snd rights-of-way

be ortsined '"not later than :the tire by which the CGrantee requests
anoroval to sward construction contracts". Over 70% of spproximately
200 rights-of-way have been zccomplished. Highway occupancy and

railrosd crossing vermits zre or flle,

The Joint Environmentzl Assessment wes filed and in due time 2
Necztive Declaration NDP - 179, January 3, 1977 which describes
the vrolects as follows: "The total vroject consists of two
1mdividu=l construction srent orojects. The first is 2 sewage
cdllection system with intercevptors to serve the member cormunities
of the Bushkill- Lower Lehigh Joint Sewer Authority. The second is
an exovansion of the existing Cilty of Ezston sewesge treatment plant
(the designation involves =z syster of intercevtors, oump stations,
inverted syohons and sewsge treatment vlant) to 10 million e2llons

per Azy to serve the BLLJSA as well 2s the existing service aresa

in and sround the City of Easton.

The Joint Environmental Assessment Negative Declaration sand Pert
"AY" Grznt Avoproval wes handled Jointly by EPA culminating in January,
1977 with the "A" Avporoval =2nd Authority accevtznce. Part "B"

Avoroval was accordingly initiasted by 3LLJSA, processed through
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DEE 2nd culminated in EPA with an ursent telegram to the Authority
notifvine 1t of approvel. Lersl action ag=2inst EPA has, since

Sentember, 1977 held in sbeyence further vrocessing.

ot

Other then legal snd EIS delavs tre needs of the ares were

AnlayveAd trhrouech 1oint procersire of

ot
Y
o]

nvironmental fLssessment

33

A

9

eoin throursh waltine o 2 re-~v2luation of tresatment 2t the

Eoston plant in considering ESC, Totsl delays which were uncon-

ct

rollzble by the BLLJSA 2t this point exceeds four yesars.
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II. Liability

The draft EIS Recommended Action (RA) proposes that Bushkill
Township be studied further for future determination as to how best to
serve certain areas of need. It proposes Upper Nazareth Township should
not be connected to the B-LLJSA system at the present time, but its sani-
tary health problems should await a determination of whether the Nazareth
Treatment Company plant and lines are acquired by the Borough of Nazareth
and whether or not a new plant can be built to serve Upper Nazareth Town-
ship. However, the solution to this problem is a part of the RA. As to
the balance of the B-LLJSA system, with minor exceptions, it is recommended
to be constructed as B-LLJSA proposed, with sewage being transported to the
Easton Area Joint Sewage Treatment Authority plant for treatment; however,
the means of transporting sewage to this plant does differ radically from
the B-LLJSA proposal. The B-LLJSA proposal to use all gravity lines
except for two (2) pump stations, is discarded in the RA, and in its place
basically all high pressure lines are proposed plus nine (9) pumping
stations. In addition several areas of Plainfield Township, adjacent to
the gravity lines are proposed in the RA for cluster systems rather than
connection to the immediately adjacent approved gravity lines. Finally,
also in Plainfield Township, one very deep line is proposed within the
paved portion of Route #115 instead of the two (2) shallow parallel lines
proposed by B-LLJSA, neither of which would be constructed within the
pavement of Route #115.

The draft EIS RA recommends that the project be returned to
Step II for redesign. Because of the nature of the RA changes in the

B-LLJSA plan, extensive redesign will be required which will require at
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least one (1) year of design alone.

But what are these delays, what are the reasons, what are
the elements that will invoke such a threatening delay to the project?

1. Resolving the gquestions concerning the disposition of the
privately owned Nazareth Sewage Treatment Company and how best to serve
the citizens of Upper Nazareth Township and how best to solve their
hazardous sanitary sewage problems will take years to accomplish.

The EIS makes it clear that the need for a central collection
system for Upper Nazareth Township has been established. Likewise the
need for a central collection system for the Townships of Plainfield and
Palmer and the Boroughs of Tatamy and Stockertown have been established
in the EIS.

However, the recommendation that a solution to the Nazareth
Sewage Treatment Plant problem be a part of Phase I of the B-LLJSA
project/fgnggggs misapplication of tbe‘bas;c purposes underlying NEPA
and 92-500.

Upper Nazareth Township has present serious health hazards as a
result of malfunctioning septic systems and the EIS recognizes this.
There is a present, quick, cost effect means of solving those health pro-
blems, by looking into the B-LLJSA system. It is irresponsible to suggest
that their present and future health needs are inextricably bound to a
new Nazareth Treatment plant. The Borough of Nazareth has not agreed to
buy the old plant or system, has noE‘agreed to build a new plant, has not
acquired any land for such a project, has not appropriated any funds to
buy the old plant, has not designed a new plant, has not applied for a

grant, and has not even held one pubiic meeting on the entire project to
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see how the people of the Bxrough of Nazareth and the people of Upper
Nazareth Township feel about the idea. A written agreement would have to
be developed between the Borough of Nazareth, Bushkill and Upper Nazareth
Township as to who would pay the costs of such a venture. Experience with
the expansion of the City of Easton Treatment shows that such an agree-
ment would alone take several years to develop.

What happens to the health needs of Upper Nazareth Township
citizens during this time? Is EPA going to accept responsibility for an
epidemic that might break out? Is EPA going to be responsibile for the
great difference in cost to the citizens of Upper Nazareth Township for
hooking up to the B-LLJSA system compared to those of being a hostage to
EPA and the Borough of Nazareth? If it is determined that the cost of a
new Nazareth Treatment Plant is too great, what options have EPA left for
Upper Nazareth and for the residents of the Borough of Nazareth for that
matter.

If the old Nazareth Plant is phased out there would be no
alternative except to build a new plant, which would then be in addition
to the new Easton Area Joint Sewer Authority Treatment Plant and System
already funded and constructed with a P.L. 92-500 grant and with reserved

capacity for the BLL system. That new plant would have to be built,

irrespective of the cost, because, there would be no Schoeneck Interceptor
of B-LLJSA to tie in to, nor could a line be run east from Upper Nazareth
Township to the B-LLJSA line along Route #115, because that line becomes

a high pressure line at Tatamy, and could never accommodate such a quantity
as required by the Borough of Nazareth and Upper Nazareth Township, or even

just Upper Nazareth Township alone.

Therefore, EPA has imposed severe public health problems on Upper
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10.

Nazareth Township in proposing in the draft EIS that the Nazareth
problem be solved as a part of the B-LLJSA system.

2. The draft EIS RA imposes tremendous costs due to loss of
time and inflation, all upon the local share of the costs of the system.
While it may be true the grant eligible portion of construction may be
increased in accordance with bid costs, the local share, not grant eligible
will go sky high. We have already seen a delay of three (3) years since
B-LLJSA received bids. The draft EIS proposal that the project go back
to Step 1II for redesign will impose another 3-4 years and may be more for
the Nazareth matter to be resolved, redesign, and matters hereafter
discussed. Can any project sustain such delays in todays or tomorrow's
economic conditions of run‘away inflation and a drying up of market place
funds. 1Is it stretching the imagination too far to propose it is possible,
in the next year or so - that there may be no market for bond financing?
Are the changes proposed by EPA so clearly necessary and so clearly correct
as to warrant these contingencies?

Given all of theseAproblems, what is EPA's liability for mandating
such time consuming solutions under the EiréumStances, and are the solutions
recommended in the EIS the only reasonabie solutions. Put another way,
bearing in mind the very substantial loss of time due to EPA's voluntary
decision to do an EIS, and the fact it took EPA almost two (2) years to
do a study they told the District Court it would take eight (8) months,
and bearing in mind the serious questions raised concerning the validity
of the data in the EIS and EIS conclusions, is the time consuming
recommendations warranted undef ali the circumstances?

3. Another element of delay required by the EIS in recommending
the project be returned to Step II is redesign of a large part of the

project, which has been referred to above. 1In addition, new rights of way
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11.

must be negotiated for the cluster systems and also possibly outright
acquisition of land for disposal in these areas. This is very costly

from an engineering and legal standpoint and requires considerable time.
Condemnation may be required. These same elements are involved in designing
a new Nazareth Treatment Plant and acquiring land for the same. Resistance
to condemnation from the owner and-adjoining property owners can be
expected.

4. The delays of B-LLJSA going back to Step II would have an
effect with regard to B-LLJSA's written agreement with the Easton Area
Joint Sewage Treatment Authority. It took .several years to negotiate
this agreement, and B-LLJSA after great difficulty and perseverance, was
able to obtain capacity reservation and board representation. B-LLJSA
had a commitment to pay its pro rata share of this plant expansion, and
present delays have already resulted in claims by the Easton Area Joint
Sewage Treatment Authority that the B-LLJSA delays have caused hundreds
of thousands of dollars in increased interest charges for plant expansion
financing. Further delays due to the EIS RA would swell these already
significant demands.

Further delays will cause further complications with the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania, with whom B-LLJSA negotiated a written contract
whereby in return for building lines within Jacobsburg State Park, the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has agreed to share certain capital costs foi
the Little Bushkill Interceptor, interceptors within the City, and
expansion of the Easton Treatment Plant.

The Bureau of State Parks cut back their immediate requirements

in the Park as a result of the entanglements of B-LLJSA in the EIS, not
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because their needs changed.

5. The delay in the B-LLJSA project has resulted in much
additional cost related to EIS work and public participation. There
was a period of almost one (1) year, after the February, 1978 announcement
in court it would do an eight (8) month study, that EPA refused all
contact with B-LLJSA and its respresentatives. There is substantial cor-
féspondence to substantiate this. During this same period private dis-
cussions were held with counsel for plaintiffs in the court action. Time
after time B-LLJSA pleaded for private meetings with EPA in order to
resolve the case, but EPA absolutely refused, even though it recognized
that B-LLJSA could not meet in the presence of the plaintiffs under the
circumstances.

It will be recalled that before the court action was filed by
the plaintiffs, and after EPA had deéided to issue, and in fact had pre-
pared a telegraph to B-LLJSA awarding "B Approval", that at the request
of plaintiffs' counsel, EPA agreed unilaterally with him to delay the
issuance of this approval, to grént this counsels stated request for
ten (10) days time to prepare his court papers for an injunction against
EPA.

It is recalled that EPA's court counsel, advised the District
Court in February, 1978, that EPA had decided to do an eight (8)’month
study, but Mr. Anderson, of EPA, in a court hearing on February 8, 1979

testified in fact EPA did not decide to do the same until September 25,

1978 some seven (7) months after the court was incorrectly advised.

Further, Mr. Anderson in charge of the EIS for EPA, again stated under

oath at that same hearing that the draft EIS would be completed the second
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13.

week in May, 1978 - some three (3) months hence. Instead it was

issued two (2) years later.

III. Damage

B-LLJSA has suffered severe damages as a result of this delay.
It will incur even greater damages if this project to relegated to Step II.

1. The credibility of B-LLJSA and its engineers, Gilbert/
Commonwealth has been damaged. EPA advised the district court that data
in the Environmental Assessment was deliberately inaccurate. The EIS has
shown this to be absolutely untrue.

2. The EIS used informal, estimating guality data on costs,
and compared this with the actual bids received by B-LLJSA. 1In addition,
statements as to the fact that Tatamy and Stockertown did not have
flood plain ordinances were not true, they do have these ordinances. This
misstatement on lack of flood zoning control was the basis for deleting
the Little Bushkill Interceptor in favor of high pressure lines and nine
(9) pump siations. Again this is a careless misstatement of fact on
which an erroneous conclusion was enunciated in the EIS. This type of
error on the part of EPA has wrongfully damaged the credibility of the
B-LLJSA in the eyes of the public with whom it must work.

Further, B-LLJSA felt from the beginning, that an EIS was not
required and pleaded to EPA that it be permitted to defend in open cou *
against the allegation that it was needed. EPA swept aside this plea, and
voluntarily decided unilaterally to prepare an EIS, subjecting B-LLJSA to
three (3) years of delay so far. EPA RA proposes a further delay of an
untold number of years by requiring the project go back to Step IT.

B-LLJSA has sufferred financial loses already on account of EPA
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imposed delays.

1. There are numerous grant eligible items for which
application was made, and to which B-LLJSA is entitled, but EPA
deferred payment pending the completion of the EIS.

2. B-LLJSA has been informed by letter from DER that the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania considered its written agreement with
B-LLJSA null and void because the lines in the Park were not built within
the specified time. Since the State had contracted to pay a percentage
of the capital cost of certain interceptors and the expansion of the
City of Easton Treatment Plant, B-LLJSA has lost these significant sums due
to EPA's incorrect decision to do an EIS and its procrastination in develop-
ing the same, and further B-LLJSA has lost the State as a customer of its
system.

3. B-LLJSA already has incurred financial loses to the Easton
Area Sewage Treatment Authority and will incurr additional loses if the
RA is made a part of the final draft. Also B-LLJSA may lose its voice
as a member of that Authority.

4. B-LLJSA has already acquired about 90 right of ways for its
system. If the RA is adopted, many of these will not be needed, and under
Pennsylvania law it is uncertain whether the Authority can reconvey the
same to the property owners, if not, it will have to pay for them, adding
additional costs to the project. These are not grant eligible.

5. The financial consultants fee may be increased if further
delay is encountered because it alréady did practically all fhe work re-
quired for a bond issue in 1977. It has indicated it will press for pay-

ment for work done if further delays are encountered.
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6. Bond counsel has indicated its fee will substantially
increase since in effect there will be two (2) projects, one for which
it already did the work.

7. The same is true of all legal work and administrative work.

8. Redesign will add significantly to local share costs for
engineering.

Finally, there is the prospect of bankruptcy which must be
evaluated. The Authority does not have funds to keep up with interest
payments on bank loans beyond this year. Both banks with whom the B-LLJSA
has outstanding loans, First National Bank of Allentown and Nazareth
National Bank and Trust Company, have stated legal action against B-LLJSA
and all member municipalities will be taken when interest payments cease.
Federal Banking regulations require this action on delinquent loans.

IV. Conclusions

1. The data contained in the EIS and its Appendices is invalid

in many important areas, as set forth in detail under Commentaries on EIS

Deficiencies.

2. The cost of a new Nazareth Treatment Plant was grossly
understated by almost three million dollars.

3. The cost of repaving and rebuilding a part of Route #115
in Plainfield Township was never considered as a cost. It missed the fact
that Tatamy and Stockertown both have flood plain ordinances to curtail

significantly flood plain growth, P. 225 of EIS.

4. It was not aware of the fact that the area to the southeast
of the Schoeneck Interceptor near the Little Bushkill Interceptor already

is sewered by Palmer Township and hence new sewer lines will not have
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significant growth impacts.

5. It failed to even relate the enormously high energy costs
in the RA to the low energy costs of the B-LLJSA syétém.

6. The cost data on user charges and charges to pay off
B-LLJSA debts under the RA are a mix up of figures, including municipalities
not to be sewered.

7. The text statement that the annual user charge will .be
107 is patently untrue even under the RA of the EIS, since a reference
to the table on user charges at P. 237 shows it to be $200.00 a year for

all communities to be sewered.

8. Growth inducement conclusions for BLL Modified Plan are
not consistent with actual growth experience fér Palmer and Forks Townships
after sewers were constructed in 1978 and Bushkill Township without sewers
is growing just as fast. In addition, its projection, in the northern part
of Palmer under the BLL modified plan of 5714 new people, 1900 new homes
is inconsistent with past experience in Palmer and inconsistent with the
zoning of Pléﬁnedllndustrial Commercial in that area, the only zoned.
industrial area in the Township.

9. It is incomprehensible to eliminate the Schoeneck Creek
Interceptor and destroy the only other option available to Upper Nazareth
Township and the Borough of Nazareth, if the proposed néw Nazareth Treat-
ment Plant concept is rejected by the voters as too costly, while
simultaneously EPA has funded a doubling of capacity in the Easton Area
Sewage Treatment Plant fqr Nazareth, Upper Nazareth Township and the BLL.

10, EPA's announcement in U.S. District Court of an 8 month STLQY
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has so far taken slightly over 2 years and is still not completed. Since
the basis concept, BLL's plan has been accepted in the EIS, except for
Bushkill Township and Upper Nazareth Township, it is illogical to require
additional extensive delays for redesign and reapproval to accommodate
9 energy inefficient pump stations, and a cluster system immediately
adjacent to a gravity line in Plainfield Township, instead of approving an
environmentally sound energy efficient and cost effective system of
gravity lines.

11. In today's unsettled conditions, such a delay may result
in the total abandonment of this project initialed 13 years ago, with a
grant awarded based on an environmental assessment praised by EPA as the

finest Region III ever received.

This would be a grievous commentary, since the pollution needs
for the area and the basic solution concept is approved and confirmed
by the EIS. The deathnell delay will be the result of needless window
dressing changes which totally ignore and defiantly reject an environ-

mentally sound,energy efficient and cost effective gravity system.
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Comments From Other Interested Parties
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
PENNSYLVANIA FISH COMMISSION
Division of Fisheries
Fisheries Environmental Services Section
Robinson Lane

814/359-2754 Bellefonte, PA 16823

March 5, 1980

Ms. Rochelle Volin

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region III

Sixth and Walnut Streets
Philadelphia, PA 19106

Re: Draft EIS, Bushkill-Lower Lehigh
Joint Sewer Authority and Borough
of Nazareth Wastewater Treatment
Facilities, Northampton County, Pa.

Dear Ms. Volin:

The subject draft EIS has been reviewed by the Pennsylvania Fish Commission
staff and attached are our comments on this document.

If it can be demonstrated that there is a need for the degree of sewage
management recommended we concur with the Draft EIS Recommended Action. However,
we do not believe the mitigative measures given for the biotic resources adequate
to give these resources the protection they must have if the high quality fishery
that now exists is not to be seriously damaged.

Sincerely,

Jack G. Miller, Chief
Fisheries Environmental Services Section

JGM:dms

cc: D. Graff
C. Billingsley
T. Hannold

Attachment
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COMMENTS OF THE PENNSYLVANIA FISH COMMISSION ON THE
"DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, BUSHKILL-
LOWER LEHIGH JOINT SEWER AUTHORITY AND BOROUGH OF

NAZARETH WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITIES,
NORTHAMPTON COUNTY, PENNSYLVANTA."

Report Prepared by: Jack G. Miller, Chief
Fisheries Environmental Services Section
Pennsylvania Fish Commission

Draft EIS Reviewed by and
Comments Received from: Jack G. Miller, Chief
Fisheries Environmental Services Section

Martin Marcinko, Fisheries Biologist
Fisheries Environmental Services Section

Craig Billingsley
Area Fisheries Manager, Area 5

In reviewing the Draft EIS there remains some doubt as to the necessity for
the amount of construction proposed by either the Modified Applicant's Pro-
posed Action or any of the alternatives given. We are concerned about any
plan which transports sewage more than a minimum distance from its origin
because of the negative groundwater recharge effect of such action. The
placing of collector lines facilitates development and can result in a
greater groundwater withdrawal while at the same time lessening recharge
capabilities.

The EIS appears to adequately describe the effects which the different
actions could have on the aquatic environment concerned, but does not ade-
quately delineate methods to abate or minimize these deleterious impacts.

Discuss”on of Altermatives

1. No action - While this alternative would not solve existing
problems, proper enforcement by the Sewage Enforcement Officer
or other responsible agent would. The cost would be trans-
ferred from the Federal Government to those creating the prob-
lem. Perhaps the State or some local government entity should
bear part of the cost for allowing the conditions to develop
through improper regulation and/or enforcement.

2. Modified Applicant's Proposed Action - This plan is unaccept-
able for several reasons. There are too many stream crossings,
water from too large an area would be transported too far down-
stream, the route for the interceptor lines could interrupt
spring flows to the stream, and the lines follow the streams

too closely.

0f the remaining alternatives, number 9 is most acceptable for the following
reasons:
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1. Releases much more of the water nearer the place where it
is taken.

2. The lines do not follow the stream channels.

3. The crossings are reduced to six. If proper construction
methods are enforced for the crossings, damage to the
aquatic environment can be minimized and of relative short
duration. Wherever crossings are made the disturbance of
bank vegetation should be minimized and crossings located
so larger trees which provide shade, etc., will not be
disturbed.

Different methods of making stream crossings should be discussed in an attempt
to find a method which will minimize both short and long-term adverse impacts
upon the aquatic environment.

The feasibility of tunneling or jacking interceptor sewer pipe beneath the
stream bed, as suggested in the recommendations, should be studied, but because
of the presence of bed rock at or near stream bottom at some of the crossing
locations would prevent the use of this method.

Mitigative measures which will help insure the continued high water quality of
Bushkill Creek are very important. These should include siltation control,
measures to keep the temperature of the water at desirable levels for salmonids,
and control of land development to help minimize the chances for any form of
pollution entering the stream.

The establishment of a permanent vegetated buffer zone along Bushkill Creek,

especially in the Belfast-Stockerton-Tatamy corridor would help significantly
to lessen degradation due to sewer induced growth. The needed size for such

a buffer zone would require additional studies.

For the Nazareth plant, whether an upgraded STP or the proposed RBC, a method
of dechlorinization should be installed which will insure a maximum of three
parts per billion of chlorine in the effluent to prevent damage to the aquatic
environment of Schoeneck Creek.

In summary, the Pennsylvania Fish Commission is opposed to the Modified Applicant's
Proposed Action and basically supports the EIS recommended Action (Alternate 9,

with slight modifications).

We wish to be kept informed of any action taken on this project.
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INCORPORATED

FOR THE ADVANCEMENT OF BUSINESS, INDUSTRY, AND PROFESSIONS IN THE PALMER COMMUNITY

February 14, 1980

United States Environmental
Protection Agency

Region 3

6th & Walnut Streets

Philadelphia, Pa. 19106

Gentlemen: Attention: Ms. Rochelle Volin

The Palmer Township Business, Industrial, and Professional Asso-
ciation is a quasi-public organization incorporated under the
laws of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. Our group has been in
the forefront in promoting the growth of business and industry
as means of providing employment opportunity for all of our area
residents.

We take strong exception to the EPA Environmental Impact State-
ment produced for the Bushkill-Lower Lebigh Joint Sewer Authority
project as it pertains to the area served by the Schoeneck Creek
interceptor in Palmer. Contrary to the report as written, the
area to be served by the Schoeneck Creek inceptor is not zoned
residential but much is zoned commercial-industrial and has been
so zoned for more than seven years.

There presently is a water system constructed and operational

for the area which was funded by an EDA grant to Palmer. With-
out d2velopment, this quarter-million-dollar water system will
stand unused as a monument to a combined federal and local effort
to provide jobs on one hand and negating the process with the
other. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania through P.I.D.A. pro-
vided funding for in-the-ground utilities for this area and

there presently are areas with dry-capped sewers that had been
mandated in order to facilitate connections to the B-LL system.

That much of the residential area has already been developed
and is in dire need of sewer service since most of it was
developed based on the premise that the B-LL system would be
built.

There are presently business establishments operating on hold-
ing tanks, sand mounds, and other modifications of on-lot systems
due to the poor soil conditions in the area. Many of these
problems would now be corrected had the noncontroversial portions
of the B-LL project been permitted to proceed as originally
designed.

61 SUTTON DRIVE / PALMER TOWNSHIP / EASTON, PENNSYLVANIA 18042 . (215) 2587033 — 253-7191
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We strongly object to the new concept that a gravity system for
which the engineering has been completed and land acquired to
construct be now scrapped in order to replace it with a forced
main and pumping system. A pump system would be costly to install
expensive to operate, and would use untold amounts.of energy which
America can ill-afford to waste on a system that could be better
served by the gravity system already engineered.

We respectfully urge EPA to question the capability of the well-
meaning peoole who have been charged with the responsibility of
providing alternatives to the original B-LL plan.

In the true interest of solving environmental problems which
should be the first priority of EPA, we urge the immediate
approval of the B-LL plan for Palmer as developed by Gilbert
Associates. It is imperative for the health and welfare of
the area that time not be wasted on studies in an area where
the need is already well-documented and has newver been the
topic of controversy.

Very truly yours,

Q:;Egizgzl:;ﬁfz ;%gi:ifa?(égi
( 7 ~C

R. Margaret Kennedy

President
SLM
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20220

January 30, 1980

Dear Ms. Volin:

Thank you for forwarding a copy of the draft environmental
impact statement on Bushkill-Lower Lehigh Joint Sewer Authority
and Borough of Nazareth Wastewater Treatment Facilities. This
Department has no comment on the Statement.

Anthony V Dlsllvestre
Assistant Director (Environmental Programs)
Office of Administrative Programs

Ms. Rochelle Volin (3IR61)

EPA, Region III

6th and Walnut Streets
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106
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Fulmer Road

RD#3, Box 279B
Nazareth, Pa., 1806k
March 20, 1980

Ms. Rochelle Volin

Environmentai Impace Branch (3%1R61)
Environmental Protection Agency
Curtis Building

6th and Walnut Streets
Philadelphia, Pennsylvznia, 19106

Dear Ms. Volin:

This letter is written to volce our opposition to the proposed cluster
typ= sewer system to be located in Plainfield Township on property owned anc
farwed by iulmer Bros.

Ten years agc we purcrssed three (3) acres o land in Flainfield Township
located along Township Foute £09. Two years later we buill our house on these
three acres. Our main purpose for buying three acres and building onntlhis land
wag so that we could have a garden, plant fruit trees andalsc that we would
rot be sur-ounded by other houses. We were both raised in a rural area and this
is what we wish the surrcurding areas adjacent Lo our property te remain. dJust
a week agy we were informed ot the proposed Clusler Sewer System lo be located
within 1/4 mile ¢f our hcuse rlus the [act that wi.h the installstion of this
system aprroximately 17 new hcuses woulcd be built nearby- We definitely oppose
this action. We wish cur area to remain rural.

We understand thst this ‘ype system would tzke approximately 12 to 15 acres
of our neighoors (Fulmer Bros.) prime {arm land. At this point in time we feel
thal this type of action i unnecessary. The EPA is supposedly protecting this
farm land f{rom belng develuped unnecessarily and we feel wilh the installation
of any lype of large sewer syslem it only encourages development and growth of
pepulation. If this continues there will be no farm land or rursl areas lett
and without ‘he farm land whe is going to supply us with our fcod plus raise
crops for *he animals which also supply us with a source of focd.

What happens to the land when the system is installed? Is it just condemmed?
Can some still be used for larming? Can Llrees be planted on it? What about any
offensive odors emitted from the so-called holding tanks? llow much? What is
envolved in installation? Who 1s required to hook-up? Who must may the tariff?
There are so many questions thal no one can seem to answer.

We feel there might be problems with individual on=site disposal of sewage,
but why rust a whole area be punished for a problem that could possibly have an
alrernate snlultion. Correction of these problem sites could be made by
individuals themselves.

To ocum up onr feelings: We wish our area to remain rural. We don't want valuable
farmland used for the dumping of sewage. Sewers bring development anddpopulation
growth which in turn incresses the services required by our local government and our
TAXES go up and up.

We appreciate your tise and possibly you could answer these questions for us.

Thank you. .
' Sincerely,
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNBYLVANIA
PENNSYLVANIA HISTORICAL AND MUSEUM COMMISSION

WILLIAM PENN MEMORIAL MUSEUM AND ARCHIVES BUILDING

80ax 10ze6
HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 17120

March 20, 1980

Mr. Jack J. Schramn

Regional Administrator (III)

Environmental Protection Agency

Sixth and Walnut Streets
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

Dear Mr. Schramn:

The Office of Historic Preservation has reviewed the
Draft BIS for the Bushkill-Lower Lehigh Joint Sewer Authority
in Northampton, Pennsylvania. This document recognizes that
the applicant's proposed action could adversely impact arch-
eological resources eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places. Our office will be available for consultation to develop
mitigation proposals for the project.

Please notify us as to the present timetable for the
project. Possible delays can be avoided, if our office is
included at an early point.

Sincerely,

& N i

Brenda Barrett
Office of Historic Preservation

cc:t Charlene Dwinn,
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

BB: jek
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S P.O. BOX 1323 — HARRISBURG, PA. 17120 — (717) 787-8046
Commonwealth 783-3133
of
Pennsyivania

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE
OFFICE OF THE BUDGET

RE: ' PSC-SAI# 58001008
APPLICANT:Bushkill-Lower Lehigh Joint
Sewer Authority & Boro of Nazareth

PROJECT: Wastewater Treatment Facilities

LOCATION: Northampton County

Enclosed with this letter please find the comments of the
following State Agencies relative to the project identified above:

DER
Please consider these the comments of the Pennsylvania State
Clearinghouse at this time.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,
H .// _
Ny s . .
R Ll" v, /% /5’_,(4 - /L-(.v‘—«» [ Sa———

Anne G. Ketchum
Supervisor

166

United States Environmental Protection Agency l
Region III
6th and Walnut Streets

Philadelphia, .Pa 19106

L L



SUBJECT:

TO:

FROM:

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

P. 0. Box 2063
Harrisburg, PA 17120

April 3, 1980

Review and Evaluation of PSCH No.: 5-80-01-008
DEIS Bushkill-Lower Lehigh Joint
Sewer Authority and Borough of
Nazareth Wastewater Treatment Facilities
Northampton County

Richard Heiss, Supervisor
Pennsylvania State Clearinghouse

CLIFFORD L. JONES i, \\
Secretary of Envirénmen al Resources

The Department has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Bushkill-Lower Lehigh Sewer Project and offers the following comments.

Gravity Conveyance vs. Pumping (Little Bushkill Creek)

As with most of the major issues surrounding this project, a
positive decision on either alternative cannot be made based on the existing
level of analysis. The Department recommends the following to assist in the
decision-making process.

a. A breakout of the cost-effectiveness analysis for
just the two methods of conveyance.

b. Revised and updated energy comparisons for only
the two methods of conveyance.

c. A re-evaluation of the induced growth impacts recognizing
that it is not that much more difficult to comnect to a
pressure system than it is to connect to a gravity system.

Should further analysis show similar initial costs and secondary
growth impacts, the decision will then revolve around the energy issue
favoring gravity conveyance. The Department is not overly concerned about
the environmental impacts of the gravity interceptor construction on the
Little Bushkill Creek since they are short-term and can be mitigated. The
Department is concerned about the long-term secondary growth impacts on the
water quality and natural trout reproduction capability of the creek. If the
initial cost for these alternatives is similar, it must be more clearly shown
that the difference in the secondary growth impacts of a gravity system is
significant enough to offset the increased operation and maintenance costs
of the EIS pumping alternative for the Department to endorse it.
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Richard Heiss, Supervisor 2

Nazareth STP

The EIS proposes to replace this inadequate privately-owned plant with
a new facility. Presently, the Department is negotiating a Consent Agreement
regarding the purchase, renovation and operation of the existing Nazareth sewage
treatment plant by the Borough. Controversy over the costs of renovating the
existing plant vs. building a new plant vs. construction of sanitary sewers to
convey sewage from this area to the Eastern plant must be resolved and be compared
to determine the most cost-effective alternative. The present EIS does not
provide convincing evidence that any one alternative should be selected over the
other two.

Dual vs. Single line along Rt. 115

Bushkill-Lower Lehigh's proposal provided parallel gravity sewers
along Rt. 115 because of the topographical difficulties in serving both sides
of the highway with a single line. The recommended EIS action shows only a
single gravity sewer line for this area. Although the Department realizes the
detailed design of the EIS recommendation would occur in Step II, the Department
does not feel that enough information comparing the cost and other differences
between a single gravity and parallel lines was developed in the EIS study to
support this recommendation. An extremely deep interceptor over a long distance
presents very high cost risks. Expensive homeowner comnections required by the
single sewer alternative should also be considered.

To avoid further delays over this issue, the Department recommends
resolution in Step II when more detailed site and design information is available.

General Cost Data

Credibility and acceptance of selected alternatives revolve around
credible cost inputs and clear user charge data. Cost data complaints were
madé By represéntativeé$ of the Bushkill-Lower Lehigh Joint Sewer Authority on
many aspects of the three major preceding issues. The Department recommends the
various cost inputs be closely scrutinized and revised if necessary.

The EIS consultant for the project should contact Mr. John Wroblewski at
the Reading Office, Wernersville State Hospital, Building #10, Wernersville, PA
19565, Phone: (215) 670-0301, to review these comments.

Other Comments

Sewer lines following stream and crossings should be limited to those
absolutely required.

Permits will be necessary for the utility facilities located in the
100 year floodplain.

The Nazareth. Treatment Plant, which was constructed in 1929, operates

on gravity. No electric motors are used in the plant. There is a possibility
that the plant may qualify as a Civil Engineering Historical Site. Mr. Iran
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Richard Heiss, Supervisor 3

M. Viest, Chairman of the Historical and Preservation Committee for the Lehigh
Valley Section ASCE should be contacted at 215-694-2579 for information on the
historical value of the existing Nazareth Sewage Treatment Plant.

The Department encourages municipalities along Schoeneck, Little Bushkill
and Bushkill Creeks to establish streamside vegetation buffer zones. Streamside
buffer zones will help reduce floodplain development, minimize water quality
deterioration, protect fish and wildlife, and enhance water-based recreation
opportunities along these streams.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE
CENTER FOR DISEASE CONTROL
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30333

March 3, 1980

Mr. Jack J. Schramm

Regional Administrator

U.S. Envirommental Protection Agency
Region III

6th and Walnut Streets

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

Dear Mr. Schramm:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
proposed construction of the Bushkill-Lower Lehigh Joint Sewer Authority
and Borough of Nazareth Wastewater Treatment Facilities, Northampton
County, Pennsylvania. We are responding on behalf of the Public Health
Service and are offering the following comments for your use in the
preparation of the final EIS.

We recognize that the "Applicant's Proposed Action" will have significant
impacts upon the lhuman enviromment and believe the "EIS Recommended Action”
(modified Alternative 9) is very desirable from an environmental and
economic standpoint.

With regard to the proposed construction of treatment facilities and sewers,
we are particularly concerned with the induced population growth and con-
struction of dwelling units within flood prone lands. It appears that
certain communities and townships have no or ineffective regulations to
control development in the 100 year flood plain. The potential development
pressure by each alternative in flood prone areas should be described. As’
growth increases in the project area, the duration and area of flooding in
the flood prone areas should also increase unless storm retention measures
are incorporated into land development. What assurance does EPA have that
satisfactory ordinances, regulations and technical measures will be devel-
oped and implemented to prevent induced growth and increased flooding in
flood prone areas? Federal agencies are prohibited by Executive Order
11988 to support any activity that directly encourages adverse flood plain
development.

We are also concerned that a satisfactory surveillance program be performed
to monitor and prevent adverse nitrate levels in local public and private
water supplies. 1In addition, periodic indicator bacteria testing of

water supplies should be performed in those areas having high densities

of onsite waste treatment systems and private wells. Improved building
codes (minimum lot sizes and improved construction and location of wells,
distribution lines, and onsite waste treatment systems) and permit and
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Page 2 - Mr. Jack J. Schramm

inspection requiréheﬁts should help prevent any cross contamination between
water supplies and onsite waste treatment systems.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this draft EIS. Please send us one copy
of the final document when it becomes available.

Sincerely yours,

~ L0 5
< ,,Q—jf{c«—@i
Frank S. Lisella, Ph.D.
Chief, Environmental Affairs Group

Environmental Health Services Division
Bureau of State Services
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GARY NEIL ASTEAK

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
ASSOCIATE
MILDRED A. MOLINO

726 WALNUT STREET
EASTON, PENNSYLVANIA 18042

February 21, 1980 215 252-0768

215 258-290I

Rochelle Volin

Environmental Protection Agency
6th & Walnut Streets

Curtiss Building

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

RE: EIS - BLLJSA
Dear Ms. Volin:

Bushkill Township is pleased with the draft E.I.S. That is the
virtually unanimous response of its citizens and government. The
Township is pleased first and foremost that the difficult efforts
it prompted to examine alternatives to regional sewage have been
productive.

The E.I.S. shows that the regional interceptors would have ill
served the future sewage need of the Township. At the same time,
the interceptors would have carried untimely and unneeded develop-
ment far into the rural township. By investigating the sewage
needs with an eye towards straightforward, realistic, and
environmentally sound sewage treatment, the Environment Impact
Study has served all citizens in the surrounding area by directing
federal and local dollars toward existing problems. For that the
Township commends EPA.

Secondly, the Township is pleased that the EIS provides a foundation
for sewage planning and design that has previously not been in place.
Building first on a complete review of the existing community,

public services, recreation, historical site, farm lands, stream and
wild life, the E.I.S. placed present and future sewage needs solidly
within the frame work of the community as a whole. It offers the
Township the broad view and planning support necessary to meet its
needs. In a few narrow areas the Township disagrees with conclusions
drawn from this foundation. The Township will address each of these
areas only briefly.

The Township is still concerned that the past assumptions of need
focused in the Cherry Hill area not distort the true needs pictured
in the Township. Only two of the twenty-one surface malfunctions
investigated by EPA were in the Cherry Hill area, and no pattern or
concentration emerged dispite exhaustive attempts through well
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Rochelle Volin _ February 21, 1980
Environmental Protection Agency Page Two

monitoring, on-site inspections, and other methods to confirm past
suggestions of concentrated needs. The EIS solidly concludes that
such is not the case.

Given the scattered needs of the Township, the precautionary

language on the bottom of Page 104 and the inclusion of Cherry Hill
in Table III-10 should not suggest that the lower portion of the
Township needs more planning attention than any other part. To do so
repeats the error of past regional planning.

In that connection, the Township repeats its requests for the
location and addresses of confirmed malfunctions throughout the
Township, which the Township requested most recently by letter of
October 19. 1979.

Next, in a related area, the Township believes the E.I.S. section

on soil suitability for waste water treatment overstates soil
limitations by omitting proper explanations of the meaning of the
broad geological data. Particularly Figure III-4 which appears to
adopt the USDA-SCS '"'severe' soil limitation label throughout most of
the Township. As the Township and its consultants have pointed out
repeatedly including letters of March 9, 1979, March 12, 1979,

June 6, 1979 and earlier workshops, the label cannotes strong or
irreconcilible restrictions precluding on-site systems. That, they
are not.

Those labels are based on soil types and are useful and helpful as

a starting point for broad agronomic or even community planning; they
should not be portrayed as a definite measure of suitability. They
suggest only that indigenous soil conditions be further examined on
site-by-site basis. The Township was of the understanding that EPA
would either include other sewer treatment data in this section, or
properly explain limitations of the labels. (March 12, 1979 letter
to Eric Hediger). Interviews with County Conservation District
Member Ross Kahler on June 11, 1979 and Carl Kislan confirmed that
proper soil investigation and siting allow effective soil treatment
throughout the Township. The suggestion of broad severe limitations
on on-site systems portrayed in Figure III-4 is unjustified.

Regarding several other areas in the E.I.S. the Township offers the
following brief comment. With regard to the cost figures, the

E.I.S. does not clearly set out which Townships and which residents would
bear the various projected user costs calculated in the E.I.S. for each
alternative. Various local planning options and divisions should be
presented with likely costs figures where available. The Township
recognizes that precise costs figures cannot be expected at this first
stage of planning. It does believe that comparison of estimates are
meaningful and that additional clarity would be helpful.
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Rochelle Volin February 21, 1980
Environmental Protection Agency Page Three

With regard to the recommended proposed action, the Township believes
that the tremendous savings and costs, induced growth and
environmental damage make it a plan worthy of consideration, where the
original proposed action was not. Moving the interceptors out of the
streambeds was one of the original concerns of the Bushkill Township
residents. Proper sizing and capacity limitations were also formerly
ignored in Regional Planning.

The Township is still very concerned that local cost effective choices
be preserved in the Nazareth and Upper Nazareth areas, the Township's
neighbors to the South. As pointed out in the past, cost comparisons
as set forth in the E.I.S. could continue to skew those comparisons
toward regionalization because treatment costs have not been

included in the original schemes. Particularly in the long term, any
community tied into the regional system must consider the end-of-pipe
costs associated with a decision to transport its wastes out of the
area. The regional concept also means a loss of local autonomy.

The E.I1.S. has an obligation to point out and assess those and other
costs important to the local decision making that must follow.

The Township believes that these remaining areas of concern are

the types properly worked out in second stage sewage planning made
possible by the E.I.S. Those remaining questions should not distract
attention from the more general and fundamental questions by the E.I.S.
The Township is anxious to move ahead with the planning, design,
financing, and construction or appropriate facilities, consistent

with the needs and desires of its citizens.

The E.I.S. presents the choices. The most urgent need seems to be
in the Northern most part of the Township, the Rissmiller area.
That area alone is recommended for immediate federal funding under
Phase One. The E.I.S. recommends that homes in that area be served
promptly with cluster systems or a community marsh pond.

Next, the E.I.S. points to the Cherry Hill area in the Southern part
of the Township. The E.I.S. shows no concentrated problem and no need
for Phase One or centralized sewers. It high lights the need for
careful local planning and suggests a program to monitor, repair and
up-grade existing system as necessary within the existing community.

The remainder of the Township is also included within the so called
"small flow" district. For those areas, the E.I.S. points to the
financial and environmental advantages of local waste management
planning to provide service sporadic problems. The Township endorses
these dispersed and innovative alternatives to its sewage needs and
has already begun planning for them.

The E.I.S. leaves open the question of who can best implement these
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now apparent choices. The E.I.S. recognizes that the sewer
authority's engineers, management, and financing methods may not
meet those needs promptly or effectively. The Township agrees. The
Township firmly believes that the sewer authority's past planning,
posture, and attitude show that it could not do so. In those
circumstances, the Township has no alternative but to regain control
of its sewage planning for the future. Accordingly, it has sent a
Notice of Intent to Withdraw from the sewer authority.

In doing so, the Township commits itself to the sewage planning and
recommendations in the E.I.S. and pledges to work with both E.P.A.
and the sewer authority to implement those choices.

V‘I

s

e, ] N
6% pﬁllmcerlahdo, Chairmai ~ BUshKill

Once again, congratulations on a job well done.

owhsHip Board of Supervisors

SUPERVISORS

Jane Gilbert, Vice Chairman

William Morman

, - . /// . /"/

Anthony Kazmakfites

el jobh =z
Ralph Metz ‘

Leh ! T
w 2. Dret DNeglan

K. Brent Alderfer, Special Counsel

Comnermd o G

Gary Neil Asteak, Sdlicitor
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DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
REGIONAL OFFICE
CURTI!S BUILDING, SIXTH AND WALNUT STREETS

o
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REGION 11l MAR 2 5 1380

BALTIMORE, MARYLAND ¢« PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA »

Mr. Jack J. Schramm

Regional Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency
Region III

Attn.: Ms. Rochelle Volin

6th & Walnut Streets
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

Dear Mr. Schramm:

IN REPLY REFER TO:

3CE

This is to inform you that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Bushkill-Lower Lehigh Joint Sewer Authority and Borough of
Nazareth Wastewater Treatment Facilities has been reviewed and we

have no comments to offer.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this statement.

o ity

Thomas C. Maloney
egional Administrator

Slncerely,
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I1f you have something to say, please send your comments to:

Rochelle Volin (3IR61)

EIS Project Monitor

EIS Preparation Section

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Curtis Building

6th and Walnut Streets

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106
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sz United States Soil P. 0. Box 985

Department of Conservation Federal Square Station

"&£ Agriculture Service Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108

March 17, 1980

Mr. Jack J. Schramm
Regional Administrator
Attention: Ms. Rochelle Volin (Mail Code 3IR61)
U. S. Environmental Protection
Agency
Region 3
Sixth & Walnut Streets
Philadelphia, PA 19160

Dear Mr. Schramm:

The Soil Conservation Service has reviewed the December 1979 Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Bushkill-Lower Lehigh Joint Sewer
Authority and Borough of Nazareth Waste Water Treatment Facilities,
Northampton County, Pennsylvania. The statement displays a good assess-
ment of the items of concern to the SCS. We do feel that the prime
farmlands were overestimated in the draft. According to the definition
of prime farmlands in the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 7, Chapter
Vi, Section 657, 60 percent, rather than 75 percent, of the EIS Service
Area is prime farmland. The land within this 15 percent difference does
not qualify as prime farmland but does qualify as additional farmland of
statewide importance. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this
project.

Sincerely,

14

- ’ . ’
o / Lo

e ’ ) P LI

Graham T. Munkittrick —
State Conservationist
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C. C COLLINGS avp COMPANY IN

LSTABLISHED "824

M

INVESTMENT BANKERS

THE FIDPELITY BUILDING
PHILADELPHIA, PA. 19109

735-1000

March 17, 1980

United States Envirommental Protection Agency
Region IIL

6th & Walnut Streets

Philadelphia, PA 19106

Attn: Ms., Rochelle B. Volin, Project Monitor

Gentlemen:

Our firm serves as Investment Bankers to the Bushkill-Lower Lehigh Joint
Sewer Authority (the Authority) located in Northampton County, Pennsylvania.
Our firm received a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
on the proposed construction by the Bushkill-Lower Lehigh Joint Sewer Author-
ity and Borough of Nazareth Wastewater Management Facilities, Northampton
County, Pa. In respect, thereto, we attended a public hearing on February 21,
1980 in the Nazareth Junior High School.

Our firm has attended meetings since such time with representatives of
the Authority and Gilbert Associates, Reading, Pa., Consulting Engineers for
the Authority. It is our understanding that the Authority has submitted to
your office a request to make certain modifications to the EIS Recommended
Action as set forth in Chapter IX of the Draft EIS.

Based upon information provided to us by the Authority and their Con-
sulting Engineers and our analysis in respect thereto, we recommend your
immediate approval of the segmentation as requested by the Authority for the
following reasons:

1. The Authority's segmented proposal is financially feasible at
present. The annual user rental charges would be less than
$300 per year. This is low enough to make the sale of the
Revenue Bonds that provide the private share of the construction
money possible.

2. The Draft EIS of the Envirommental Protection Agency (EPA) would
not be financially feasible. This is because the additional
costs engendered by changing to force mains and pumping stations
from gravity flow, and a deeper collector in the road center
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U. S. Environmental Protection Agency

EJM/mab

-2—

instead of along the sides, could drive the annual user rental charges
over $400, thus raising serious questions as to the financial feasi-
bility of the Project which could prevent the sale of Revenue Bonds
which provide the private share of the construction money.

The changes requested would require a redesign of the Project which
could delay the Project at least six months. We estimate that any
prolonged delay will cause the costs to substantially rise because

of inflation. Annual delays have increased construction costs
approximately 12% compounded annually per year to date. This pattern
is expected to accelerate in the future.

The Authority is presently obligated to local banks in the amount of
$680,000. Further delays in the approval and construction of the
Sewer System could result in serious financial consequences.

Very truly yours,

C. C. COLLINGS AND COMPANY, INC.

( )
(' ,'7(_((44-,1_(( / Zl ar-c{((.‘

Edward J. Maher
Executive Vice President & Treasurer
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

15 State Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02109

March 11, 1980

ER-80/89

Mr. Jack J. Schramm

Regional Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency
6th and Walnut Streets
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

Dear Mr. Schramm:

This responds to your letter of December 28, 1979, requesting our review
and comments on the draft environmental statement for Bushkill-Lower
Lehigh Joint Sewer Authority and Borough of Nazareth Wastewater Treatment
Facilities, Northampton County. Pennsylvania. The Department of the
Interior offers the following comments for your consideration.

Specific Comments

Page 52 - Under Surface Water Uses and Classification, the statement is
made that "The water use classification. . .for Bushkill Creek and
Little Bushkill Creek. . .has not yet been adopted.” We believe this
statement and the related material in Appendix E-2 should be revised to
reflect adoption of standards referenced in the Pennsylvania Bulletin,
9(36):3051-3179 dated September 8, 1979.

Summary Comments

The discussion of potential project effects on known historic and
archeological resources appears adequate, and there is some discussion
of plans for "an historic sturctures survey" (page 247). However, we
see no provisions for any further identification and evaluation of
presently unknown archeological resources in the proposed project area
that may be eligible for inclusion in the National Register. This
identification would be especially important in siting decisions for any
planned wastewater treatment facilities. We therefore urge that such a
survey be planned as soon as possible, in consultation with the
Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Officer, so that EPA may fully
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comply with historic preservation mandates under Executive Order 11593
and the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended. The results
should be included in the final environmental statement or in any future
environmental documents prepared for the proposed wastewater treatment
project.

The State Historic Preservation Officer for Pennsylvania is Edward
Weintraub, Executive Director, Pennsylvania Historical and Museum
Commission, P.0. Box 1026, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120
(telephone 717-787-2891).

Sincerely vours,

-7
- "/'; ", _ - / ) __r.__’_____.‘_._.—.
e & é <~ o, o) /4,‘ SO L

William Patterson
Regional Environmental Officer
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JOINT PLARNING COMMISSION LEHIGH-NORTHAMPTON COUATIES

ALLENTOWN-BETHLEHEM-EASTON. AIRPORT, Government Bullding
LEHIGH VALLEY, PENNSYLVANIA 18103

March 6, 1980

CODE TELEPHONE

THOMAS H. UNSER Ms. Rochelle Volin 215 264-4544
Chairman .

GEORGE R. JENKINS Environmental Impact Branch (3IR61) MICHAEL N. KAISER
Vice Chairman U.s Fnvi tal P + . : N. KA

RAYMOND C. GEIGER -5. Environmenta rotection Agency Executive Diractor
reasurer 1 3 !

HELENE M, WHITAKER Cu‘rtls Building
Secretary 6th and Walnut Streets

JOHN J. COUGHLIN Philadelphia, PA 19106

FRANK FISCHL
. CYRUS GUTMAN

THOMAS HECKMAN . ; :
NELSON W. HEFFELFINGER Re: L_)raft Environmental Impact Statement -
NICHOLAS G. KORDOPATIS bushkill-Lower Lehigh Sewer Project
STANLEY M. LYSEK

PAUL M. MARCINCIN .

WILLIAM F. MORAN, JR. Dear Ms. Volin:

FRANK W. MOYER

JEAN A, NELSON

ggSEFF!’I)EA:HARO The Joint Planning Commission reviewed the above-referenced
PHILIP R, PORTZ draft report at its regular monthly meeting on February 28,
JOHN . POSIVAK 1980. The Commission's comments are outlined below.

WILLIAM A. REMO

CHARLES S. SAEGER

RODNEY K. SCHLAUCH 1. Gravity Interceptor vs. F .
HENRY J. SCHULTZ Yy p orce Main
LOUIS F. SEEDS

gfg}?:;;f-;;‘i?;‘;m The EIS proposes a major modification to the project
SCOTT A. STONEBACK to provide service by a series of force mains and
Qg;‘;:?k-‘s’éﬁfgaﬁﬂem pumping stations along Tatamy Road rather than by
the proposed gravity interceptor along the Bushkill
léi':/'nguxcg::ggu Creek. The report presents four reasons for this
County Executive change. These four reasons are listed below indi-
S STONEBACK vidually, followed by our comments on them.
of Commissioners
NORTHAMPTON COUNTY a) Federal policies oppose direct Federal investment
MARTIN . SECHTEL in flood-prone areas unless there are no possible
DONALD B. CORRIERE alternatives - This is a sound policy as it ap-
President, County Councif . . . .
plies to public investments which would prone
to flood damages. However, the JPC believes

that it is illogical to apply this policy to
a gravity sewer interceptor which would not
have significant flood damage potential.

b) The interceptor along the Creek would generate
new development in flood plain areas - This
would be a valid concern except that the problem
is mitigated since all of the municipalities in
the service area have or will have flood plain
zoning provisions. Palmer, Forks, Lower Nazareth
and Plainfield Townships,.as well as the Boroughs
of Stockertown and Tatamy, already have flood
plain regulations meeting the standards of the
National Flood Insurance Program. Bushkill and
Upper Nazareth Townships already have planning
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Page Two

Ms. Rochelle Volin

March 6,

c)

1980

programs underway so they will have flood plain
reaulations in the fairly near future. Finally. the
Borough of Nazareth is eligible for the National Flood
Insurance Program so it will have to adopt flooa
plain regulations when its detailed flood study

is prepared. Pennsylvania Act 166, adopted in
1978, requires all flood-prone municipalities to
obtain and maintain eligibility for the flood in-
surance program so this Act will, in effect,
require the municipalities to keep flood plain
zoning in force. I understand that EPA has had
some concern that there is no ironclad guarantee
that such flood plain zoning provisions will re-
main in force. While this is true, we also believe
that there is very little more certain in planning
and zoning given the widespread support for flood
plain zoning and the presence of Act 166.

The gravity interceptor would involve more construc-—
tion in and across the Creek which would have harmful
impacts on aguatic life - It is true that the stream
crossings and construction near the Creek would have
some adverse impacts on aquatic life. Through proper
construction techniques, these impacts can be mini-
mized and the stream should recover from the unavoid-
able damage over time. This negative short-term
impact needs to be compared with the long-term
negative impacts of the pumping stations including
the high cost of maintenance and the energy use to
operate the stations. On balance, the Commission
believes that the gravity interceptor should be
preferred.

(We would like to note here that we periodically receive
grant applications for projects to construct a gravity
interceptor in order to phase out an existing pumping
station. Almost invariably, applicants support such
applications by outlining problems with the pumping
stations such as odors, freguent malfunctions, and

the high cost of operation and maintenance including
electricity costs.)

The gravity interceptor would tend to induce more growth

in the service area - The Commission believes that sewers
do tend to induce growth. If the area is recommended for
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development, this growth inducement is a positive
impact. If not, it is a negative impact. Our views
on this are outlined in the following section en-
titled Growth Policies. It should alsc be noted
that it is possible to connect to force mains and
there could well be pressure to expand pumping
stations. Therefore, even the force main proposal
would have some growth impacts.

Based on the above reasoning, the JPC supports the concept
of a gravity sewer interceptor along the Creek rather than
the force main alternative.

Growth Policies

The JPC Regional Comprehensive Plan assumed that the B-LL
sewer project would be constructed around 1980. Therefore,
the Plan recommended a substantial amount of development in
this corridor. The question which the EIS is asking is what
the JPC's growth policies would have been for the service
area if we hada not assumed that the B-LL sewer system would
be constructed. Answering this question fully would be time
consuming since the assumption was a fundamental basis of
the entire Plan. However, some of our preliminary indica-
tions are outlined below.

a) The JPC would still support urban development in the
general corridor along the Bushkill Creek from the
existing interceptor through Tatamy and Stockertown
to the Village of Belfast in Plainfield Townsip.
Therefore, the growth induced by the sewer in those
areas would be desirable from the JPC Comprehensive
Plan standpoint. This would involve more use of land
including prime farmland in this corridor, but hope-
fully it will reduce the total amount of farmland
converted to urban uses in the region by encouraging
higher densities of development in appropriate areas.

b) We would agree with the idea of deleting the Bushkill
Creek interceptor extension north from Stocerktown
into and beyond Jacobsburg Park. If we had not
assumed that sewer system would be built, these
areas would not have been recommended for urban
development.

c) We agree with the concept of examining alternate

methods of sewage disposal in lightly developed
areas with malfunctioning septic systems instead
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of an extension of regional sewer systems into those
areas. This comment would apply to portions of the
service area such as Cherry Hill, and the portions
of Plainfield Township north of Belfast. (See, for
example, the relevant policies of the JPC Regional
Comprehensive Plan and the 1978 Interim Update to
the JPC Water Supply and Sewage Facilities Plan.)

Our policies concerning growth along the Schoeneck
Creek corridor depend somewhat on what decisions are
eventually made concerning the abandonment or replace-
ment of the Nazareth Sewage Company treatment plant.
If the Nazareth plant is to be phased out and the
Schoeneck Creek inteérceptor constructed, then our
policies would probably recommend development in
that corridor. If the most cost-effective alterna-
tive turns out to be replacing the treatment plant
at the current site, then we would probably not
recommend development in that Schoeneck Creek
corridor. In this case, we would still recommend
continued urban development in and immediately
adjacent to the Borough of Nazareth.

8,'

3. Other Issues

There are a number of other cost and technical issues which
need to be resolved. These include the question of the dual
or single lines along Route 115, the replacement or abandon-
ment of the Nazareth plant, and serving the Newburg homes
area by a pump station or a gravity sewer along the lower
Schoeneck Creek. We believe that these issues ought to be
resolved by a thorough consideration of the costs and en-
gineering advantage and disadvantages. We don't believe
that growth policies issues are major ones in these con-
siderations.

Please contact the JPC offices if you have any questions concerning
these comments.

Very truly yours,

Ol B O Dbl

Allen R. O'Dell
Chief Planner
cc: Mr. Thomas Goldsmith

Attorney Charles Smith Nazareth Sewer Authority
Mr. Lewis Wolfe Nazareth Borough Council
Bushkill Twp. Supervisors Stockertown Borough Council
Plainfield Twp. Supervisors Mr. Joseph McHale

Palmer Twp. Supervisors Mr. Douglas McGuil

Upper Nazareth Twp. Supervisors
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R. D. 3, Getz Road

Township Municipal Building
Nazareth, Pennsylvania 18064
March 21, 1980

Ms. Rochelle B. Volin

Project Monitor

Environmental Protection Agency
Region III

Sixth and Walnut Streets
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

Dear Ms. Volin:

This letter supplements the oral statement given by ocur
Township Solicitor, John Molnar, at the recent public hearing
on February 21, 1980. The comments made in this lctter are a
compilation of the various positions and statements made at
public meetings of the Board of Supervisors of Plainfield Township.

OQur immediate concern lies with the finances of this project,
and we can state this concern in simple terms. We are opposed to
additional costs of inflation, restudy and reenginecring of this
project. We will not consent to the progression of this project,
if the citizens of Plainfield Township will have to bear the
responsibility of the past debts of the Bushkill-Lower Lehiqgh Joint
Sewer Authority and also becar the responsibility of increased future
costs of this project.

As our Solicitor stated in the oral statement presented at the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement public hearing, we believe that
the Environmental Protection Agency has acted irresponsibly in this
project, and have been the cause of the delays and the problems that
have bcen encountered. Therefore, Plainfield Township will be lnoking
directly toward the Environmental Protection Agency to resolwve this
troubled project without any further costs to the citizens of Plainfi-2ld
Township.

Wwe are not prepared to discuss the merits of the Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement, until the Environmental Protection Agency
explains how it plans to pay the past cebts of the Bushkill-Lower ‘
Lehigh Joint Scwer Authority and pay the additional costs of infletion
and rcdesign of this project.
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In conclusion, we will not cooperate with the progress of
this project, until the Environmental Protection Agency explains
hiow and when the past debts and additional costs of this projent
will be paid.

Sincerely yours,
PLAINFIELD TOWNSHIP BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

/ N .
y///,u«fd/ﬁ 2 / /)’Mmm./ _

William H. Danner, Chairman

/~4445, /‘ /'/':;ﬁflér

/éohn A. Houck Secretary

Y
P /“/[l( Sy ILZL L

Robert F. Tenges

cc. John Molnar, Esquire
Richard T. Rutt, P.E.
Mason Klinger
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liss Rochelle Volin February 16, 1980
Environment.l Impact Branch(31R61)

U. 3. Environmental Protection Agency

Curtis Building

6th % #alnut Streets

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

Dear IMs. Volin,

This letter is to let you xnow I am essentizlly in agreement
with your conclusicn of EIS Alternative 9 being the most
suitzole for fundings There are, however, some comments I
weuld like to make which are relative:

l. T would lixke to re-iter=te that the fate of Up»er Nazareth
Township Zast Lawn Area is tied inseparably to the N-.zareth
Boro because of economic,social and vhysical reasons such
as schools, YMCA, comnunity parks,zarbace disposal, sports
peoframs, and cooperation of police and fire departments;
therefore, nothing should deter their collaboration in a
sewage collection and treatment systen.

2. I apree with building a new Nazareth Sewage Trezctment Plant
and with subsequent continued local treatment. The current
dry winter we are experiencing locally points ald the more
to keeping treated water in the area to help the water table.
In addition, the Easton Treatment Plant, according to recent
radio reports are already experiencing sludge removal prob-
lems which might be indicative of future problems. It would
be ironic to send waste to Ezston to treat and have to re-
turn it to the outlying areas for disvosal.

3. The need for a collector line as far east as shown on E. Lawn
Rde (Rt. 1S1 to Stockertown) may not be necessary and could
eliziinate a force main and puiping station. The railroad
track has been razed between Friedensthal Rd. and Rt. 1€1
and the Hercules Cement Co. is bwying the right-of-way ocb-
vionsly to expznd their gquarry. This would curtail the
development ghown on Fig. ITI-13, year 2000 as heavy resi-
dential south of East Lawn nd. and east of Zley 3t.

Le IMap III-Z3 which shows constraints on develdoment and M-p
IIT-2]1 which shows on-site problems indicate unsuitable soil
and 2 pobsible malfunction Zast Lawn Toad (Rt. 161 towards

tcckertown). This nossibly might be corrected by up-srad-
ing the on lot systems. lNost of these homes are 50 or more
years old and .iay never have nad oroper on lot systems in-
st-1lled. [fhere are also drainage pronlems in this area
caused by improper rading and lsck of storm sewers. Correc-
tion of the above w»roblems may negate tie need for a collec-
tor line for a larsze portion of Z. Lawn Rd.

(cont.)
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February 16, 1580 (conti

Hecent newsgager articles in dlc te $.at the proposed Sears
Mall at the inter“ectior of Tits. 248 and 33 would rival the
existinz Lehish Valley i-all in size. T thie is true, tnese

concerns 5nould pe mede a part of the overall plan and help

say thelr share of Lre cos Ls.

Since the II3 was nos ori-'nally rerfor bzfere cllowing

the rrant to the 3LL-J34 and re slied on una Ciilfert Assccilates
Fessibility 3cudy, I think the ZFA sicld earnestly coasider

the hossibilit: of helping defray the cost of liabilities of the

an

various cowunities to the BLL-J3A to :ake up for thils “oversite".

I believe there is a lsrge arount of wublic distrust of tre
BLL~-Jdsa and therefore question its usefullness to soiwe all of the
sewer nroblems in guestion. Snecifically I believe a sep-

arazte sewer authority chould be formed to zdninister the needs

of the Hazareth Boro—Up,er Nazoareth Township bullt-up area.

This was previously reco.mended by iniependent studies wade by
consultants for these coumunities.

T am 9n0¢051nh recent newsvaner article coples which have a direct
bearing on the draft EIS. Taaik you for considering these items.

I

hope they will rrove useful.

Sincerely,

”;/EJLLULL/ ) 4{ /bcuwau

Francis .underly

President Of Upner Nazareth Francis J. acnweluzer
Citizens League 24 3. Eley St.

Nazareth, Pa. 13084
Usper Nazareth Township
Board of Supervisors (Upuer Nazareth Township)
c¢/o Tobert Recker
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February 22, 1980

Ms. Rochelle Volin

Environmental Impace Branch (31R61)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Curtis Bullding

6th & Walnut Streets

Philadelghic, DA 19108
Dear Ms. Volin:

We ottended the Hearing Last evening in Nozareth Junlor High with varitous neighbors
from PLalnfleld Township.

We Live on Kesslersville Rood within smelling distance of that one optlon (open flLeld
spraying) which you sald Ls no Longer viable.

Qur immediote area is violently opposed to such an optlon should Lt ever resurface
agoin. We consider Lt a very indellcote manner to solve the excreta problems of mankind.

We enjoyed the portlon we heard and realilze that you have a tough job humoring the varlous
engineering approaches.

Thank you and good Luck.

Stncerely, 5

/

4 . ; .
X oA z,/% 4 >’7’"‘/'/'y/

Robert C. Nagel
Box 371B, R. D. 3
Nazareth, PA 18064

cc: J. Rampulla
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Plainfield Township Planning &
Zoning Commission

R. D. 3, Getz Road

Nazareth, Pennsylvania 18064
February 20, 1980

Ms. Rochelle B. Volin

Project Monitor

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region III

Sixth and Walnut Streets

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 15106

Dear Ms. Volin:

I have been authorized by the Plainfield Township Planning &
Zoning Commission to correspond with you in regard to the draft
Environmental Impact Statement as prepared for Bushkill-Lower Lehigh
Joint Sewer Authority and Borough of Nazareth Waste Water Treatment
Facilities.

On February 18, 1980, the Plainfield Township Planning & Zoning
Commission passed a Resolution opposing any of the alternatives listed
in the Impact Statement which permits spray irrigation in Plainfield
Township. We are strongly opposed to usage of valuable farmland in
Plainfield Township for spray irrigation. The Plainfield Township
Farmers' Association and adjoining farm owners to the proposed spray
irrigation site are extremely upset with the proposed alternatives.

We trust that no further consideration will be given to spray
irrigation in Plainfield Township.

Sincerely yours,

P L
/: ‘.4£l‘f¢% ,},9/1( b/( ¢ Sl ex
Elwood Lieberman, Chairman
Plainfield Township Planning & Zoning Commission

cc. Plainfield Township Board of Supervisors
Ernest Ibarra, Secretary, Plainfield Township Plg. & Zng. Com.
John Molnar, Esquire
Richard T. Rutt, P.E.
Charles Smith, Esguire
Lewis H. Wolfe
Jack J. Schramm
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PRESIDENT ASSOCiation
Richard D, Lieberman

R.D. 1, Box 159~

Pen Argyl, Pa. 18072

SECRETARY

Fay Fulmer

R.D. 3, Box 281 R

Nazareth, Pa. 18064 February 20. 1980

Ms. Rochelle B. Volin

Project Monitor

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Regicn II1I

Sixth and Walnut Streets

Philadelphia, Pennsylvainia 19106

Dear Ms. Volin:

VICE PRESIDENT
Donald Mack

R.D. 1

Pen Argyl, Pa. 18072

TREASURER

Nancy Hower

R.D. 3, Box 345
Nazareth, Pa. 13064

I am currently the President of the Flainfield Farmers Fair

Association.

The Plainfield Farmers Fair Association has been holding an
annual Fair at the Plainfield Farmers Grove on Route 191 for over
thirty (30) years. In reviewing the Environmental Impact Statement,
we find that therc are a number of alternatives preoposed by the
Environmental Protection Agency recommending spray irrigation on
lands adjoining the Plainfield Farmers Fair Association real e:tate.

The citizens of Plainfield Township and citizens of Northampton
County have enjoyed and looked forward to the holding of this annual
affair. There are approximately 20,000 to 30,000 people who attend
this annual event. We are opposed to having a spray irrigation site
adjoining our Farmers Falr Association real estate. We believe that
a spray irrigation site in the close proximity of our real estate will

have an adverse eifect on the Fair.

We are also opposed to the taking of avproximately 100 acres of
valuable farmland for the vurpose of spray irrigation.

We recommend that the Environmental Protection Agency dismiss
any thoughts of using farmland in Plainfield Township for spray

irrigation.

Sincerely yours,

Richard D. Liebecrman, President
Plainfield Farmers Fair Association

ce. Plainfield Township Board of Supervisors

Ernest Ibarra, Secretary, Plainfield Township Plg. & Zng. Com.

Jacﬁ J- Schrqwm 201
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FEDERAL EMEBGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
FEDERAL INSURANCE AND HAZARD MITIGATION

CURTIS BUILDING, SIXTH AND WALNUT STREETS
PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19106
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have adopted floodplain managewent ordinances in coanpliance with section
60.3(0) (fornwerly designated 1%10.3(d)) of the regulations for the Wational
Flood lansurance Program., These oruinances liwit and condition, out do not
prohinhit totally, develoginent within the one huwdied (i1ul) year floud plaln
as defined by tielr respective Flood Insurance otuuy. Coples of these
ovdinances and studies are availaole in tie offices of our Insurance ancd
mitigation Division (Curtis Building, koo 706) .

-~
ANe appreciate tiie opportunity to review this pnvicomaental Dapact
statement. Please feel free to contact us if you have any (juestions,

blucerely yourc:s,

Lc)@w i

Walter P, Pierson
Acting virectoc
Insurance and dMitigation bivision
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LEHIGH UNIVERSITY

Bethlehem, Pennsylvania 18015

Telephone: (215)861-3680 Department of Biology
861-3681 Williams Hall #31

February 28, 1980

Ms. Rochelle Volin (3IR61)

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region III

6th and Walnut Streets

Philadelphia, PA 19106

Dear Ms. Volin:

Enclosed please find my comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement on the Bushkill-Lower Lehigh Joint Sewer Authority Project. 1
presented most of this statement at the February 21st hearing at the
Nazareth Junior High School. Hopefully these comments will be helpful
to you in the preparation of the Final Impact Statement. I hope that you
will be able to conduct more bacterial tests in order to ascertain the
cause of coliform bacteria pollution in the creek and nitrate contamination
of the wells.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely yours,

Patncra V- Braelt, PA-D.

Patricia T. Bradt, Ph.D.
Adjunct Assistant Professor

PTB:ams
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Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on
Bushkill Lower Lehigh Joint Sewer Authority

by

Patricia T. Bradt, Ph.D.
February 21, 1980

Good evening. My name is Dr. Patricia Bradt and I 1ive in Palmer Township
at 10_Iv¥ Court, Easton. I guess I can represent the inactive Bushkill Watershed
Association, but I would rather represent myself, a concerned biologist. I have

Eaﬁghﬁ biology at both Lafayette and Lehigh and am currently doing research at
ehigh.

I have conducted several long term studies on the biology and watevjquality
of the Bushkill Creek and am continuing these studies. I documented my ‘work on
the stream at the January 1979 public hearings. My purpose tonight is to address
the draft environmental impact statement prepared by EPA and Wapora. I have
spent hours pouring over the 597 pages and I feel that I have not yet grasped
the entire subject.

In deciding the best method of solving the human waste disposal problems
in the upper portions of the Bushkill drainage basin, it is imperative that the
water quality in the Bushkill Creek and its tributaries be preserved or even
better - improved over the present quality. Only by preserving or improving
the existing water quality, will the future of the Bushkill Creek as a reproducing
trout stream be insured. The DEIS considers water quality in the stream as a
high priority and I am very pleased with that part of the statement. In addition
both the placing of sewage effluent on the land and the prevention of water loss
from the drainage basin are two ecologically sound recommended actions. Ideally
the nutrients in sewage effluent should be returned to the land where they can
fertilize land plants rather than put into the water where they only fertilize
algae. Unfortunately there are problems with land disposal of effluents i.e.,
heavy metals build up and virus survival. If land disposal is selected the
effluent must be free of heavy metals and pathogenic viruses. The cost of the
land under consideration for land application may be prohibitive. The retaining
of water in the drainage basin - by cluster systems and by land disposal - will
insure adequate recharge of the ground water. A minimum of water should be
exported from the drainage basin via centralized sewage to the Easton treatment
plant.

I have many comments and questions which I wil} submit in formal form for
the Final Environmental Impact Statement. I will briefly summarize my questions.

I. Will the land disposal, cluster systems and other sewage treatments
quarantee that there will be no problems with nitrates in ground water and coli-
forms in the creek from these systems? The DEIS mentions mitigation - how do we
know these mitigation methods will prevent further ground water and surface
water contamination? What are the guarantees?

II. I am pleased that the areas of route 115 in Belfast, Stockertown and
Tatamy have a high priority for sewers. The need is these areas is well
documented.
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IIT. Jacobsburg State Park has been removed from consideration for waste
disposal. Originally Jacobsburg was to have many overnight camping facilities
and would not open until sanitary sewers were completed. Obviously the state has
revised its plans for Jacobsburg. Does the state plan not to have any sewage
treatment for the park? What are the plans?

IV. One of the key issues is the issue of malfunctioning septic systems
and deteriorating water quality. If this is a key issue, I think more work
should have been done on the identification of the.type of bacterial pollution
in the stream. Are the bacteria from humans or domestic animals? In order to
identify more precisely the source of the bacteria, more fecal coliform and fecal
streptococcus samples should be taken - over many months - not just over a few
days. No valid conclusions can be drawn from a few days of sampling! Bacterial
sampling should be done during high water, lTow water and at high water temperatures
Because of the infrequent sampling for fecal coliform and fecal streptococcus,

I am not convinced that it is agricultural runoff and not septic tanks and sewage
plant effluents that are contributing both bacteria and nutrients (nitrates and
orthophosphate) to the stream. [ question the data from which these conclusions
are drawn. With all the money spent on this impact statement I think more
attention should have been given to determining more definitely the source of
bacterial and nutrients inputs to the stream and ground water. If it is
agricultural runoff causing the problems, perhaps all this waste water treatment
will not significantly improve and protect water quality in the stream and wells.
There are studies which can be done to pinpoint sources of nitrogen and bacteria
and I strongly urge that these studies be done.

V. Nitrates in both ground water and surface water are a cause for concern.
I think we should take a long hard look at both the Wind Gap and Nazareth sewage
treatment plants as a potential source of nitrate in both ground and surface
water.

I am concerned about the nitrate content of ground water in the limestone
areas and urge that this problem be addressed. Ninety-six percent of the wells
sampled were in Bushkill Township - what about the limestone area wells? Some
testing we did in 1976-77 indicated that the Timestone springs may be a source of
nitrates. ’

VI. 1 must question the statement that nutrients in the stream are decreasing
My two long term studies (16 months each) indicate at least a doubling of nitrate
and orthophosphate from 1973 to 1977. These determinations were taken in the
exact same place and cover about 60 chemical analyses.

There should be no more sewage effluents discharged to the stream and I am
pleased that the DEIS agrees. Nutrient input into the stream must be curtailed.
I hope that whichever alternative is chosen, the nutrients entering the stream
will be drastically reduced. The future of the stream is at stake.

VII. The DEIS has given top priority to the preservation of agricultural
lands. I heartily agree with this priority! The annual loss of farmland in the
United States is enormous and with the increasing shortage of food, arable land
is a valuable resource for both the United States and the world.
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VIII. The Nazareth sewage plant obviously has problems and is contributing
to the deterioration of both the Schoeneck and the mainstream Bushkill. We have
been studying the Schoeneck and very recently recorded very high fecal coliform,
ammonia, nitrite, nitrate and orthophosphate Tevels - the highest I have ever
recorded in the drainage basin! The Schoeneck contribures up to 25% of the flow
of the Bushkill and as such injects a large load of bacteria and nutrients to
the Bushkill.

_ Evgn with a new treatment plant at Nazareth there will still be nutrient
input into the stream. Perhaps nutrient removal should be considered if we really
want to preserve the Bushkill and improve the Schoeneck.

IX. The biological survey has several problems. In the case of the plants,
the Jacobsburg survey omits many plants found in the park - such as trout 1lily,
Jack-in-the-pulpit, dwarf ginseng, butterfly weed and many ferns and mosses. I
have had students do studies there and have also taken classes there on field trips

_ In the fish survey the fairly common Johnny Darter, Etheostoma nigrum, was
omitted. The invertebrate survey is apparently complete.

_ The American toad's name is Bufo americanus, not Bufo terrestris as stated
in the DEIS. Bufo terrestris is found only south of the Mason Dixon Line.

Other changes in the biota list are as follows:
Plant Species in Jacobsburg Park:

There are many species of mosses and liverworts in the Park, also
many species of fern not mentioned. 1 enclose a 1ist of flowering plants
(Angiospermae) found in the Park during a student survey in 1975.

In conclusion, the preservation of the Bushkill Creek as a stream supporting
reproducing trout must be insured. The pollution of both ground water and surface
streams from bacteria and nutrients must be prevented. The stream is still re-
covering from the stress of the rechanneling in the Tate 1960's.

The solving of the waste problems in the northern part of the drainage basin
must be compatible with the future health of the stream. The Bushkill Creek does
not need any further stress, both point and nonpoint discharges must be reduced.

Trout habitat is rapidly disappearing from the northeast. Whatever alternative

is selected, let us be assured that the valuable natural resource, trout habitat
in the Bushkill Creek, is preserved for future generations. Thank you.
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F & M ASSOCIATES, INC. STRUCTURAL

SANITARY
INDUSTRIAL
Consulting Civil Engineers MUNICIPALS
ilton Street
Frank W. Moyer, P. E. 1132 Hami
J;ahnn C. Parisiy P.E Allentown, Penna. 18101
Donald J. Shurilla, P. E. Phone 215 432-4531
David B. Nuss, P. E.
Douglas H. Gordon, P. E.
Monroe W. Frey, R A.
Peter P. Brungard, Jr, R. S
John S. Heiny, R. S. February 7. 1980

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region III

6th & Walnut Street

Philadelphia, Pa. 19106

Atn: Rochelle B. Volin
3IR61

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Bushkill-Lower Lehigh
Joint Sewer Authority and Borough of Nazareth

Dear Ms. Volin:

I have received a draft of the EIS for the referenced project
and offer the following comments in regards to the effects on the
Borough of Nazareth.

I agree with the conclusion that EIS Alternative 9 with slight
modification is the best alternative and feel the Borough of Nazareth
will concur with that selection.

I also concur in the elimination of the Schoeneck Creek inter-
ceptor and the replacement of the Nazareth Treatment Plant. This
is consistent with the conclusions reached in our previous reports
the the Borough of Nazareth.

I also note the comment in the EIS that if the Nazareth Sewerage
Company becomes publicly owned, the owners may apply to EPA for Step
I and subsequent grants for planning, design and construction of
wastewater facilities. There is even a clause that the owners may
enter into an agreement with the Bushkill-Lower Lehigh Joint Sewer
Authority to amend the existing application to include funds for
necessary Step I planning effort. Since the purchase of the Nazareth
Sewerage Company by the Borough of Nazareth is imminent, we anticipate
this is the procedure they would follow.
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In summary, I concur with the scope of the EIS and look

forward to the utilization of the selected Alternative to provide
the proper wastewater management.

cc:
ccL
cc:
cc:

Very truly yours :

John C. Parisi, P.E.

Nazareth Borough Municipal Authority (5)
Conrad C. Shimer, Esq.

Alfred S, Pierce, Esqg.

Thomas Coughlin
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PLAINFIELD TOWNSHIP TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION
Box 164
Wind Gap, Pa. 18091

Ms. Rochelle Volin (3IR60)

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Curtis Building

6th & Walnut Streets

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

We wish to thank Ms. Rochelle Volin and her fellow workers

in the E.P.A. for the in depth study which resulted in the
draft envrionmental impact statement for the BLL project.

Our thanks also to Eric Hediger and the planners, geologists
demographers and associates from Wapopa, Inc., who contributed
so greatly to this study.

It was very gratifying to find that all of this work found the
BLL proposal completely unacceptable for the variety of reasons
outlined in the E.I1.S.

The one area in which we think additional information would
have been desirable, is in identifying the potential and
confirmed malfunctions with names and addresses. I will point
out the reasons for this a bit later.

We attended our last Supervisors meeting and pointed out to them that
after wasting all this time, to say nothing of the thousands of
dollars they have expended on the BLL project, all that has been
achieved is an unacceptable BLL plan. 1In view of this fact we

cannot condone any plan involving the BLL. If the recommended
action were taken all of the people from our Township who would

be forced to use it would not only be paying for a massive sewer
system which we do not need, but they would also find themselves
captive payees to amortize the enormous debt BLL has run up with
bank loans.

In order to preclude this we have suggested to our Supervisors
that they cut any additional losses and pull out of the BLL
project entirely.

We have always recognized the fact that there are some

problem areas in the Township, and urged our Supervisors to
solve them by embracing a waste water management concept as
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Ms. Rochelle Volin February 21, 1980
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Page TWO

enunciated in the E.I.S. Incidentally we made this same
recommendation to our Supervisors several years ago.

As part of this waste water management plan we think the problems
in the southern end of the Township could also be addressed and
solved, hence the earlier request for identification of
malfunctions so that the new Board could begin with the known
problem areas first.

Rochelle, I am now retired and if necessary you may reach me
on my home phone 1-215-863-4422.

Thank you again for all your hard work, and an excellent job.

Sincerely yours,
e

\ L
A TSR SN

P VAR = N
' \JOSE;{ ¥. DORNER

i
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PRESIDENT Association

: . VICE PRESIDENT
Richard D. Lieberman Donald Mack
R.D. 1, Box 159-B R.D. 1
Pen Argyl, Pa, 18072 Pen Argyl, Pa .18672

, Pa.

SECRETARY TREASURER
;ﬂé Fglm;:x 281 Nancy Hower
Nazare,rh, Pa. 18064 February 20, 1980 R.D. 3, Box 345

Nazareth, Pa. 18064

Ms. Rochelle B. Volin

Project Monitor

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region III

Sixth and Walnut Streets

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

Dear Ms. Volin:

I am currently the President of the Plainfield Farmers Fair
Association.

The Plainfield Farmers Fair Association has been holding an
annual Fair at the Plainfield Farmers Grove on Route 191 for over
thirty (30) years. 1In reviewing the Environmental Impact Statement,
we find that there are a number of alternatives prcposed by the
Environmental Protection Agency recommending spray irrigation on
lands adjoining the Plainfield Farmers Fair Association real estate.

The citizens of Plainfield Township and citizens of Northampton
County have enjoyed and looked forward to the holding of this annual
affair. There are approximately 20,000 to 30,000 people who attend
this annual event. We are opposed to having a spray irrigation site
adjoining our Farmers Fair Association real estate. We believe that
a spray irrigation site in the close proximity of our real estate will
have an adverse effect on the Fair.

We are also opposed to the taking of approximately 100 acres of
valuable farmland for the purpose of spray irrigation.

We recommend that the Environmental Protection Agency dismiss
any thoughts of using farmland in Plainfield Township for spray
irrigation.

Sincerely yours, _

Richard D. Lieberman, President
Plainfield Farmers Falir Association

cc. Plainfield Township Board of Supervisors
Ernest Ibarra, Secretary, Plainfield Township Plg. & Zng. Com.
Jack J. Schramm
Lewis H. Wolfe 212



APPENDIX F

TRANSCRIPT (COPY) OF
PUBLIC HEARING ON DRAFT EIS,
21 February 1980

(Included by Reference)
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