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RESOLUTION NO. 08-35
OF THE MIFFLIN COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
TO ADOPT A PUBLIC SEWER PLAN FOR MIFFLIN COUNTY

WHEREAS, Commissioners of the County of Mifflin, (the "Commissioners") authorized the preparation
of a Public Sewer Plan ("Plan™) for the entire county of Mifflin;

WHEREAS, the purpose of the Plan is to inventory existing sewage facilities, evaluate the County’s
wastewater needs, encourage municipalities to update sewage planning documents and promote orderly
development by encouraging coordination of public sewage facility planning throughout the County;

WHEREAS, to ensure public participation, a Steering Committee was appointed by the County
Commissioners to oversee the development of the Plan;

WHEREAS, to ensure public input a digital copy of the proposed plan was posted on the County’s web
site, www.co.mifflin.pa.us, for citizens in Mifflin County to review;

WHEREAS, the County provided a copy of the executive summary of the proposed Plan to all of the
municipalities in Mifflin County for review; and

WHEREAS, the Commissioners desire to adopt the proposed Public Sewer Plan as a planning document,
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the County of Mifflin, Pennsylvania, as follows:

Section 1. The Commissioners adopt the Public Sewer Plan for Mifflin County, prepared by RETTEW
Associates, Inc., in the form and content presented at a public meeting, as the County’s official public
sewer plan.

Section 2. The Plan as adopted by the Commissioners shall include the following chapters and all charts,
tables, diagrams, appendices, figures and textual matter contained there and appended thereto:

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

CHAPTER 1 - DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC OVERVIEW

CHAPTER 2 — EFELUENT QUALETY REQUIREMENTS, WASTEWATER COLLECTION AND TREATMENT
FACILITIES

CHAPTER 3 — LAND USE PRACTICES

CHAPTER 4 - SEWAGE FACILITIES PLANNING AND IMPACT ON ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
CHAPTER 5 - ON-LOT SEWAGE DISPOSAL

CHAPTER 6 - REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

CHAPTER 7~ PLAN RECOMMENDATION AND IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

GLOSSARY OF TERMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

APPENDICES

Section 3. This Resolution shall become effective and be in force immediately.

ADOPTED this twenty-first day of August, 2008, by the Commissioners of the County of
Mifflin, Pennsylvania, in lawful session duly assembled.

ATTEST MIFFLIN COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
fo’?/ i{j 7 S&f'ﬂéf‘&/ By o Tene d 2 A A

C‘zit_byi ,Rmmg,“.“Chmf Cletk - Mark A. Sundertand, Chairman - T~
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MIFFLIN COUNTY PuUBLIC SEWER PLAN
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Mifflin County Public Sewer Plan (MCPSP) updates the 1979 Mifflin County Comprehensive
Area-Wide Water and Sewer Plan. The MCPSP also consolidates the many municipal Act 537
sewage facilities plans throughout the County into one concise document. Finally, the MCPSP
strives for consistency by incorporating recommendations stemming from the County’s
Economic Development Strategy and high and limited growth areas described in the Mifflin
County Comprehensive Plan: Paths and Bridges to the 21st Century.

Although the MCPSP inventories and analyzes municipal wastewater collection, conveyance
and treatment facilities, the document does not include final engineering, construction or
detailed financing plans. The MCPSP will focus on important planning strategies that will
implement previous planning efforts engaged within the County.

Funding for this document was produced through the PA Department of Community and
Economic Development’s Land Use Planning and Technical Assistance Program with locall
funding provided by the Mifflin County Board of County Commissioners including conftributions
from Derry Township, Lewistown Borough and Burnham Borough.

Plan Process
The development of the Mifflin County Public Sewer Plan was broken into five parts over the
course of the last three years which included:
1. Background and Plan Development Process
2. Socio-Economic and Wastewater Findings
3. Sewage Facilities Planning and Economic -
Development Recommendations A LA

e phing B b e a3 (i s e mi s

4. On-Lot Sewage Disposal Recommendations T e S

5. Summary of Recommendations e 5 T e

Two public meetings were held during the plan
process one at the beginning of the process to
determine the area’s needs and one at the end of
the plan development to review the plan’'s
recommendations. An advisory committee of
twelve individuals which represented economic
development within the county, municipal leaders,
sewage enforcement, county planning and
conservation practices and wastewater freatment
plant operations assisted in the plan development.




Plan Findings

(@]

The region’s older communities have experienced a “hollowing out” of its urban core,
with many homes being demolished or converted to other uses. This “hollowing out”
leads to a loss of fax and rate base, coupled with diminished economic development in
most of these areas.

Concurrent with the "hollowing out” of the urban core, land development activity
confinues to climb in once rural communities due to improvements in transportation,
sewer and water infrastructure.

With the introduction of infrastructure into the rural municipalities in the County growth
has occurred. Due to the growth the rural municipalities face additional infrastructure
maintenance and liability. With more homes being built further away from urban cores
affordable infrastructure improvements will become increasingly difficult for existing rate
payers.

Based on projections, over the next twenty years the County will withess and increase of
over 3,800 new residents and over 1,550 dwelling units.

Mifflin County Population Projections*
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Throughout Mifflin County currently there is 58% unused capacity available at the
municipal facilities. Projected wastewater flows for 2010 are 3.843 MGD, leaving
approximately 28% unused capacity.

It is estimated that over 75 million dollars will be needed to meet the Chesapeake Bay
Tributary Strategy and/or wastewater treatment facility expansion or maintenance for
the entire County.
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Some municipalities do not have minimum lot size provisions large enough to adequately
provide for on-lot sewage disposal and should be revised.

There are three wastewater treatment facilities that accept septage however; the
majority of septage is transported outside of the county based on existing rates. The
County continues to receive more on-lot systems, and more septage is being generated.

Plan Recommendations

o

Update Act 537 sewage facilities plans to be consistent with the county and local
planning documents.

Adopt and implement the designated growth and rural area concept identified in the
County’s Comprehensive Plan to specifically focus coordinating zoning districts, density
and intensity of uses, and public infrastructure improvements (sewer).

Require sewer extensions and/or capped sewers for properties within growth areas as
identified within the County Comprehensive Plan, while prohibiting extension into
designated rural area zoning districts which are designated for less infense uses and
types of infrastructure and services.

Requiring secondary percs and probes for alternate on-lot sewage disposal sites and
systems, and perpetual easements to reserve an area on lots to allow for a secondary
back-up or alternate disposal system.

Amend municipal subdivision and zoning ordinances to assist in controlling public sewer
development and support the County Comprehensive Plan.

Establish a County-wide Sewer Committee to review municipal planning and sewer
documents to determine consistency with long range planning.

The County should finish its Economic Strategy to better understand where opportunities
exist for development within the County within the next two years.

Consider developing a regional sewage management program in which a regional
agency would be responsible for coordinating routine inspections and pumping
associated with on-lot sewage disposal systems management ordinances which is
currently handled by individual municipalities.

Initiate regional cost-sharing inifiatives associated with wastewater treatment plan
operations.

Educate officials, developers, land development professionals, and citizens on the PA
DEP Planning Module review and approval process.

The sewage module review process is an opportunity fo utilize this Plan and its
suggestions on an application by application basis.

Explore the feasibility of developing a regional septage facility.

Coordinate regional capital improvement plans to assist in offsetting costs associated
with addressing the requirements of the Chesapeake Bay Tributary Strategy.



MIFFLIN COUNTY

PUBLIC SEWER PLAN
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT:

This Project was financed in part by a grant from the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,
Department of Community and Economic Development. Mifflin County Board of County
Commissioners and contributions from Derry Township, Lewistown Borough and Burnham
Borough provided the match to the State’s LUPTAP grant and additional financial assistance
needed to cover this study’s cost.

The Commissioners of Mifflin County

Mr. Mark A. Sunderland, Chairman
Mr. Otis Riden, Vice Chairman
Mr. Bob Reck, Secretary

Advisory Committee:
e Mr. John Lacombe
e Mr. Victor Dimoff
e Mr. Dan Kochenderfer
e Mr. Tom Garver
e Mr Robert Rosenberry, Sr.
e Mr. Mike Dippery
e Mr. James Felmlee
e Mr. Richard Yohn
e Mr. Rob Postal
e Mr. John McCullough
e Mr. Earl “Pete” Weaver
e Mr. Dan Dunmire

Mifflin County Planning and Development Department
Wiliam A. Gomes, AICP, Director
Mark Colussy, Associate Planner

Project Consultants:
RETTEW Associates, Inc.
Material Matters, Inc.

AucgusT 21, 2008 RETTEW

PAGE 1



MIFFLIN COUNTY

PUBLIC SEWER PLAN

AucgusT 21, 2008 RETTEW

PAGE 2



MIFFLIN COUNTY

PUBLIC SEWER PLAN
TABLE OF CONTENTS:

1. DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC OVERVIEW.....ccctteettcciccessscceees O
II. EFFLUENT QUALITY REQUIREMENTS, WASTEWATER

COLLECTION AND TREATMENT FACILITIES ...ccevvttietieeiecencenees 22
IIll. LAND-USE PRACTICES ..cciitttttttttiriereecereecersscesesssssesssssssssscesess OO
IV. SEWAGE FACILITIES PLANNING AND IMPACT ON ECONOMIC

DEVELOPMENT ..etiittitetteeetecceaccsscessccsscesscssscssscssscsssesscssssssscsnsens o5
V. ON-LOT SEWAGE DISPOSAL ..ccccettttiieteneceneccncecescessccsscnnscnsses 105
VI. REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS ...cccttttutieeeenreecereecescnsescescncens 109
VIl. PLAN RECOMMENDATION AND

IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY .eectttittitteteecreeceecncescnsencescnsenes 119

GLOSSARY OF TERMS AND

ABBREVIATIONS
...................................................................................................... 123
APPENDIX A: POPULATION PROJECTIONS FOR INDIVIDUAL
MUNICIPALITIES «eeeetetteteeeeeecessscecesssessssosessscsssssnns 125
APPENDIX B: BilosoLIDS MANAGEMENT AND WASTEWATER
TREATMENT SURVEY RESULTS . .cccccevttteecncsscccenes 141
TABLES
TABLE 1: DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGE, 1970-2000 ......ccccitiitieieierenineneccececacecscscscsssssssscnsnsacacacasanas 6
TABLE 2: MIFFLIN COUNTY POPULATION PROJECTIONS....ccttvtttrttttetenrerecececscscscssscsssssssssssssnsnes 13
TABLE 3. HOUSING TRENDS, 1980-2000 ......ccictitiuieieeeieeeeenereneaccecacacacacacecscsssssssssssssssasscasasans 14
TABLE 4. OCCUPANCY STATUS AND TENURE, 1990 AND 2000 ....ccccititieiiierinenicncececececececennes 15
TABLE 5: EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY, 2000 ....ccciiiiiiiiiiiiiieieieieieeeetecrcesesecasacacacacacsssassssssnns 17
TABLE 6. MIFFLIN COUNTY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY SECTOR, APRIL 2007 ....cccecvevvveunen. 19
TABLE 7: MIFFLIN COUNTY AND THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA COMPARISON OF AVERAGE
ANNUAL WAGE BY MAJOR OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, MAY 2006........ccciciiuinininieieieiecenenenecncnns 19
TABLE 8: WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY SUMMARY ..cctttitrtientnenencacececececscscsssssssnsscscacscscsses 69
TABLE 9: SUMMARY OF ANNUAL BIOSOLIDS AND SEPTAGE GENERATION QUANTITIES .......... 71
TABLE 10: SUMMARY OF DAILY BIOSOLIDS AND SEPTAGE ..cccctittttetietettereecnrersesecesessscesessscsceses 72
TABLE 11: BIOSOLIDS CHARACTERISTICS AND END USE PRACTICES ...ccevtvtttrtrtcncececececececannes 74
TABLE 12: CLASS A (EXCEPTIONAL QUALITY) BIOSOLIDS PROCESSING OPTIONS.......cccceuueuee. 75
TABLE 13: BIOSOLIDS PRODUCT END USE MANAGEMENT OPTIONS.....cccccvtttittncncececacecacecennes 76
TABLE 14: INDIVIDUAL SUMMARY OF BIOSOLIDS GENERATION QUANTITIES (2005) .............. 78
TABLE 15: WASTEWATER TREATMENT CAPACITY AND PROCESSES....cccccetttetittetteetecereccecacenes 87
TABLE 16: SEWER PLANNING IN LOCAL ORDINANCES SUMMARY ...cccccetetecececececenensncncncacacacens 92
TABLE 17: LOCAL PLANNING CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS SUMMARY ...cccovttttererrececececacecescscaceses 99
TABLE 18: LOCAL PLANNING DOCUMENTS STATUS SUMMARY ..ccccctittuiitieinreriecececescacacessscnes 117
TABLE 19: ARMAGH TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS ...c.ctutttecececececececenscnsncecacecscacees 124

AucgusT 21, 2008 RETTEW

PAGE 3



MIFFLIN COUNTY

PUBLIC SEWER PLAN

TABLE 20: BROWN TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS .....ccctctuttttetierererereneneensecececscscacees 125
TABLE 21: DECATUR TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS ....ccuvetitteterereecerecersecesessssacacesnns 126
TABLE 22: BURNHAM BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS ....cccccttttrerereceeenecncncncacacecacacees 127
TABLE 23: DERRY TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS ..cccctitittititieceteeeacececescacessscacecesesns 128
TABLE 24: GRANVILLE TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS ...ccccctttietererenenenccncecacacecacacees 129
TABLE 25:. JUNIATA TERRACE BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS ...cccovvtieinenrncecacecncncees 130
TABLE 26: LEWISTOWN BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS ...cccittttititinenriecececereecacesescnnes 131
TABLE 27: BRATTON TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS ..c.ccuvutittererereerecncescscasessssasnsesnns 132
TABLE 28: MCVEYTOWN BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS ....ccccctttrttecnrrecececeseacacesescnces 133
TABLE 29: OLIVER TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS......ccctutetetecececeeeceeensnccncncscacacacacees 134
TABLE 30: KISTLER BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS ....cccctitittttucncecececacecscasscsssssssnsncnes 135
TABLE 31: NEWTON HAMILTON BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS ....ccctvtteieenrnecececnencns 136
TABLE 32: WAYNE TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS .....cccctuteterecececececececsecncncncncacacacens 137
TABLE 33: MENNO TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS ....cccetututetecececececesessssnensncncncncacens 138
TABLE 34: UNION TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS ...cccctittititietetteetacecesescasessscasecessnns 139
FIGURES

FIGURE 1: POPULATION CHANGE IN THE NORTHEAST REGION ....cccititiiiuiiiitiecnreeeecececeecececescscnces o
FIGURE 2: POPULATION CHANGE IN THE SOUTHEAST REGION.....ccccceititiiiiiiinrecececececececeesnsasncnnes o
FIGURE 3: POPULATION CHANGE IN THE SOUTH CENTRAL REGION .....ccccetitieieieneiececenececacenes 10
FIGURE 4: POPULATION CHANGE IN THE SOUTHWEST CENTRAL REGION ...ccccevttuteiieierncnecacnnns 10
FIGURE 5: POPULATION CHANGE IN THE SOUTHWEST REGION....ccccctvtttrtreienrecececececacecscscsnsnns 11
FIGURE 6: POPULATION CHANGE IN THE NORTHWEST REGION .....ccectititieiinerececnceecececececaceces 11
FIGURE 7: SUBDIVISION AND LAND DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEWS (1993-2007).....cccccvuenee. 12
FIGURE 8: MIFFLIN COUNTY POPULATION PROJECTIONS ....ccctututtcttecececececssessnsncncscscscscscscsssnss 13
FIGURE 9: TOTAL HOUSING UNITS IN MIFFLIN COUNTY, BY REGION, 2000 ......cccccceceveieienenenn. 16
FIGURE 10: TENURE AND OCCUPANCY STATUS BY PERCENT BY REGION, 2000...........cc........ 16
FIGURE 11: EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY FOR THE EMPLOYED POPULATION OF MIFFLIN
COUNTY, 16 YEARS OF AGE AND OVER, 2000 ...cciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieteteteeseeesessscacessscscesssscnsessssssasess 18
FIGURE 12: ARMAGH TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS .....cccctetutetececececececensnccncncacacens 124
FIGURE 13: BROWN TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS ....cctvtttitieiecnreecececeseecececsscacasnses 125
FIGURE 14: DECATUR TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS ...ccttitititieenreeeececerescncesescacacenes 126
FIGURE 15: BURNHAM BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS ...cccttttttettierececncescacesescacacesenes 127
FIGURE 16: DERRY TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS...ccctcttttititretecnreecececesescacessscacasnses 128
FIGURE 17. GRANVILLE TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS .....cccottutececececececececscsesnsncnes 129
FIGURE 18: JUNIATA TERRACE POPULATION PROJECTIONS ...ctitvtierernrerecerecessscsssscscssnssscnns 130
FIGURE 19: LEWISTOWN BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS ....cccttttetieinrereececereceacacesescnse 131
FIGURE 20: BRATTON TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS ....cccotvtitntntncececececececscscsncnsncnes 132
FIGURE 21: MCVEYTOWN BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS ...ccccettttreiecerreecncecnecacecnces 133
FIGURE 22: OLIVER TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS ...cctctttttiteeieeerereececesescscessssaceseses 134
FIGURE 23: KISTLER BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS ..c.ccctctrtrtcecnrrecececescacecsescacesescnss 135
FIGURE 24: NEWTON HAMILTON BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS ...cccoetveteenriecacecennnes 136
FIGURE 25: WAYNE TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS....cccccetttrtrentececececececscscscscsssnsncnes 137
FIGURE 26: MENNO TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS.....cccccttttttettrecececnreacacesoscacesscnss 138
FIGURE 27: UNION TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS ...ccctittttititieenrerrecececesescncessscacaseses 139

AucgusT 21, 2008

PAGE 4

RETTEW



MIFFLIN COUNTY

PUBLIC SEWER PLAN

PURPOSE

The Mifflin County Public Sewer Plan (MCPSP) updates the 1979 Mifflin County Comprehensive
Area-Wide Water and Sewer Plan. The MCPSP also consolidates the many municipal Act 537
sewage facilities plans throughout the County into one concise document. Finally, the MCPSP
strives for consistency by incorporating recommendations stemming from the County’s
Economic Development Strategy and high and limited growth areas described in the Mifflin
County Comprehensive Plan: Paths and Bridges to the 21st Century.

Although the MCPSP inventories and analyzes municipal wastewater collection, conveyance
and treatment facilities, the document does not include final engineering, construction or
detailed financing plans. The MCPSP will focus on important planning strategies that will
implement previous planning efforts engaged within the County.

Population growth is projected over the next 20 years. The majority of these people are
expected to locate in designated High Growth Areas and be provided with sanitary sewer
services as called for in the Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan: Paths and Bridges to the 21st
Century. The comprehensive plan also advocates a jobs-based economy. Commercial and
industrial businesses have employees and processes that also generate wastewater. In order to
meet demand for wastewater collection and treatment services as the comprehensive plan is
implemented, the MCPSP examines existing conditions, analyzes demographic and economic
trends/changes from the previous planning documents, compares existing capacities against
projected demand, compare discharge and water quality limits based on the Chesapeake Bay
Tributary Strategy, and improving economic development coordination and delivery services by
linking infrastructure investment with projected High Growth Areas.

According to the Mifflin County Waste Management Plan, 63 percent of the total housing units
in Mifflin County (occupied and vacant) are connected to or have access to public sewer
service. Therefore, nearly 37 percent of the County population utilizing on-lot sewage disposal
systems (OLDS) which equates to approximately 1,565,800 gallons of septage that could be
pumped out annually in the County based on County’s Waste Management Plan’s projections.
MCPSP will evaluate the potential for combined sewage enforcement planning, OLDS
education techniques and other regional efforts along with identifying a critical path analysis for
implementation and capital improvements planning.

In June 2000, Pennsylvania along with Maryland, Virginia and the District of Columbia, made a
commitment to help remove the Chesapeake Bay from the Federal Clean Water Act’s list of
impaired waters by 2010. In April of 2003, new nutrient and sediment reduction goals were
developed for each major tributary and jurisdiction to meet revised water quality criteria. The
Chesapeake Bay Program partners also agreed to develop revised Nutrient and Sediment
Reduction Tributary Strategies within one year, by April 2004, to plan how the goals can be met
by 2010. The MCPSP identifies each of the County’s wastewater treatment facilities and their
Chesapeake Bay goals.

AucgusT 21, 2008 RETTEW
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MIFFLIN COUNTY

PUBLIC SEWER PLAN

I. DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC OVERVIEW

The demographic and economic profile highlights specific conditions that have changed since

the completion of both the Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan: Paths and Bridges to the 21st
Century along with the economic development strategy. The profile highlights those areas that
directly relate to the development of the MCPSP.

HISTORICAL DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS

A region’s infrastructure investment is directly related to a region’s population. Mifflin County has
seen a slight population increase over the last decade. Examining the data in greater detalil
reveals the region’s older communities have experienced a “hollowing out” of its urban core,
leading to a loss of tax and rate base, coupled with diminished economic development in most
of these areas. The only exception to this trend is Kistler Borough which has witnessed a modest
increase of thirty persons. Concurrent with the “hollowing out” of the urban core, land
development activity continues to climb in once rural communities due to improvements in
transportation, sewer and water infrastructure. Lewistown Borough, the County Seat, and
adjacent municipalities in the south central region of the County still contain the highest
population density however; all of these municipalities have witnessed a significant population
loss over the past twenty years.

TABLE 1: DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGE, 1970-2000

Area Population Change
. . Total Population Population
Location / Region (Square : 1990-2000 1970-2000
Mile) Density, 2000
1970 1980 1990 2000 # % # %

Pennsylvania 45,019.6 11,766,310 11,864,720 11,881,643 12,281,054 272.8 399,411 3.36 514,744 4.37
Mifflin County 431.1 45,268 46,908 46,197 46,486 107.8 289 0.63 1,218 2.69
Northeast 132.2 6,127 6,713 6,947 7,840 59.3 893 12.85 1,713 27.96

Armagh Township 97.8 3,385 3,710 3,627 3,988 40.8 361 9.95 603 17.81

Brown Township 34.4 2,742 3,003 3,320 3,852 112.0 532 16.02 1,110 40.48
Southeast 47.4 2,216 2,513 2,735 3,021 63.7 286 10.46 805 36.33

Decatur Township 47.4 2,216 2,513 2,735 3,021 63.7 286 10.46 805 36.33
South Central 77.1 26,941 26,142 24,834 23,795 308.6 -1,039 -4.18 -3,146 -11.68

Burnham Borough 1.0 2,607 2,457 2,197 2,144 2,144.0 -53 -2.41 -463 -17.76

Derry Township 32.0 7,877 8,108 7,650 7,256 226.8 -394 -5.15 -621 -7.88

Granville Township 41.9 4,626 5,116 5,090 4,895 116.8 -195 -3.83 269 5.81

Juniata Terrace

Borough 0.1 733 631 556 502 5,020.0 -54 -9.71 -231 -31.51

Lewistown Borough 2.1 11,098 9,830 9,341 8,998 4,284.8 -343 -3.67 -2,100 -18.92
Southwest Central 70.7 3,238 3,647 3,657 3,724 52.7 67 1.83 486 15.01

Bratton Township 34.7 1,224 1,426 1,427 1,259 36.3 -168 -11.77 35 2.86

McVeytown Borough 0.1 486 447 408 405 4,050.0 -3 -0.74 -81 -16.67

Oliver Township 35.9 1,528 1,774 1,822 2,060 57.4 238 13.06 532 34.82
Southwest 52.0 2,473 3,172 3,122 3,030 58.3 -92 -2.95 557 22.52

Kistler Borough 0.1 369 364 314 344 3,440.0 30 9.55 -25 -6.78

Newton Hamilton

Borough 0.2 280 317 287 272 1,360.0 -15 -5.23 -8 -2.86

Wayne Township 51.7 1,824 3,491 2,521 2,414 46.7 -107 -4.24 590 32.35
Northwest 51.7 4,273 4,721 4,902 5,076 98.2 174 3.55 803 18.79

Menno Township 247 1,308 1,590 1,637 1,763 71.4 126 7.70 455 34.79

Union Township 27.0 2,965 3,131 3,265 3,313 122.7 48 1.47 348 11.74

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau; Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan
AuGusT 21, 2008 RE’ ‘TEW
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MIFFLIN COUNTY

PUBLIC SEWER PLAN

For consistency purposes this plan has been analyzed utilizing the planning regions established in
the December 2000 Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan. As identified in this plan, the northeast
and southeast regions of the County have been fastest growing regions in both residential and
non-residential development types. This is due in some part to the improvements to the US 322
corridor.
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PUBLIC SEWER PLAN
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The Northeast Region is the geographic largest of the six regions within the County at 132.2
square miles has also witnessed the most growth over the last thirty years

FIGURE 1: POPULATION CHANGE IN THE NORTHEAST REGION
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FIGURE 2: POPULATION CHANGE IN THE SOUTHEAST REGION
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FIGURE 3: POPULATION CHANGE IN THE SOUTH CENTRAL REGION
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FIGURE 4: POPULATION CHANGE IN THE SOUTHWEST CENTRAL REGION
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FIGURE 5: POPULATION CHANGE IN THE SOUTHWEST REGION
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FIGURE 6: POPULATION CHANGE IN THE NORTHWEST REGION
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SUBDIVISION AND LAND DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY

The majority of the plans reviewed since 1993 by Mifflin County Planning Commission have been
small, one to two lot subdivisions. Large and more involved subdivisions (three or more lots) and
land developments comprise a quarter of the total submissions. During 2006 and early 2007, the
County has received several larger plans accounting for nearly 1600 proposed dwelling units.
While some of these subdivisions and land developments are still seeking approvals, this could
be an emerging trend in Mifflin County that needs to be carefully watched. Individual municipal
building permit information is provided below:

Figure 7: Subdivision and Land Development
Plan Reviews (1993-2007)
Number of Reviews
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POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Population projections for Mifflin County have been made for the period 2000 to 2040 (Table #2).
The population projections were analyzed utilizing US Census and US Department of Health
statistical data. Four projection types were analyzed for Mifflin County utilizing the following
methodologies:

Linear Projection:
This model approximates a steady rate of increase or decline based on historic figures.

Exponential Projection:
This model, also based on historic figures, approximates a rate of increase or decline that grows
over each decade.

Cohort Projection (nho migration):

This model is based on the most recent census (2000), and looks at 5-year age groups. The
model projects at 5-year intervals, deducting from the population based on the likelihood of
death for a given age group, and adding to the population based on the birth rate for women
of child-bearing age. For example, in 2000, if there were 100 women age 25-30, and if, over a 5-

A 21,2008
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year period, the survival rate was 99% and the birth rate was 25%, we would estimate that in
2005, there would be 99 women aged 30-35, and approximately 25 new births.

Cohort Projection (with migration):

This model is the same as the previous cohort model, except that it accounts for migration. To
calculate migration, the model projects the population from 1990 figures, and then finds the
difference between the projection and the actual 2000 census for each 5-year age group. The
model then assumes a constant rate of in- or out-migration for each age group each year.

TABLE 2: MIFFLIN COUNTY POPULATION PROJECTIONS
Cohort (Without Cohort (With

Census Linear Exponential Migration) Migration)
1960 44,348 44,348 44,348 44,348 44,348
1970 44,535 44,535 44,535 44,535 44,535
1980 46,226 46,226 46,226 46,226 46,226
1990 45,641 45,641 45,641 45,641 45,641
2000 46,486 46,486 46,486 46,486 46,486
2010 A 47,062 47,086 48,297 46,033
2020 A 50,862 47,648 49,948 45,251
2030 54,662 47,593 51,007 44,109
2040 58,462 48,057 51,173 42,024

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; RETTEW Associates, Inc.

Based on current plan submissions, the County could potentially receive approximately 3,800
more persons which would produce a 6% jump in an area that has only seen 0.6 percent in
population since 1990. Additionally, the 2006 U.S. Census Bureau estimates Mifflin County losing
429 persons since the last census in 2000. Upon analyzing these circumstances and reviewing
the projections and methodologies associated with each projection, the linear projection has
been selected as the preferred methodology for all of the County with the exception of Brown,
Derry and Granville Townships where the projection is a linear base projection with an
adjustment based on the 3,300 persons associated with the pending and approved plans.
Based on these growth assumptions, the County’s projected population by 2020 will be 50,862.
The same four projections were performed for all the municipalities and are included within
Appendix A.

FIGURE 8: MIFFLIN COUNTY POPULATION PROJECTIONS
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau; RETTEW Associates, Inc.
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HOUSING TRENDS

Housing directly influences public sewer planning. The placement of new housing and the
density in which it is built dictates the type of sewage disposal needed. Hence, it is necessary to
understand the existing housing stock in order to properly plan for future sewer infrastructure.
The County’s “hollowing out” of population is also noticeable in the housing loss in many of the
Boroughs. The loss of homes can be attributed to homes that were demolished or conversions to
other uses. The trend, identified in the County Comprehensive Plan, of the housing stock in the
County outpacing the population growth continues to increase. With more homes being built
further away from urban cores affordable infrastructure improvements will become increasingly
difficult. By taking the difference between the 2000 population and the selected population
projection and divide that number by the average persons per household, the County will need
to provide roughly 1,556 housing units between now and 2020.

TABLE 3: HOUSING TRENDS, 1980-2000

) ) Total Housing Units 1990-2000 1980-2000
Location / Region Change Change
1980 1990 2000 # % # %
Mifflin County 19,641 18,557 20,745 2,188 11.79 1,104 5.62
Northeast 3,162 2,605 3,479 874 33.55 317 10.03
Armagh Township 1,836 1,440 1,956 516 35.83 120 6.54
Brown Township 1,326 1,165 1,523 358 30.73 197 14.86
Southeast 1,046 902 1,237 335 37.14 191 18.26
Decatur Township 1,046 902 1,237 335 37.14 191 18.26
South Central 10,805 10,977 11,002 25 0.23 197 1.82
Burnham Borough 955 1,015 983 -32 -3.15 28 2.93
Derry Township 3,055 2,992 3,161 169 5.65 106 3.47
Granville Township 2,069 1,889 2,110 221 11.70 41 1.98
Juniata Terrace Borough 250 253 233 -20 -7.91 -17 -6.80
Lewistown Borough 4,476 4,828 4,515 -313 -6.48 39 0.87
Southwest Central 1,619 1,377 1,749 372 27.02 130 8.03
Bratton Township 680 532 605 73 13.72 -75 -11.03
McVeytown Borough 179 190 182 -8 -4.21 3 1.68
Oliver Township 760 655 962 307 46.87 202 26.58
Southwest 1,318 1,166 1,485 319 27.36 167 12.67
Kistler Borough 149 153 141 -12 -7.84 -8 -5.37
Newton Hamilton Borough 114 122 114 -8 -6.56 0 0.00
Wayne Township 1,055 891 1,230 339 38.05 175 16.59
Northwest 1,691 1,530 1,793 263 17.19 102 6.03
Menno Township 516 465 551 86 18.49 35 6.78
Union Township 1,175 1,065 1,242 177 16.62 67 5.70

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan
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TABLE 4. OCCUPANCY STATUS AND TENURE, 1990 AND 2000

1990 Owner 2000 Owner 1990 Renter 2000 Renter 1950 Considered 2000 Considered
. . 1990 2000 . . R i 1990 Vacant 2000 Vacant Vacant, For Seasonal | Vacant, For Seasonal
Location / Region Total Total Occupied Occupied Occupied Occupied Use Use
# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Mifflin County 19,641 18,413 12,887 65.61 13,631 69.40 4,810 24.49 4782 | 7,288.22 1,944 9.90 2,332 9,522.41 1,166 5.94 1,082 14.85
Northeast 3,162 2,935 2,078 65.72 2,399 75.87 453 14.33 536 815.61 631 19.96 544 | 3,797.19 528 16.70 420 51.50
Armagh Township 1,836 1532 1,094 59.59 1,261 68.68 237 1291 271 45480 505 27.51 424 | 3,284.66 446 24.29 355 78.06
Brown Township 1,326 1,403 984 74.21 1,138 85.82 216 16.29 265 357.10 126 9.50 120 736.67 82 6.18 65 18.20
Southeast 1,046 1,114 828 79.16 983 93.98 118 11.28 131 165.49 100 9.56 123 | 1,090.32 66 6.31 70 42.30
Decatur Township 1,046 1,114 828 79.16 983 93.98 118 11.28 131 165.49 100 9.56 123 1,090.32 66 6.31 70 42.30
South Central 10,805 | 10,082 6,720 62.19 6,727 62.26 3,508 32.47 3,355 | 5,394.46 577 5.34 920 | 2,833.69 93 0.86 63 1.17
Burnham Borough 955 919 682 71.41 694 72.67 241 25.24 225 315.07 32 3.35 64 253.61 4 0.42 4 127
Derry Township 3,055 2,946 2,279 74.60 2,358 77.18 623 20.39 588 788.21 153 5.01 215 1,054.29 33 1.08 24 3.04
Granville Township 2,069 1971 1,471 71.10 1,589 76.80 451 21.80 382 537.29 147 7.10 139 637.67 51 2.46 25 465
Juniata Terrace Borough 250 223 213 85.20 175 70.00 31 12.40 48 56.34 6 240 10 80.65 0 0.00 0 0.00
Lewistown Borough 4,476 4,023 2,075 46.36 1911 42.69 2,162 48.30 2,112 | 4,555.81 239 5.34 492 1,018.59 5 0.11 10 0.22
Southwest Central 1,619 1,454 1,118 69.05 1,228 75.85 194 11.98 226 327.28 307 18.96 295 | 2,461.88 245 15.13 214 65.39
Bratton Township 680 482 450 66.18 424 62.35 63 9.26 58 87.64 167 2456 123 1,327.62 151 22.21 93 106.11
McVeytown Borough 179 168 123 68.72 121 67.60 48 26.82 47 68.40 8 447 14 52.21 0 0.00 2 292
Oliver Township 760 804 545 71.71 683 89.87 83 10.92 121 168.73 132 17.37 158 1,446.75 94 12.37 119 70.53
Southwest 1,318 1,181 957 72.61 1,014 76.93 169 12.82 167 230.00 192 14 57 304 | 2,370.84 137 10.39 233 101.31
Kistler Borough 149 138 97 65.10 m 74.50 35 23.49 27 4147 17 11.41 3 12.77 1 0.67 1 2.41
Newton Hamilton Borough 114 99 77 67.54 82 71.93 26 22.81 17 25.17 1 9.65 15 65.77 2 175 4 15.89
Wayhe Township 1,055 944 783 74.22 821 77.82 108 10.24 123 165.73 164 15.55 286 | 2,793.80 134 12.70 228 137.57
Northwest 1,691 1,647 1,186 70.14 1,280 75.69 368 21.76 367 523.27 137 8.10 146 670.89 97 5.74 82 15.67
Menno Township 516 484 358 69.38 362 70.16 102 19.77 122 175.84 56 10.85 67 338.94 45 8.72 46 26.16
Union Township 1,175 1,163 828 70.47 918 78.13 266 22.64 245 347.68 81 6.89 79 348.97 52 4.43 36 10.35

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, RETTEW Associates, Inc.
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FIGURE 9: TOTAL HOUSING UNITS IN MIFFLIN COUNTY, BY REGION, 2000
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FIGURE 10: TENURE AND OCCUPANCY STATUS BY PERCENT BY REGION, 2000
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*The “Vacant for Other Reasons” category is not the same as the “Vacant” category in Table #. The category, “Vacant
for Other Reasons” represents the total number of vacant properties, as shown in Table # minus the number of vacant
properties considered to be for seasonal use.
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TABLE 5: EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY, 2000

MIFFLIN COUNTY

PUBLIC SEWER PLAN

The largest sector of economic activity in the County is manufacturing which accounts for just over 30% of all employment. While manufacturing industries are commonly perceived as the main components of local economy,
other sectors are typically just as important and often provided regionally. Other sectors that are often provided regionally include: educational services, other non-manufacturing services, tourism and healthcare. These
sectors are fairly balanced within Mifflin County. The Sectors that provide local dollars and do not bring in much regional uses are retail which is 13.5% of all employment in the County. The information within this plan is just a
small portion of what should be studied. The median household income is 32,175. The County should work towards the completion of an economic development strategy so as to focus its economic energies and spending.

Professional,

Agriculture, Transportation . Finance, scientific, . en'rer:::rlnenf, .
forestry, fishing . . Wholesale ' and ' insurance, real malila.gemer‘\f, Educahonal,. recreation, Other ser‘vnc'es Public
. . . Construction Manufacturing Retail trade . Information estate and administrative, | health and social ; (except public - .
Location / Region Total and hur'rrfng, and trade wareho‘t.l.s:‘ng, rental and and waste services accommodation administration) administration
mining and utilities . and food
leasing management .
services services
# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Pennsylvania 5,653,500 73,459 1.3 | 339,363 6.0 | 906,398 16.0 | 201,084 | 3.6 | 684,179 12.1 | 304,335 5.4 | 148,841 2.6 | 372,148 6.6 | 478,937 8.5 | 1,237,090 219 | 397,871 7.0 | 274,028 48 | 235,767 | 4.2
Mifflin County 20,466 888 4.3 1,162 5.7 6,178 30.2 632 3.1 2,760 135 923 45 362 1.8 624 3.0 749 37 3,601 17.6 1,067 5.2 771 3.8 749 37
Northeast 3,629 197 5.4 106 2.9 1,129 | 31.1 120 | 3.3 406 11.2 157 | 4.3 38 1.0 102 2.8 160 | 4.4 670 | 18.5 206 | 5.6 154 | 4.2 185 | 5.1
Armagh Township 1,798 101 5.6 45 25 696 38.7 83| 46 181 10.1 87 4.8 29 1.6 36 20 59 33 228 127 90 5.0 61 34 102 57
Brown Township 1,831 96 5.2 61 33 433 23.6 37| 20 225 12.3 70 3.8 05 66 3.6 101 55 442 24.1 115 6.3 93 5.1 83 45
Southeast 1,473 45 3.1 107 | 7.3 568 | 38.6 34| 23 178 12.1 90 | 6.1 0.6 33 2.2 35| 2.4 230 | 15.6 66 | 4.5 37| 25 41 | 2.8
| Decatur Township 1473 45 3.1 107 73 568 38.6 34| 23 178 12.1 90 6.1 9 0.6 33 2.2 35 2.4 230 15.6 66 45 37 25 41 2.8
South Central 10,492 167 1.6 623 | 59| 3,135 | 29.9 321 | 3.1 | 1574| 15.0 366 | 3.5 251 | 2.4 359 | 3.4 388 | 3.7 1,931 | 18.4 617 | 5.9 370 | 3.5 390 | 3.7
Burnham Borough 1,075 8 0.7 60 5.6 320 29.8 25 | 23 129 12.0 66 6.1 45 4.2 75 7.0 18 17 207 19.3 62 5.8 49 4.6 11 1.0
Derry Township 3,356 17 05 241 7.2 1,027 30.6 58 17 509 15.2 109 3.2 88 2.6 111 33 148 44 679 | 20.2 118 35 87 2.6 164 | 49
Granville Township 2,309 128 55 125 5.4 652 28.2 123 | 53 314 13.6 69 3.0 53 2.3 76 33 71 3.1 455 19.7 102 44 87 3.8 54 2.3
Juniata Terrace
Borough 220 2 0.9 10 45 79 35.9 6| 27 33 15.0 10 45 2 0.9 9 4.1 9 4.1 41 18.6 2 0.9 7 32 10| 45
Lewistown Borough 3,532 12 0.3 187 53 1,057 29.9 109 3.1 589 16.7 112 3.2 63 1.8 88 25 142 4.0 549 15.5 333 9.4 140 4.0 151 43
Southwest Central 1,732 134 7.7 80 4.6 451 26.0 70 | 4.0 246 14.2 132 | 7.6 19 1.1 47 | 2.7 63| 3.6 310 | 17.9 75| 4.3 67 | 3.9 38| 2.2
Bratton Township 596 46 7.7 47 7.9 157 26.3 33| 55 57 9.6 41 6.9 0.7 14 2.3 23 3.9 104 17.4 22 37 29 4.9 19 3.2
McVeytown Borough 179 2 11 2 11 53 29.6 10| 5.6 26 145 14 7.8 3 17 3 17 0 0.0 48 | 26.8 13 7.3 2 11 3 17
Oliver Township 957 86 9.0 31 3.2 241 25.2 27 2.8 163 17.0 77 8.0 12 1.3 30 3.1 40 4.2 158 16.5 40 4.2 36 3.8 16 17
Southwest 1,275 45 3.5 113 8.9 433 | 34.0 15| 1.2 125 9.8 55| 4.3 24 1.9 31 2.4 46 | 3.6 219 | 17.2 46 3.6 62 | 49 61 | 4.8
Kistler Borough 136 2 15 25 | 184 35 25.7 6| 44 18 13.2 5 3.7 3 2.2 0 0.0 3 2.2 19 14.0 4 2.9 9 6.6 7 5.1
Newton Hamilton
Borough 111 0 0.0 9 8.1 51 459 2 1.8 11 9.9 2 1.8 3 2.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 17 15.3 6 5.4 3 27 7| 63
Wayne Township 1,028 43 4.2 79 7.7 347 33.8 7| 07 96 9.3 48 47 18 1.8 31 3.0 43 42 183 17.8 36 35 50 4.9 47 | 4.6
Northwest 1,865 300 16.1 133 7.1 462 | 24.8 72| 3.9 231 12.4 123 | 6.6 21 1.1 52 2.8 57 | 3.1 241 | 12.9 58 3.1 81| 43 34| 1.8
Menno Township 647 134 20.7 48 74 137 212 27 | 4.2 78 12.1 43 6.6 2 0.3 9 14 20 3.1 68 10.5 22 3.4 51 7.9 8 1.2
Union Township 1,218 166 13.6 85 7.0 325 26.7 45 | 37 153 12.6 80 6.6 19 1.6 43 35 37 3.0 173 14.2 36 3.0 30 25 26 2.1

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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FIGURE 11: EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY FOR THE EMPLOYED POPULATION OF MIFFLIN
COUNTY, 16 YEARS OF AGE AND OVER, 2000

@ Agriculture, forestry, fishing and
hunting, and mining

B Construction

O Manufacturing

0O Wholesale trade

3.8% 3.7% 4.3% 5.7% | Retail trade

5.2%

O Transportation and w arehousing, and
utilities

| Information

30.2% . .
0 Finance, insurance, real estate and

rental and leasing

B Professional, scientific, management,
administrative, and w aste management

services . .
@ Educational, health and social services

0O Arts, entertainment, recreation,
accommodation and food services

O Other services (except public
administration)

| Public administration

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

While CNH America is closing manufacturing will still dominate the industrial landscape. The
major employers and associated industry sector are listed below:

MAJOR EMPLOYERS INDUSTRY SECTOR

Lewistown Hospital Health Care and Social Assistance
Mifflin County School District Educational Services

Standard Steel LLC Manufacturing

Trinity Packaging Corporation Manufacturing

Overhead Door Corp Manufacturing

Phillips Ultrasound Inc Manufacturing

Wal-Mart Associates Inc Retail Trade

Valley View Haven Health Care and Social Assistance
Tuscarora Intermediate Unit || Educational Services

Source: Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry, 2nd Quarter 2006
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According to the Miffilin County’s Industrial Development Corporation, Mifflin County’s labor
force is about 21,000 persons fluctuating from month to month. Of which, 1,000 or 4.6% are
unemployed. Specific employment by industry broken down by employer units and persons per
employment is provided in Table 6. The average annual wage by major occupational group is
also provided in Table 7. On average, the annual wage based on occupational grouping within

Mifflin County is slightly below that of the State.

TABLE 6: MIFFLIN COUNTY EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY SECTOR, APRIL 2007

Industry Sector

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting
Utilities

Construction

Manufacturing

Wholesale Trade

Retail Trade

Transportation and Warehousing
Information

Finance and Insurance

Real Estate and Rental and Leasing
Professional and Technical Services
Management of Companies and Enterprises
Admin/Support, Waste Mgmt/Remediation Srvs
Educational Services

Health Care and Social Assistance

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation
Accommodation and Food Services

Other Services, except Public Administration
Unclassified

Federal Government

State Government

Local Government

10
4
97
85
55
191
48
13
55
18
35
N/A
25
10
135
10
77
101
N/A
17
15
41

Employer Units

Employment
40

39
569
4,239
616
2,245
616
199
446
84
145
N/A
366
98
2,762
81
1,074
419
N/A
106
180
1,595

TABLE 7: MIFFLIN COUNTY AND THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA COMPARISON OF AVERAGE
ANNUAL WAGE BY MAJOR OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, MAY 2006

Major Occupational Group Mifflin County PA
Total, All Occupations $29,431 $36,322
Management Occupations $68,122 $82,890
Business and Financial Operations Occupations $40,269 $56,270
Computer and Mathematical Occupations $63,964 $62,780
Architecture and Engineering Occupations $46,346 $60,410
Life, Physical, and Social Science Occupations $52,544 $55,350
Community and Social Services Occupations $25,795 $33,740
Legal Occupations N/A $70,420
Education, Training, and Library Occupations N/A $46,170
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media Occupations $40,312 $37,700
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations $45,843 $55,240
Healthcare Support Occupations $21,814 $23,590
Protective Service Occupations $28,856 $34,690
Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations $15,736 $17,250
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations $22,116 $22,010
Personal Care and Service Occupations $20,860 $20,580
Sales and Related Occupations $24,222 $31,400
Office and Administrative Support Occupations $24,291 $28,500
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry Occupations $19,466 $23,630
Construction and Extraction Occupations $39,651 $38,830
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations $30,682 $36,630
Production Occupations $27,884 $30,820
Transportation and Material Moving Occupations $25,399 $28,740
Military Specific Occupations N/A N/A
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DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC OVERVIEW SUMMARY

e Theregion’s older communities have experienced a “hollowing out” of its urban core,
with many homes being demolished or converted to other uses. This “hollowing out”
leads to a loss of tax and rate base, coupled with diminished economic development in
most of these areas.

e Concurrent with the “hollowing out” of the urban core, land development activity
continues to climb in once rural communities due to improvements in transportation,
sewer, and water infrastructure. In many instances, some of the rate payers for sewer
infrastructure that were once found in the County’s boroughs have migrated to the rural
municipalities. With the introduction of infrastructure into the rural municipalities in the
County growth has occurred. Due to the growth the rural municipalities face additional
maintenance and liability. With more homes being built further away from urban cores
affordable infrastructure improvements will become increasingly difficult for existing rate
payers.

e Based on projections, over the next twenty years the County will witness an increase of
over 3,800 new residents and over 1,550 homes.

o The County needs to complete its Economic Development Strategy so as to focus its
economic development efforts and spending.

¢ The median household income is 32,175.
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Il. EFFLUENT QUALITY REQUIREMENTS, WASTEWATER
COLLECTION AND TREATMENT FACILITIES

CHESAPEAKE BAY OVERVIEW

When most of the Mifflin County sewerage facilities were first placed into service, the status of
each plant’s available capacity was evaluated annually. The evaluation criterion was based on
the average daily flow and annual average Biochemical Oxygen Demands (BODs) records.
Since then, Chapter 94 regulations have been revised and now quantify the plant loadings
based on more stringent criteria. The hydraulic loading status is now determined by the
maximum monthly average flow sustained for three consecutive months. The current organic
loading condition is now the maximum monthly average BODs. These revised loading criteria
place increased emphasis on controlling wet-weather flow and high strength discharges to the
various systems.

The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) Chesapeake Bay Strategy was
developed to improve water quality and ultimately remove the Chesapeake Bay from the
federal list of impaired watersheds by the year 2010. In order to achieve these goals, the amount
of nutrients (mainly nitrogen and phosphorus) entering the Bay tributaries must be reduced.
Excess nutrients are seen as the primary pollutants burdening the Bay. Excessive nutrients
produce algae blooms in the water which in turn cause oxygen depletion and other adverse
conditions that upset water quality. Excessive algae growth can also block the sun light that is
crucial to support aquatic life.

The DEP Chesapeake Bay Strategy established point source Total Nitrogen (TN) and Total
Phosphorus (TP) limits for wastewater treatment facility effluent concentrations. PADEP first
introduced their strategy to implement stringent nutrient limits in December 2004. The
Chesapeake Bay Tributary Strategy will focus on all treatment plants within the watershed over
time. At this time, the Department of Environmental Protection is focusing on the significant
plants, those with a permitted capacity of 0.4 MGD or greater. The PADEP has established Total
Nitrogen (TN) and Total Phosphorus (TP) loading limits based on wastewater treatment facility’s
achieving an average 6.0 mg/L TN and 0.83 mg/L TP effluent concentration at design flows.
Established as annual mass (loading) limitations, the new limits will be part of each plant’s
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit and will be imposed within the
treatment plants next NPDES permit renewal or by the year 2007, which ever is later. It is the DEP’s
goal that by October 2010, that the significant wastewater treatment facility’s will have the
necessary process modifications, plant upgrades, and/or nutrient trade agreements in place
and in compliance with the required discharge limits.

The purpose of this section is to present existing conditions of wastewater treatment facilities in
Mifflin County and cost estimates with respect to implementation of nutrient removal
technologies that will achieve effective levels of nitrogen and phosphorus removal as
anticipated for municipal wastewater treatment plants discharging into the Chesapeake Bay
watershed.
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SUMMARY OF INDIVIDUAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEMS

The following summary of wastewater treatment systems analysis is presented following the
planning regions established in the December 2000 Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan. This
section of the plan was developed from municipal Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plans, 2005
Chapter 94 Reports, from municipal employee interviews, and on-site inspections conducted in
the summer of 2006 and follow-up phone calls in 2007.

Northeast Region

Armagh Township DRAFT Act 537 Plan, June 1997

The Armagh Township Municipal Authority collects and transfers sewage from the Milroy and
Mount Pleasant areas of the township for treatment and disposal at the Brown Township
Municipal Authority Wastewater Treatment Plant. This treatment system was constructed in
1980 and currently serves 776 residential customers and 38 businesses in Armagh Township.

Sanitary sewer services are provided to a very small portion of the township, and therefore,
the majority of the residents utilize on-lot disposal systems for treatment and disposal of
domestic wastewater. The types of on-lot systems vary and include in-ground systems,
elevated sand mound systems, alternate and experimental systems, holding tanks and privies,
and illegal wildcat systems. Of the over 800 on-lot systems in existence, 179 were constructed
after 1972 in areas that are marginal or unsuitable for on-lot disposal system technology. In
total, approximately 88 percent of the township’s on-lot systems are failing or malfunctioning.

Two alternatives for implementation were identified in the plan, which are (1) expansion and
infill of its current sewer service area with treatment and disposal provided by the Brown
Township Municipal Authority’s Treatment Plant; and (2) implementation of a Sewage
Management Program, which would inspect all on-lot systems annually and would require
homeowners to provide documentation of septic tank and holding tank pumpings.

The second alternative was selected and implemented in the latter part of 1999 and calls for
dividing the township into 10 zones that will be implemented at a rate of one zone per year.
Once a zone is implemented the septic has to be pumped every five years and be inspected
every three years. (Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan)

Armagh Township

The Armagh Township public wastewater collection and conveyance systems are owned and
operated by the Armagh Township Authority. Since the 1997 Plan to the end of 2007, the
Township has increased its customer base from 776 to 935 residential users and 38 to 61 business
users. All wastewater from Armagh Township discharges into the Brown Township Municipal
Authority system. The Armagh Township Authority owns no major equipment.

Sewage Collection Systems

The Armagh Township sewer collection system consists of 17.6 miles of separate sanitary sewers,
the original PVC-pipe system was built in the year 1980. The Armagh Township collection system

flows entirely by gravity and has no pump stations. The Armagh Township Authority reports no
major problems.
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Armagh Township has a Spring I/l inspection and remediation program consisting of problem
area isolation and repair of the isolated leaks.

The Township continues to implement of a sewage management program which has assisted in
addressing malfunctions with individual properties as they occur.

Industrial Contributions

The Armagh Township Authority system includes Phillips Electronics North America Corporation,
which is technically a Categorical Industrial User (CIU) under 40CFR433. An industrial Impact
determination report concluded that the Phillips discharge has no adverse impact on the system
or wastewater treatment facility. However, Phillips has recently approached the Brown Township
Municipal Authority and the Armagh Township Authority concerning discharge of preteated
industrial wastewater. Phillips has recently completed pilot testing of a treatment system, and
they could possibly begin discharging to the collection system in 2008 pending a suitable
pretreatment agreement.

Recent Extensions

During 2007, no extension was made to the Armagh Township Authority system, and none are
currently planned for the upcoming year.

Brown Township Sewage Facilities Planning (Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan)

The Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan notes that the Brown Township Municipal Authority
owns a wastewater collection and treatment system that serves the Reedsville, Lumber City,
Church Hill, and Taylor Park areas of the township, as well as providing treatment for sewage
from neighboring Armagh Township. Through a lease-back agreement, the system includes a
treatment plant with a 600,000 gallon per day capacity. The system uses approximately 50 to
60 percent of its capacity depending on the time of year. There are 1,009 residential
customers, 37 commercial customers, and 5 institutional customers in Brown Township. In
Armagh Township, the system serves 935 residential customers and 61 commercial customers.

Brown Township is currently completing an update to its Act 537 sewage facilities plan.

Brown Township

Brown Township operates an extended aeration activated sludge wastewater treatment facility
located in Reedsville. In 2007, the plant continues to be owned and operated by the Brown
Township Municipal Authority and has a permitted capacity of 600,000 gallons per day. The
plant has two full time licensed operators. The operators manage the treatment processes; carry
out routine preventative maintenance at the plant and corrective maintenance of the
wastewater collection system. The satellite pump stations are inspected biweekly. Repairs are
made as needed, with such work being performed by local contractors or township
maintenance crews as appropriate.

The Brown Township Supervisors own a sludge hauling and flushing truck, a sewer-cleaning
machine, a sewer video inspection rig and a backhoe. All other major maintenance equipment
are rented or contracted for as the need arises.

The Brown Township wastewater treatment facility discharges to Kishacoquillas Creek under
NPDES permit No. PA0028088 which expires October 1, 2009.
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Municipal Service Areas

The Brown Township public wastewater treatment facility, conveyance system and collection
system serves users in Brown and Armagh Townships.

The general layout of the Brown Township sewage system includes the Church Hill-Gardenview
section as it connects with Reedsville-Lumber City collection network. The Armagh Township
system extends from Gardenview to serve the communities of Milroy and Mount Pleasant near
the Laurel Creek Reservoir.

Sewage Collection Systems

Wastewater is presently collected in Brown Township by 16.3 miles of sanitary sewer lines of
various 8, 10, and 18-inch diameters. The original collection system was built in 1976. Annual
inspections indicate the collection system in the township is in relatively good condition. The
gravity sewer system has five known sags, which are cleaned two times per year. Infiltration is a
problem to a small degree and no other major collection system problems presently exist. The
sewer system contains no combined sewer regulators, overflows, or bypasses.

Brown Township conducts annual I/l inspection and remediation each spring when water tables
are high. The township performs nighttime flow inspections to locate problem areas. The
suspected problem lines are plugged and televised. Any identifiable leaks are then repaired
either by pressure grouting or standard excavation and replacement, depending upon the
severity of the defect.

The Brown Township sewer use ordinances restrict the discharge of extraneous flow into the
sewer system, such as stormwater inflow that might originate from roof gutter downspouts and
basements drains.

Satellite Pumping Stations

The Brown Township Authority collection system has four pump stations. The established pump
rates were confirmed in 2007 by measurements using draw-down tests and metering pump run
times at the three large-capacity pump stations.

Using a flow peaking factor of 4, all four pump stations are projected to be hydraulically
adequate operating at 46% of capacity or less.

Recent routine maintenance and repair activities included the Route 322 pump station (rebuilt 2
pumps), the Queen Street pump station pump (rebuilt 2 pumps) and the Glick-Marker pump
station pump (rebuilt 1 pump).

The Queen Street Pump Station is a grinder station that serves multiple residences, so it has a
further capacity limitation based on solids loading to the grinder pumps. Based on manufacturer
data, the Queen Street Pump Station is effectively at its solids loading capacity. However, there
are no plans for any future connections to the Queen Street Pump Station.
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Industrial Contributions

The sewer use ordinances for the Brown Township Municipal Authority require submission of
detailed operating information from industries that would be required to pre-treat their
discharge. No significant industrial waste is presently being discharged to the wastewater
treatment facilities.

Recent Extensions

During 2007, no extension was made to Brown Township Authority system. An extension to the
Brown Township system is currently in planning and conceptual design stages for Edgewood
Country Estates Phases 4-8, portions of which could be constructed as soon as 2008, with
collection facilities for the balance planned for construction no sooner than 2009. A second
Brown Township extension associated with the Quillas Creek development is currently in planning
and conceptual design stages, portions of which could be constructed as soon as 2008.

Description of Existing Treatment Process

The present sewage treatment plant operates on the extended aeration activated sludge
process. Existing unit processes include preliminary screening, aerobic biological treatment,
secondary clarification and chlorine disinfection. Waste activated sludge is stabilized by aerobic
digestion.

No offensive odors were experienced on the day of the plant tour. Treatment of organic and
hydraulic loading appears to be adequate and the condition of the plant and machinery is
excellent.

The treated effluent from the plant is discharged into Kishacoquillas Creek which drains into the
Kishacoquillas watershed.

Plant Capacity

Brown Township initiated construction of the Brown Township Sewage Treatment Plant in April of
1975. It was completed and certified for operation in June, 1976. The original design capacity of
the secondary treatment plant was 300,000 gallons per day. Based on the 2007 Chapter 94
Reports, the permitted capacity is 600,000 gallons per day with an estimated average daily flow
of 374,000 gallons per day leaving a reserve capacity of 226,000 gallons per day. Approximately
2,100 customers of the Authority are now being served by this facility that acts as a regional
plant serving not only Brown Township but the adjacent municipality of Armagh Township.

Brown Township’s routine monitoring of their loadings is in compliance with the requirements of
their NPDES Permit. Organic loadings are based on the standard influent sampling and
laboratory analyses conducted at the Union Township wastewater treatment facility Laboratory
in accordance with the NPDES Permit.

The Brown Township Wastewater treatment facility was designed for an average organic
loading of 1,200 pounds of BODs per day. The annual average influent BODs loading during 2007
was calculated to be 569 pounds per day (ppd). The largest monthly average BODs loading was
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measured at 710 ppd, and in 2004, the largest monthly average BODs loading was 1,061 ppd.
The 2003 organic loading reported is approximately 90% of wastewater treatment facility's
permitted capacity.

Statistically, the 1,061 ppd value should not be considered the true BODs value for assessment.
The Chapter 94 report identified the five-year-average annual BODs as 618 ppd. Over the past
five years, the average difference between the maximum-monthly-average BODs and the
annual average BODs was 443 ppd. In order to account for “maximum monthly” loadings, this
443 ppd difference is added to the five-year-average BODs to calculate the effective current
wastewater treatment facility maximum monthly loading of 1,061 ppd. This effective current
organic loading is 69% of permitted wastewater treatment facility capacity.

Average Flow

The existing treatment facility has a permitted capacity to treat 0.60 million gallons per day
(mgd) of sewage. The reported 2007 annual average flow was 0.350 mgd representing an
effective current hydraulic loading of 65% with respect to the permitted wastewater treatment
facility capacity.

Brown Township’s routine monitoring of their hydraulic loading is in compliance with the
requirements of their NPDES Permit. Flow is measured at the outflow from the chlorine contact
tank and is continuously recorded. The ultrasonic flow meter is calibrated by a factory
technician semi-annually. Dated meter calibration stickers are affixed to the meter by the
technician as proof of calibration.

The Brown Township wastewater treatment facility hydraulic loading for 2007 was 40.40 inches
which is 94% of the thirty-year Pennsylvania mean. Of note, a major flood cause by tropical
depression Ilvan inundated the wastewater treatment facility site in 2004.

The five year average flow is calculated to be 0.374 mgd. This data indicates that the collection
and conveyance system is in good condition and successfully excludes stormwater. This status is
apparently a direct reflection of ongoing system assessment and repair activities conducted by
the wastewater treatment facility operations personnel.

An additional flow meter measures flow from Armagh Township’s Honey Creek Interceptor. The
Honey Creek interceptor conveys approximately 83% of the total sewage flow originating from
Armagh Township. The comparison of Armagh Township flows to Brown Township flows, based on
measurements from the Honey Creek Interceptor and wastewater treatment facility meters
indicates Armagh Township produces 48 to 52% of total dry weather flow and 55 to 60% of total
wet weather flow. This higher percentage of wet weather flow from Armagh Township indicates
that a larger quantity of infiltration / inflow is entering via the Armagh Township system.

Hauled Liquid Waste

The Brown Township wastewater treatment facility does not accept hauled liquid waste (Table
8).

AucGusT 21, 2008 RETTEW

PAGE 26



MIFFLIN COUNTY

PUBLIC SEWER PLAN

Chesapeake Bay Nutrient Removal

In April 2006, Total Nitrogen and Total Phosphorus were added to the Brown Township
wastewater treatment facility NPDES effluent monitoring requirements as an interim requirement.
The next permit renewal and associated nutrient loading limits will occur in October 2009. As the
nutrient monitoring requirement is relatively new, a limited amount of monitoring data exists
regarding the present variations in effluent concentrations. The plant has reported average
effluent concentrations of 12.0 mg/L nitrogen and 2.0 mg/L phosphorus.

As stated previously, the PADEP Chesapeake Bay Strategy will establish the new TN and TP
loading limits based on wastewater treatment facility’s achieving an average 6.0 mg/L TN and
0.83 mg/L TP effluent concentration at projected flows for the year 2010. The Strategy focuses on
treatment plants with a permitted capacity of 0.4 mgd or greater. The Brown Township
wastewater treatment facility has a design capacity of 0.6 mgd and a projected 2010 flow of
0.411 mgd.

The existing Brown Township wastewater treatment facility effluent nutrient loads are 13,662 |bs.
TN and 2,277 Ibs. TP at the 2005 average annual flow of 0.374 MGD. The anticipated annual
nutrient loading limits (based on the Plant Design Flow) are 10,959 Ibs. TN and 1,516 lbs. TP. In
order to meet the Chesapeake Bay Tributary Strategy, the plant must reduce its existing nitrogen
loading 20% and phosphorus loading 34% by December 2009.

Compliance Strategy

The Brown Township wastewater treatment facility is planning to implement treatment process
modifications to achieve biological total Nitrogen and Phosphorus reductions with a back-up
chemical addition system for Phosphorus precipitation. Biological Phosphorus removal and
denitrification will require modifications to the aeration system, construction of tank baffles,
installation of submersible mixers and an internal recycle system. Additional Phosphorus removal
will require a chemical storage tank, a spill containment structure and a chemical feed system.

Planned Upgrades

As of October 2007, all current and planned upgrades to the Brown Township wastewater
treatment facility are being designed for an average daily flow of 900,000 gallons per day (0.9
MGD). This represents an anticipated expansion of 50% to accommodate future growth.

In 2007, Brown Township applied and received $175,000.00 in Growing Greener funding to
construct a new closed-loop denitrifying digester and high efficiency headworks bar screen. The
construction of a new aerobic digester will allow conversion of the existing aerated sludge
holding tank to a biological reactor vessel in order to achieve the theoretical detention times
required for Biological Nutrient Removal (BNR). The Brown Township Authority anticipates an
upgrade of wastewater treatment facility including implementation of BNR technology and re-
rating of plant capacity in the year 2008.

Recommended Improvements

The proposed process modifications for implementation of biological nutrient removal will most
likely require all of the available volume within the existing reactor basins. A portion of the
existing basins satisfies the requirement for redundant secondary clarification. The utilization of
the entire tank will forfeit this capability and require the construction of an additional secondary
clarifier. The new clarifier would be comparable in size to the existing unit and sufficient land
appears to be available immediately adjacent to the existing unit.
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Estimated Costs

The anticipated cost for the up-grade of the process to achieve complete biological nutrient
removal to the anticipated required effluent levels is approximately $3,444,000 and includes the
construction of an additional secondary clarifier.

The cost of back-up chemical addition and effluent filtration facilities to achieve phosphorus
removal includes the chemical storage, chemical pumps and effluent filters with an estimated
cost of $900,000.

Southeast Region

Decatur Township Official Sewage Facilities Plan 1994 Revision

The majority of the township’s sewage disposal needs are reliant upon on-lot septic systems.
Currently, there are no public or privately owned treatment facilities in the township. In
accordance with the 1994 Act 537 Plan, the township supervisors have implemented an
OLDS management program, which has been in operation since 1997. This program
requires mandatory inspection and pumping of septic tanks every three years for all on-lot
sewage disposal system in the township to mitigate the impacts of current and future
system malfunctions.

The plan recommends that a public sewerage service be installed to service the more
densely populated areas of the township when funding is available to make service
affordable. The largest areas that could support such a system are the communities of
Alfarata, Shindle, and Soradoville. The smaller densely populated areas could support small
package treatment systems or community on-lot disposal systems.

Decatur Township
The Township does not contain any public sewer infrastructure.
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South Central Region

Burnham Borough Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Revision, February 1987

The Burnham Wastewater Treatment Plant currently serves all of Burnham Borough (including about
30,000 gpd of domestic wastewater discharged to the Burnham collection system from the Standard
Steel Company plant) and several properties in Derry Township (including the Greater Lewistown Plaza
shopping center, Quality Inn and several properties on Eighth Avenue).

The original collection system in Burnham was constructed in the early 1900s and discharged
wastewater and stormwater directly to Hungary Run and Kishacoquillas Creek. In 1959, intercepting
sewers, combined sewer diversion chambers, and a wastewater treatment plant was constructed. In
1987, an Act 537 Plan was prepared, primarily to evaluate alternatives for expanding and upgrading
treatment plant capacity. The expanded/upgraded wastewater treatment plant was placed into
service at the end of 1989. As part of this project, sewers were constructed to serve three previously
non-sewered areas of the borough. In 1998, the wastewater treatment plant was re-rated and as a
result, no new construction was required for the wastewater treatment plant.

Since 1994, as funds become available, the Burnham Borough Authority has been implementing sewer
system improvements to reduce extraneous flows to the wastewater treatment plant and reduce
combined sewer overflows to Hungary Run and Kishacoquillas Creek. These improvements have been
facilitated through the assistance of the Community Development Block Grant Program, which is
administered by the Mifflin County Planning and Development Department. These grants have
enabled the Authority to continue its sewer system improvements program.

The Borough is currently working on a regional Act 537 sewage facilities plan with Derry Township and
Lewistown Borough.

Burnham Borough

Burnham Borough operates a two-stage trickling filter wastewater treatment facility located
within Borough. Based on the 2007 Chapter 94 Report, the plant is owned by the Burnham
Municipal Authority and has a permitted capacity 0f 640,000 gallons per day. The plant has two
full time licensed operator and one operator in training. The operators manage the treatment
plant and collection system. The Borough's sewage treatment system was originally constructed
in 1959 and last upgraded in 1988/89 and presently provides secondary wastewater treatment
for approximately 990 customers.

Municipal Service Areas

The Burnham Sewer System provides service to the entire community, including the Standard
Steel Company and a portion of Derry Township.

Collection System

The Sewer System was originally financed and constructed by the Authority in 1959 (actually, the
combined wastewater/stormwater collection system existed prior to 1959 and discharged
directly to Hungry Run. The 1959 project included the original trunk/interceptor sewers,
combined sewer overflow chambers, and the WWTP). Burnham Borough sewers were all
originally combined (meaning they handle both storm water and sanitary sewage); however,
there have been numerous sanitary/storm sewer separation projects and the majority of the
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sewer system is no longer combined. Wastewater is collected in the borough via 53,900 linear
feet of combined sewer lines of 24, 18, 10, and 8 inch diameters. The exception is a portion of
Walnut Street where most of the sewer lines have been separated.

The oldest portions of the Burnham collection system are over 50 years old and various problems
such as broken piping, roots in piping, and problems with manholes exist. Since 1995, the
Authority has undertaken several storm/sanitary sewer separation projects and has eliminated all
but one of the combined sewer outfalls in the collection system. The most recent collection
system project involved construction of new storm sewers to separate combined sewers in
Beech Street at 7th, 8th, and 9th Avenues, Freedom Avenue at Oak Street, and S. Walnut Street
to Locust Street. During 2007, 480 feet of 12-inch sanitary sewer upstream of the WWTP were
lined. Construction of these projects was financed using CDBG funding provided by the Mifflin
County Planning & Development Department. These projects should significantly reduce the
inflow of surface water and infiltration of ground water into the sanitary sewer, and discharge of
combined sewage to Hungry Run and the Kishacoquillas Creek.

The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) issued Burnham’s current
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit on November 9, 2004. NPDES
permits are renewed every 5 years. Burnham's current permit expires on November 1, 2009.
Burnham’s NPDES Permit includes several new monitoring and reporting requirements relative to
Burnham’s Combined Sewer Overflows (CSOs). The Combined Sewer Overflow Regulatory
Requirements were outlined in a letter to the Authority. The permit requires that Burnham submit
forms to DEP to report CSOs from the collection system diversion chambers and CSO-related
bypasses at the treatment plant.

The wastewater treatment facility staff is responsible for monitoring the sewer system diversion
chambers and CSOs in accordance with the NPDES Permit. Burnham must submit CSO Reports
to DEP with the monthly Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs) for the wastewater treatment
facility, and a CSO Status Report must be submitted annually with the Chapter 94 Report. The
CSO diversion chambers are the responsibility of the wastewater treatment facility personnel.
The remainder of Burnham’s wastewater collection system is the responsibility of the Borough
Street Department.

Satellite Pumping Stations

The Burnham Borough sanitary conveyance system contains three grinder pump stations. Each
station has a rated peak flow capacity of 21,600 gallons per day (gpd).

Industrial Contributions

The Standard Steel Works is the only significant industrial user connected to the Borough’s sewer
system. According to information supplied by the Borough and Standard Steel, no process
wastes generated as a result of manufacturing activities are discharged into the Borough’s
sanitary sewer system. Only sanitary flows from shower and restroom facilities are allowed to be
discharged into the system. The Standard Steel Works” monthly flows were monitored for 2007.
The metered average daily flow from Standard Steel 2007 was approximately 40,400 gpd (0.0404
mgd), or approximately 11% of the wastewater treatment facility’s total flow during the same
period.

Recent Extensions
There have been no recent extensions to the Burnham Borough sanitary sewer system and no
extensions are planned at this time.
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Description of Existing Treatment Process

Burnham Borough operates a two-stage trickling filter wastewater treatment facility. The plant
discharges treated effluent into the Kishacoquillas Creek which drains into the Juniata River
watershed.

Existing unit processes at the plant include grit removal, maceration, primary clarification, 1st
stage trickling filter, intermediate clarification, 2nd stage trickling filter, secondary clarification
and disinfection with chlorine.

Primary clarification is accomplished by a clarigester where primary solids are anaerobically
digested in a tank below the clarification unit. Waste biomass from the treatment process is also
pumped back to the primary clarigester. The anaerobically digested solids are dewatered on
sand drying beds or hauled to another treatment facility for further processing.

The grit system will only be operated when higher flows are anticipated due to a pending rain
storm. This requires the staff to be more aware of forecasted weather conditions and turn the
equipment on at the proper time. Additionally, the equipment must be kept in a condition so it
can be turned on with out any appreciable delay. When the grit collection equipment is
operated, the material should be visually inspected to determine the grit content. The grit that is
removed from the system should be dried on the sand drying beds, and then bagged for
disposal by Waste Management. Fecal and other treatable material should be recycled back
into the flow stream via a newly installed drain system and allowed to flow to the influent
comminutor. This management strategy will reduce fecal matter in the grit, but will increase
wear on the downstream units.

Plant Capacity

The Burnham wastewater treatment facility permitted annual average hydraulic loading
capacity is 0.64 million gallons per day (mgd). The plants monthly maximum hydraulic capacity
is 0.90 mgd, and the monthly maximum organic loading capacity is 800 pounds of BODs per
day.

Based on the 2007 Chapter 94 Reports, the permitted capacity of 640,000 gallons per day with
an estimated average daily flow of 372,000 gallons per day implies a reserve capacity of 268,000
gallons per day. Current wet weather flows to the plant are in excess of three million gallons after
a heavy rain storm.

Based on the 2007 Chapter 94 Report, 990 customers are being served by the Burnham
wastewater treatment facility.

Burnham Borough routinely monitors their loadings is in compliance with the requirements of their
NPDES Permit. Organic loadings are based on the standard influent and effluent sampling. All
samples are sent out for laboratory analyses. The wastewater treatment facility was designed for
an average organic loading of 800 pounds of BODs per day. The annual average influent BODs
loading during 2007 was calculated to be 382 pounds per day (ppd). The organic loading
reported is approximately 48% of wastewater treatment facility's permitted capacity.

The wastewater treatment facility provided a satisfactory level of treatment during the 2007
year. The concentrations of Carbonaceous Biochemical Oxygen Demand (CBOD) and Total
Suspended Solids (TSS) in the wastewater treatment facility effluent averaged 11 mg/L and 12
mg/L, respectively. All average monthly values were at or below the NPDES Permit monthly limits
of 25 mg/L for CBOD and 30 mg/L for TSS. The maximum week average values for CBOD and TSS
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were 18 mg/L and 21 mg/L; these values are well below the NPDES Permit maximum week limits
of 40 mg/L and 45 mg/L for these parameters. However, the maximum CBOD Maximum Week
value was 42 mg/L which is above the NPDES permit limit. The operations staff performed in-
house laboratory analyses required for reporting purposes in accordance with the facility’s
NPDES Permit, as well as those analyses required for operational control. The results of the
analyses performed for reporting purposes were submitted to the appropriate state and federal
agencies as required by the permit.

Wastewater treatment facility sludge is pumped from the intermediate and final clarifiers to the
primary clarifier, and is then settled in the unheated, unmixed digester located beneath the
primary clarifier. Because there is no way to monitor the sludge to determine whether the
digester provides adequate digestion, to qualify as a Process to Significantly Reduce Pathogens
(PSRP), additional treatment is necessary before the dewatered sludge can be disposed of. The
extra treatment includes 3 months of air drying with at least 2 of the 3 months being at an
average temperature above freezing. Due to limited size of the drying beds, this requirement for
3 months is sometimes difficult to achieve. During the plant tour, plant staff explained how the 10
beds could be divided into 20 half-size beds, which would allow for more frequent transferring of
sludge from the digester and onto the beds. The increased application frequency will help
operations cope with the required 3-month drying period.

The overall condition of the existing plant and machinery is good. The influent grit removal was
off-line at the time of the plant tour. The First-Stage Trickling Filter sometimes experiences rotation
problems that were reported by the operator. At times, the arms stop rotating during low flow
periods, probably due to wear. This is a concern because failure to maintain rotation of the
distribution arms will adversely impact the treatment efficiency of the wastewater treatment
facility. As a temporary remedy of the problem, the staff increased the recirculation flow rate
through the trickling filters to keep the distribution arms moving during low flow periods. The
bearings were replaced in the Frist Stage Tricklying Filter in 2006 and the arm is now rotating
properly. Postponing the repairs may result in more substantial costs at a later time, if non-
sacrificial wear items are worn to a point where they no longer protect more expensive
components.

Average Flow

Because the Burnham WWTF is a CSO facility, when it rains a lot, peak flows to the plant equal or
exceed the maximum pumping capacity of the plant. However, the Chapter 94 Reports show
that all monthly and annual hydraulic and organic loadings to the WWTF are below the plant’s
permitted capacity. In addition, the WWTF meets all of the discharge requirements of its NPDES
Permit, with rare exceptions that are reported to the DEP/EPA as required. The secondary
treatment units, which were constructed during the late eighties expansion/upgrade, are only
designed to handle 0.90 mgd. If the last collection system CSO is eliminated, the plant would no
longer be considered a CSO facility and there would be compliance problems. Nonetheless, the
pending Act 537 Plan will identify and evaluate alternatives to increase the amount of flow that
receives secondary treatment.

Hauled Liquid Waste

The Burnham Borough wastewater treatment facility does not accept hauled liquid waste.

Chesapeake Bay Nutrient Removal
Within the next 2 years, the Burnham wastewater treatment facility will need to be substantially
upgraded to comply with Pennsylvania’s Chesapeake Bay Nutrient Reduction Strategy. The
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PADEP Chesapeake Bay Strategy will establish the new TN and TP loading limits based on
wastewater treatment facility’s achieving an average 6.0 mg/L TN and 0.83 mg/L TP effluent
concentration at annual average design flow. The Strategy focuses on treatment plants with a
permitted capacity of 0.4 mgd or greater. The Burnham Borough wastewater treatment facility
has a design capacity of 0.64 mgd.

The Burnham wastewater treatment facility initiated bi-weekly analysis of nutrient concentrations
in April 2006. Nutrient loadings vary by season and insufficient data exists to precisely estimate
the annual average effluent concentrations. The anticipated annual nutrient loading limits
(based on the Plant Design Flow) are 11,689 Ibs. TN and 1,559 Ibs. TP. Since the plant was initially
designed for reduction of BOD:s, it’s assumed that very little if any nutrient reduction presently
occurs. The plant must reduce its existing nitrogen loading and phosphorus loading by
December 2012 or 2013.

Compliance Strategy

The Burnham Borough wastewater treatment facility presently utilizes trickling filter technology as
the biological treatment portion of the process. This is an aerobic process that does not easily
lend itself to nutrient reduction. Trickling filters can achieve nitrification with a synthetic media
packed to a depth of 23-feet or greater. The existing trickling filters only have a media depth in
the range of six to seven feet. An upgrade of the existing trickling filters would only address the
nitrification of ammonia. Phosphorus removal and denitrification would still need to be
accomplished.

Phosphorus removal can be accomplished by chemical addition and precipitation in the
primary clarifier or intermediate clarifier. The second stage trickling filter would need to be
replaced by a biological process that can achieve nitrification and denitrification. If the first
stage trickling filter remains in the treatment scheme, an additional carbon source (methanol)
may also be required to support the process. The addition of methanol would require the
construction of a chemical storage tank and spill containment structure.

Planned Upgrades

The Burnham Authority is discussing options with their engineering consultant regarding
compliance with the Pennsylvania Chesapeake Bay Nutrient Reduction Strategy. Burnham has
originally authorized Gannett Fleming to prepare an Act 537 sewage facilities planning study, in
conjunction with Lewistown regional Act 537 planning activities. Among other things, the
regional planning studies will determine the feasibility of conveying Burnham’s wastewater to the
Lewistown wastewater treatment facility in the future. Work on the Act 537 Plan Update
continued during 2007. In 2007, Gannett Fleming sent a letter to Lewistown Borough requesting
information relative to the availability and costs of obtaining wastewater conveyance and
treatment capacity and sludge disposal in Lewistown’s wastewater facilities. Pending the
outcome of the Act 537 planning study, it is recommended that work activities at Burnham’s
wastewater treatment facility be limited to the necessary maintenance and repairs.

CET engineering Services is currently preparing a proposal to evaluate alternatives to determine
the most cost-effective means of achieving compliance with the Chesapeake Bay Tributary
Strategy. The Borough expects a completed 537 Plan in 2008.
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Recommended Improvements
The Burnham wastewater treatment facility has three options for compliance with Pennsylvania’s
Chesapeake Bay Nutrient Reduction Strategy.

e Up-grade the wastewater treatment facility to achieve required nutrient reductions, or
e Construct a new activated sludge facility at the Burnham WWTP, or

e Purchase nutrient loading credits (if available) from DEP, or

e Convert the wastewater treatment facility into a flow equalization facility and gradually
pump raw influent into the Borough of Lewistown system.

Estimated Costs

The previous consultant for the Burnham Authority (Gannett Fleming) has issued an estimate of
the replacement costs for the wastewater treatment facility and pumping stations to the
Borough on October 25, 2005. The Opinion of Probable Replacement Costs estimated the total
replacement cost, including an allowance of 10% for removal of debris, at $6,000,000. The
replacement cost estimate was provided to assist the Borough in complying with the Authority
requirements of Article 8.01 of the Agreement of Lease.

The cost of converting the existing tankage to flow equalization facilities is difficult without a
structural evaluation of the existing units. CET is preparing a level of effort estimate for the
supplemental wastewater treatment facility evaluation associated with the impact of the fixture
TN and TP limits as part of the 537 plan update.
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Derry Township Act 537 Official Sewage Facilities Plan 1997 Update; June 1997 and Act 537 Plan
Revision/Update, Burnham Sewage Transport; October 2004

The sanitary sewer system serving Derry Township is owned by the Derry Township Sanitary Sewer Authority (DTSSA)
and leased to the township. The system is, in turn, operated by the authority by annual resolution of the township.
The DTSSA is responsible for the operation and maintenance of the collection system.

Sanitary sewer service is provided to 2,228 residential customers and 20 non-residential customers in and around
the Village of Yeagertown and the portion of Derry Township adjacent to Lewistown Borough. Most of the
wastewater collected in Derry Township is transported to the Lewistown Borough Sewage Treatment Plant under
an existing treatment agreement between Lewistown Borough and the DTSSA.

The remaining portion of the township is served by on-lot disposal systems, which range from conventional on-lot
systems to direct stream discharge. A significant number of the on-lot systems are not adequately maintained,
resulting in malfunctions. The township supervisors have implemented an OLDS Management Program that will
require regular inspection, maintenance, and pumping of all on-lot sewage disposal systems in the township to
mitigate the impacts of current and future system malfunctions.

The Burnahm Sewage Treatment Plan Update investigates the conveyance capacities and condition of existing
Derry Township Sanitary Sewer Authority (DTSSA) sewage facilities for the possible future transport of Burnham
Borough sewage flow to the Lewistown Wastewater Treatment Plant. Conveyance Capacities and Condition of
the following DTSSA facilities are examined:

¢ Main Interceptor — South

e Main Pumping Station

e Force Main

e Kishacoquillas Creek Relief Interceptor

It is recommended that the upgrades to the DTSSA Main Pumping Station be performed in the next three years to
alleviate the periodic Main Interceptor — South and Main Pumping Station Wet Well surcharging that takes place
during storm events. Should Burnham Borough decide to enter into a conveyance agreement with DTSSA this
proposed upgrade may need to be completed by an earlier date.

The existing DTSSA conveyance system has a current available future capacity of 0.64 MGD which could be used
by Burnham Borough contingent upon upgrades to the DTSSA Main Pumping Station. Interceptor upgrades are
only necessary if Burnham Borough requires more than 0.64 MGD of peak flow.

Up to 1.0 MGD of peak capacity flow could be obtained with the installation of a 3,200 foot long parallel
interceptor along the Main Interceptor — South located in Derry Township Park. This addition would eliminate 11 of
the capacity limiting pipe segments.

Implementation of the above described alternatives will be undertaken once the required inter-municipal
agreements are adopted by Burnham Borough, Derry Township, Lewistown Borough, and their corresponding
sewer authorities.

Derry Township is in the process of developing a regional 537 Plan with Burnham and Lewistown Boroughs.

Derry Township
A portion of Derry Township is provided public sewer infrastructure through Burnham and
Lewistown Borough’s wastewater treatment facilities.
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Municipal Service Area

In 2006, the sanitary sewer system serving Derry Township, Mifflin County, is owned by the Derry
Township Sanitary Sewer Authority, and leased to the Township. The system is, in turn, operated
by the Authority by annual Resolution of the Township. Sanitary sewer service is provided to 2,279
residential customers and 78 non-residential customers in and around the Village of Yeagertown
and the area of Derry Township adjacent to Burnham and Lewistown Boroughs. All wastewater
collected in Derry Township is transported to the Lewistown Borough Wastewater Treatment Plant
under an existing agreement between Lewistown Borough and the Derry Township Sanitary
Sewer Authority (DTSSA).

Collection System

The Derry Township Sanitary Sewer Authority existing collection system contains the following:
approximately 199,748 L.F. of 8" and 10" collection mains; 6,571 L.F. of low pressure collection
mains with 41 E-One Grinder Pumps; 27,773 L.F. of 12", 15", 16", 18", 21", and 24" Interceptor sewer
mains; and approximately 955 manholes.

The Burnham Sewer District is comprised of a gravity sewage collection system discharging to
the Burnham Borough Wastewater System at various locations in accordance with an existing
agreement with Burnham Borough. Approximately 600 L.F. of 8" pipe is located along 8th
Avenue. Sanitary sewer service is provided to 11 residential customers. The sewage collection
system in this district is owned and operated by the Derry Township Sanitary Sewer Authority, and
serves users in Derry Township.

Pumping Stations

Derry Township’s sanitary conveyance system contains two pump stations. The first is the Derry
Township Main Pump Station located along Bridge Street near its intersection with Electric
Avenue. This pump station serves all areas in the Township’s sewer system with the exception of
the South Hills Area, Lewistown Heights, and Glenwood Area of the Township. There is no known
growth proposed in the pump station service area at this time. The pump is a series of three
pumps with a capacity - 400 gpm. The second pump station is the Upper Glenwood Pump
Station located along U.S. Route 522 northeast of its intersection with Orchard Avenue. The
pump station serves the Upper Glenwood area of the Township. This area serves 60 EDU’s.

This pump station has two pumps each with a capacity - 100 gpm.

Industrial Contributions
There are no industrial contributions within the Derry Township sanitary conveyance system.

Description of the Existing Treatment Process
All wastewater treatment and process information for Derry is referenced in the Burnham and
Lewistown Borough’s wastewater treatment facilities section of this chapter.

Compliance Strategy

Because all of Derry Township’s flows are transferred to the Burnham and Lewistown wastewater
treatment facilities, the Township does not have a direct compliance requirements associated
with the Chesapeake Bay Tributary Strategy but will have indirect compliance obligations as
they send flows to both the Burnham and Lewistown wwtp.

Planned Upgrades and Extensions
There are no planned upgrades or extensions planned for the Derry Township sanitary
conveyance system or pump stations.
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Granville Township Official Sewage Facilities Plan; 1987 Update, Volume Il, Maps; Revised
1988

The township owns and operates two wastewater treatment plants — Junction and Strodes
Mills. Junction treatment plant began operating in 1991 and services portions of the township
south of U.S. Route 522. The Strodes Mills system started operations in 1996 and serves the
community of Strodes Mills, an elementary and a middle school, as well as several homes in
Oliver Township.

A portion of the township, known as the Klondike area, has public sewers which are treated
at Lewistown Borough'’s facility.

The area north of U.S. Route 522, predominantly the Ferguson Valley area is still served by on-
lot systems. Since this area is a remote, rural area of the township, there are no immediate
future plans of extending public service to this area. If necessary, the township will adopt
stricter on-lot control measures.

Granville Township Official Wastewater Facilities Plan Special Study, May 2000; Revised
December 2000

The Special Study for the Act 537 Official Wastewater Facilities Plan Revision was initiated
because it was determined that the current plan does not address the need for improved
sewage facilities. The study focused on the Granville Township Wastewater Treatment Plant,
also known as the Junction Treatment Plant. The treatment plant serves three districts in
portions of the township south of U.S. 522. The projected future growth for the three districts is
expected to exceed the permitted treatment capacity at the Junction Treatment Plant.

The update addresses a two-phase flow increase to the Junction Treatment Plant. The first
phase proposes an upgrade to the existing treatment plant to increase the plant’s hydraulic
capacity from 400,000 gpd to 500,000 gpd. The second phase proposes an expansion of the
existing facility to increase the treatment capacity to 1 mgd.

The Junction Treatment Plant is presently designed to treat 500,000 gpd although it is only
permitted to treat 400,000 gpd. By upgrading the existing plant to a treatment capacity of
500,000 gpd, the projected increase in flow for the five year planning period will be
accommodated. Basic equipment changes at the existing facility will be required to achieve
the desired upgrade.

Granville Township

Granville Township operates two Sequencing Batch Reactor (SBR) activated sludge wastewater
treatment plants located in Granville Junction and Strodes Mills. The former Juniata Terrace
(Trickling Filter) wastewater treatment facility has been decommissioned and replaced by the
Juniata Terrace pumping station. Sanitary flow is presently conveyed from the Borough of
Juniata Terrace to the Granville Junction plant.

The Granville Township Junction wastewater treatment facility has a permitted hydraulic
capacity of 0.5 mgd. The Strodes Mills plant is also an SBR plant and has a permitted capacity of
0.066 mgd.
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Three (3) full-time Pennsylvania-certified licensed operators and two laborers carry out of
sampling, analysis and operational process control. They staff both treatment plants, service
pumping stations and maintain the collection systems. An operator is on call 24 hours a day to
respond to any emergency that may arise.

All testing for the Discharge Monitoring Reports for both plants are carried out at the Junction
Plant in accordance with “Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and Wastewater”
and/or other U.S. Environmental Protection Agency approved methods.

Service Areas

The Juniata Terrace Borough Sewage Treatment System was originally constructed in 1924 to
serve the village of Juniata Terrace which was an unincorporated village within Granville
Township. The treatment plant at that time was a primary treatment facility with a design
capacity of 100,000 gallons per day. The collection system served the residential area on Viscose
Hill which was a “Company Built” residential area for the American Viscose Plant. In 1968 Juniata
Terrace incorporated to become a borough and in 1971 the borough’s treatment plant was
upgraded from primary to the secondary level with no change in the design capacity of the
system. The treatment works were officially decommissioned in August of 2001 and replaced by
the Juniata Terrace pump station that presently conveys flow to the Granville Township Junction
system.

The Stodes Mills wastewater treatment facility serves the local community and a portion of Oliver
Township. The community collection system as installed serves residential units in Strodes Mills as
well as areas along Route 22-522 in both Townships and Township Road 710 as far south as
Lockport and as far north as State Game Lands No. #113.

Collection System

The Sewer & Water Department performs periodic checks in the sanitary sewer system and
obtain data for future use. While performing these checks, no observations of indicators were
made for problems of overloading in the system except during extreame precipitation events.
These observations indicate the system is operating at less than design capacity. The staff cleans
and televises several areas each year.

A preventive maintenance schedule was implemented to clean, repair and record any problem
areas in the gravity sewer line. This program will be continued as needed.

Wastewater in the Borough of Juniata Terrace is collected by over 3,000 linear feet of sewer lines
of 6, 8, and 12 inch diameters. The collection system is 84 years old and is now experiencing
significant inflow and infiltration problems.

The former trickling filter treatment plant was decommissioned in August of 2001. Borough flow is
presently conveyed to Granville Township’s Junction Plant by the Juniata Terrace pump station.

The Strodes Mills wastewater treatment facility project was constructed by a joint venture with
Oliver Township in the Strodes Mills area. The project provided a secondary treatment plant and
30,000 linear feet of sanitary sewage lines.
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Satellite Pumping Stations

The sewerage system includes seven (7) pumping stations. All of the pumping stations are
functioning properly. Pumping Station No. 1, the Industrial Road pump station was replaced in
2006 as it was over 35 years old and in need of major work.

There are 20 grinder pumps located throughout the collection system. Spare parts are kept on
hand to enable the Township to rebuild the grinder pumps as needed. Two complete spare
pumping units are kept in stock to replace a disabled pump so that a homeowner should never
be without service for any lengthy period.

Industrial Contributions

Service is provided to two industries which are technically Categorical Industrial Users (CIU)
under 40CFR433. There are no other industries contributing process wastewater into the Granville
Township System. The Township issues permits to industrial/commercial dischargers and monitors
these sites regularly. Routine on-site industry inspections verify flows are exclusively generated by
employee showers, lunch room and rest room facilities. The user permits are renewed every year.
Random site visits are made to industrial facilities throughout the year to verify compliance with
the rules and regulations governing industrial waste discharges. There are no known problems in
any portion of the sewerage system associated with industrial wastes. Flows from industry are
closely monitored and on average total approximately 40,000 gallons per day.

Recent Extensions

Industrial Park East, an industrially zoned complex consisting of approximately 316 acres, is
expected with significant flow contributions anticipated in 2008. This industrial complex is
expected to result in approximately 60 additional EDUs. A commercial retail complex is also
expected to generate approximately 70 additional EDUs.

Future residential development, industrial park growth and growth resulting from the S.R. 0022
project are all expected to significantly contribute to wastewater flows to the treatment plant.
Due to major delays in completion of the S.R. 0022 project, flows that were anticipated previously
in 2006 are just now beginning to be realized.

Description of Existing Treatment Process

The Granville Township Junction Plant is an activated sludge biological treatment facility. The
treatment plant makes use of primary screening, two Sequencing Batch Reactors (SBR's) and
aerobic sludge digestion. The plant is relatively new and began operating on July 10, 1991.
Disinfection is presently accomplished by chlorine addition.

The Strodes Mills Area Wastewater treatment facility is an activated sludge facility that also uses
the Sequencing Batch Reactor design. The plant began operations in July 1995 under the
Strodes Mills Area Wastewater treatment facility Npdes Permit No. 0084778, and PADEP-BWQ
PART Il no. 4493402 permit.
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Plant Capacity

The Granville Township Junction Plant has a PADEP-BWQ Part Il hydraulic permitted capacity of
0.5 mgd. The NPDES permit recognizes 0.75 mgd hydraulic loading capacity for peak 3 month
flows. During 2007, the average daily flow of wastewater through the plant was 0.291 mgd.

The permitted organic capacity of the treatment plant is 1,300 Ibs/day. This is based on a BOD
concentration of 312 mg/L at a design flow of 0.5 mgd. The organic loading for 2009 is projected
to be 735 Ibs/day. This projection corresponds to a reserve organic capacity of 585 Ibs/day.

The maximum one-month average daily organic loadings for the previous five years were used
to calculate a five-year projection. The maximum one-month average daily organic loading for
2012 is projected to be 960 Ibs/day. This projection corresponds to a reserve organic capacity of
340 Ibs/day.

There are no projected overloads of the permitted capacity over the next 5 yeaus.

The Strodes Mills wastewater treatment facility has a PADEP-BWQ Part Il hydraulic permitted
capacity of 0.066 mgd. The treatment plant is owned and operated by Granville Township.
Based on the 2007 Chapter 94 Report, the average daily flow of wastewater through the plant
was 35,000 gallons per day (gpd) or approximately 12,775,000 gallons for the year.

The hydraulic loading for the year 2012 is projected to be 0.037 mgd. Based on the permitted
hydraulic loading capacity of 0.066 rngd, this projected loading corresponds to an average
reserve capacity of 0.028 mgd.

The maximum three-month average daily flows for the previous five years were used to
calculate a five-year projection. The maximum three-month average daily flow for the year 2012
is projected to be 0.038 mgd. This projection corresponds to a reserve capacity of 0.028 mgd.

The organic capacity of the Strodes Mills plant is designed for 147 Ibs/day. The average organic
loadings for the past five years were used to determine a five-year projection. The organic load
for 2012 is projected to be 87 Ibs/day. This projection corresponds to a reserve organic capacity
of 52 |Ibs/day.

The maximum one-month average daily organic loadings from the previous five years were used
to calculate a five-year projection. The monthly maximum daily loading for the year 2012 is
projected to be 124 Ibs/day. This projection corresponds to a reserve organic capacity of 23
Ibs/day.

The Township’s Act 537 Plan addresses the need to consider an expansion to increase the plant's
hydraulic capacity to 1.0 mgd. It is anticipated that this expansion will be required within the
next five to ten years.

The Township has experienced moderate growth over recent years. The Township anticipates
several developments and/or industrial dischargers to be connected to the system over the next
five to ten years. However, during 2004 the Township experienced a decrease in EDUs due to
industrial and commercial closures and downsizing. Flows from the Borough of Juniata Terrace
were reported by the Borough at an average of 26,700 gallons per day during 2007.

A 21,2008
PAGE 40 RETTEW



MIFFLIN COUNTY

PUBLIC SEWER PLAN

The Junction plant experienced a hydraulic increase from the 2006 report due to ten new
customers and 8 more inches of rainfall. The equivalent dwelling units for this service area
increased slightly over the year, due to new commercial units and houses being built. Lowe’s
store is constructed and using the sewage connection and the car wash is no longer
discharging into the Borough System and is now discharging to the Junction collection system.

Hauled Liguid Waste

The Granville Township Junction Plant accepts septage that has been generated within
Granville Township and surrounding municipalities. The Junction plant typically receives 10,000
gallons of domestic septage and 30,000 gallons of other liquid waste on an annual basis. The
current rate established for accepting liquid waste is 7% cents per gallon. The Strodes Mills
wastewater treatment facility does not accept hauled liquid waste.

Chesapeake Bay Nutrient Removal

The Granville Junction Plant recently renewed its NPDES permit. Until December 31, 2009, Total
Nitrogen and Total Phosphorus will be added to the Granville Township Junction wastewater
treatment facility NPDES effluent monitoring requirements as an interim requirement. The nutrient
monitoring requirement is relatively new and a limited amount of monitoring data exists
regarding the present variations in effluent concentrations. The plant has reported average
effluent concentrations of 1.3 mg/L phosphorus and 13.0 mg/L nitrogen. By the numbers
reported, it appears that the existing treatment process is achieving denitrification. The
phosphorus reductions are attributed to iron in solution from an industrial discharge. From
January 1, 2010 to October 31, 2011 the plant can discharge maximum annual loadings of
15,196 Ibs of Total Nitrogen and 1899 Ibs of Total Phosphorus.

As stated previously, the PADEP Chesapeake Bay Strategy established the new TN and TP
loading limits based on wastewater treatment facility’s achieving an average 6.0 mg/L TN and
0.83 mg/L TP effluent concentration at projected flows for the year 2010. The Strategy focuses on
treatment plants with a permitted capacity of 0.4 mgd or greater. The Granville Township
Junction wastewater treatment facility has a design capacity of 0.5 mgd and is expecting a
2010 flow of 0.625 mgd.

The existing Granville Township Junction wastewater treatment facility effluent nutrient loads are
11,515 Ibs. TN and 1,152 Ibs. TP at the 2007 average annual flow of 0.291 MGD. The annual
nutrient loading limits in relation to the plant design flow are 9,132 |Ibs. TN and 1,263 |bs. TP. At the
existing effluent concentrations the Junction plant will need to reduce existing nitrogen levels by
26 percent by the year 2010 to meet the anticipated allocation. The plant is very close to the
anticipated limit for phosphorus and will need to reduce the phosphorus if the hydraulic flow
and/or phosphorus levels increase above existing levels.

The anticipated DEP nutrient loading limits presented are contained in the new permit. DEP used
0.625 mgd for the Granville Township Junction wastewater treatment facility 2010 flow.

Compliance Strategy

The Township’s Act 537 Plan addresses the need to consider an expansion to increase the plant
hydraulic capacity to 1.0 mgd. It is anticipated that this expansion will be required within the
next five to ten years.
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Planned Upgrades

The average hydraulic loading for the year 2012 is projected to be 0.423 mgd. Based on a
permitted average hydraulic loading capacity of 0.500 mgd, the projected loading corresponds
to a reserve hydraulic capacity of 0.077 mgd.

The maximum three-month average daily flows for the previous five years were used to
calculate a five-year projection. The maximum three-month average daily flow for the year 2012
is projected to be 0.449 mgd. This projection corresponds to a reserve hydraulic capacity of
0.251 mgd.

The Granville Junction plant expects to reach capacity before the year 2015 unless
development occurs more rapidly than anticipated. An expansion and upgrade are in progress
to increase plant capacity to 1.0 mgd. The facility plans to convert the existing reactor basins to
aerobic digesters. New reactor basins would be constructed in new tank configurations
expandable in modules of 0.5 mgd up to a total of 2.0 mgd. The conversion would only require
minor modifications and a modest amount of equipment. The SBR design is well suited for
denitrification. A process control software upgrade is planned that will give operators the
capability to reduce total nitrogen to the anticipated limits.

A conversion from Chlorine gas to ultraviolet light (UV) disinfection is also presently in the works.
Temporarily, chemical feed equipment is under design to reduce the phosphorus levels in the
effluent at the current facilities.

Recommended Improvements

The plant should be able to achieve the nitrogen allocation loading limit by implementing the
planned software upgrade and SBR process controls. The plant is slightly above the anticipated
limit for phosphorus while enjoying the current benefit of iron addition to the waste stream. To
reduce the phosphorus concentration below the current level will require additional metal salt
addition and effluent polishing filters.

Estimated Costs

The anticipated cost for a software up-grade of the process controls to achieve the required
level of denitrification is approximately $25,000. The cost of chemical addition to achieve
phosphorus removal includes the chemical storage, chemical pumps and piping with an
estimated cost of $100,000.
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Juniata Terrace Borough

Juniata Terrace Borough Act 537 Plan; April 1997

The 1997 Plan identified two major sewage related problems in the borough: the existing 0.12
MGD treatment facility has experienced deterioration and operational problems due to its
age (it was constructed in 1924); and the condition of the existing collection system which is
deteriorated in sections and dangerous due to the age of the manholes. Replacement and
rehabilitation work has been identified that will fix the problems.

The solution to the first major problem is to abandon the existing treatment facilities and
construct a gravity main to flow the sewage to the Granville treatment facilities for treatment.
The solution to the second major problem is to slipline approximately 2,600 linear feet of sewer
line, replace 450 linear feet of sewer line, and replace 19 manholes.

The old plant was expected to be abandoned by 2001. Existing flows are approximately 0.03
MGD and the projected 20 year flow is 0.07 MGD.

Juniata Terrace Borough contains a pump station that presently conveys flow to the Granville
Township Junction system.
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Lewistown Borough Official Sanitary Sewerage Plan, October 1971

The Lewistown Borough sanitary sewer system consists of over 28 miles of sanitary sewer mains ranging in
size from six inch to 24 inches in diameter, 40 miles of four through six inch diameter service connections,
over 620 manholes, two metering chambers, and the Lewistown WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY.
Lewistown also provides wastewater conveyance and treatment for Derry Township and a small portion
of Granville Township. The Lewistown WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY currently serves 7,375 equivalent
dwelling units (EDUs) consisting of 4,375 EDUs in Lewistown Borough, 2,904 EDUs in Derry Township, and 95
EDUs in Granville Township.

Lewistown’s records indicate the original sewer system was constructed prior to 1900 as a combined
sanitary and stormwater system that discharged directly to the Kishacoquillas Creek and Juniata River.
In the early 1950s, an interceptor system and the wastewater treatment plant were constructed and
many of the combined sewers were separated. This original collection system and interceptors, which
are mostly clay pipe still comprise much of the borough’s sanitary sewer system.

In 1980, the wastewater treatment plant was expanded to a capacity of 2.4 mgd to handle existing
and projected flows from Lewistown Borough and Derry and Granville Townships, and the plant was
upgraded to provide secondary treatment.

In 1990, Granville Township constructed its own treatment plant and diverted much of its own sewered
area from the Lewistown plant. In March 1999, the PADEP rerated the plant’s hydraulic capacity to
2.818 mgd as an annual average flow and to 3.945 mgd as the monthly maximum flow.

Lewistown Borough Sewage Treatment Plan Additions and Alterations, Feasibility Report, 1972

All information relating to the Lewistown Borough sewage treatment plant and sewerage system was
taken from the 2000 Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan, and is listed above.

Lewistown Borough Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Update; Draft April 2008
The major issues addressed as part of this update include:

e Projections of growth within the service area at design year conditions 2027 and resultant
wastewater generation.

e Evaluation of alternative nutrient reduction technologies and strategies that will allow the
Borough to comply with its new National Pollutant Discharge Elimination (NPDES) permit and the
requirements of the PADEP Chesapeake Bay Tributary Strategy.

e Evaluation of improvements required to maintain normal operations during a 25 year storm.

e Evaluations of improvements required to protect the Lewistown Wastewater Treatment Facilities
from damage during the 100-year flood.

e Evaluation of improvements required at Lewistown’s WWTP to extend the service area to
include the Borough of Burnham.

e Evaluation of improvements required to accept trucked sludge and/or septage for Burnham
Borough’s WWTP and other sources in the area.

The recommendations contained within this document are under consideration from the PADEP.

Lewistown Borough

The Borough of Lewistown owns and operates a secondary waste water treatment plant
located within the Borough. The Borough’s primary sewage treatment plant was originally
constructed in 1954 and put into continuous operation in early 1955. The facility was later
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upgraded to secondary treatment and presently has a design capacity of 2.82 million gallons
per day (mgd) with an estimated average flow of 1,690,000 gallons per day.

The plant has three full time licensed operators that monitor process controls and make any
necessary process adjustments.

Service Areas

The Lewistown Sewage System serves three municipalities. Lewistown Borough is wholly served by
the sewage system with the exception of five lots, while a portion of Derry Township is provided
conveyance and treatment service, and Granville Township has the Mifflin County Industrial Park
being served by sewage lines owned by the Mifflin County Industrial Development Corporation.

Collection System

Wastewater is collected in Lewistown Borough via 106,300 linear feet of sanitary sewer line. In
Derry Township wastewater is collected via 129,706 linear feet of sanitary sewers including 3,100
linear feet of 14-inch force main. The Industrial Park area of Granville Township is served by
19,005 linear feet of sanitary sewer line (force main and gravity pipe). The Derry Township
Sanitary Sewer Authority and MCIDC are responsible for the operation and repair of their
respective collection systems.

The Borough of Lewistown owns a combination hydraulic & vacuum sewer cleaning unit (new in
1999), safety equipment and construction equipment that enables it to independently perform
all sewer maintenance and sewer and manhole replacements and rehabilitation. In November
1995, a sewer CCTV Van was purchased by the Borough for use in performing internal
inspections of the Sewer System. It is intended that the preventive maintenance program, which
was initiated in 1990, continued during 2008 and beyond.

Granville Township’s use of the system is basically restricted to industrial use, but residential use is
anticipated in the future. Some problems exist with the condition of Derry Townships Highland
Park collectors which were originally part of a private system built in the early 1900’s. These lines
are old and have infiltration problems. Lewistown Borough’s Collection System is in fair condition,
being more than 50 years old, but certain inflow and infiltration problems exist within sections of
the system. Granville’s lines are only a few years old and rated as being in good condition.

The Derry Township Sewer Authority operates and maintains its own wastewater collection
system. Authority personnel perform maintenance and repair work as needed under the
supervision of the Authority’s superintendent. The Township’s pump station is maintained on a
daily basis. Major repair work involving the use of heavy equipment is contracted to local
plumbing and sewer contractors.

Satellite Pumping Stations

Two pump stations serve Derry Township. The Derry Township Pump Station-Bridge Street and
Electric Avenue serves all areas of the Township’s sewer system with the exception of the South
Hills area, Lewistown Heights and the Glenwood area. The pump station has ample capacity to
handle projected flows. The second pump station serves the Upper Glenwood area of the
Township. The pump station has ample capacity to handle projected flows. The pump station
has an emergency generator located on site and an automatic dial system for emergencies.
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Granville Township operates and maintains its own wastewater collection system. No pump
stations exist in the portion of Granville Township which flows to the Lewistown Wastewater
Treatment Plant. All pump stations have been disconnected from the portion of the sanitary
sewer that flows to the Lewistown wastewater treatment facility for treatment. The Township also
conducts random checks over the gravity sewer system to test for excessive amounts of
infiltration. The preventive maintenance schedule, which was implemented in 1987 to clean,
repair and record and problem areas in the gravity system, was continued during 2005 as
needed.

Industrial Contributions

The Wasteload Management Report includes copies of Lewistown’s, Derry Township’s and
Granville Township’s sewer use ordinance. These ordinances limit or prohibit the discharge of
wastes that could interfere with the wastewater treatment processes or damage the collection
system.

The Wasteload Management Report included Article 8 of the Inter-municipal Service
Agreement, which set forth an industrial waste discharge control program. The program requires
that an industrial discharger file an application with the municipality. Following application
approval, a discharge permit is issued to the industry by the municipality. Through this permit
system, an inventory of the industrial dischargers is established and maintained. In conjunction
with the permit application, an industrial waste survey questionnaire is required to be
completed. Copies of the industrial waste discharge application, the industrial waste
guestionnaire, and the industrial waste discharge permit were included in the Wasteload
Management Report.

No new industrial dischargers connected to the sewer system, and no apparent problems were
experienced at the wastewater treatment facility or in the municipal collection systems due to
industrial or commercial discharges.

Recent Extensions

Expansion of the collection systems in Derry and Granville Townships is anticipated and the
treatment plant is being upgraded to adequately address this growth. Specific overall plans for
expansion of the collection systems (in these townships) are indefinite at this time and subject to
change.

Description of Existing Treatment Process

The present sewage treatment plant operates on the conventional activated sludge process.
Unit processes include influent screening, primary clarification, biological treatment, secondary
clarification and sodium hypochlorite disinfection.

Treatment of organic and hydraulic loading is adequate and the condition of the plant and

machinery is fair. The plant struggles with high wet weather flows. Wastewater treated at the
plant is ultimately discharged into the Juniata River.
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Plant Capacity

The design capacity of the Lewistown Borough wastewater treatment facility is 2.818 Million
Gallons per Day (MGD). As mentioned previously, the plant struggles with high flows during
periods of wet weather. An examination of the wastewater treatment facility flow summary for
the period from 2000 to 2004 inclusive shows average daily base wastewater flows that vary from
1.069 mgd (in 2001) to 1.124 mgd (in 2003). The average base wastewater flow for this period
was 1.089 mgd. The ADF flows including I/1 to the wastewater treatment facility vary during this
same period from 1.480 mgd in 2001 to 2.000 mgd in 2003.

The average BODs concentration during 2006 was 208 mg/L and the 5-year average BODs
concentration was 233 mg/L.

The projected average BODs loading to the treatment plant from 2005 through 2009 is based on
an average BODs concentration of 255 mg/L for Lewistown, 175 mg/L for Granville Township and
280 mg/L for Derry Township and the wastewater flow from each municipality.

The CBOD (Carbonaceous Biochemical Oxygen Demand) of the final treated effluent
discharging to the Juniata River averaged 4 mg/L (approximately 62 pounds per day),
significantly under the daily allowable limits (from the NPDES Permit) of 25 mg/l and 822 pounds.
The month with the highest daily average discharge was March with 130 pounds per day. The
lowest monthly average was May 2004 with 7 pounds per day.

The TSS (Total Suspended Solids) of the final effluent discharging to the Juniata River averaged
11 mg/L (167 pounds per day). These are both under the daily allowable limits (from the NPDES
Permit) of 30 mg/l and 987 pounds. The month with the highest daily average discharge was
March with 218 pounds per day. The lowest monthly average was June 2004 with 107 pounds
per day.

Based on the 2006 Chapter 94 Report, the plant did not exceed the maximum limitations on any
of the effluent constituents required by the NPDES Permit. In addition to the TSS (Total Suspended
Solids) & CBOD (Carbonaceous Biochemical Oxygen Demand) mentioned above, other
constituents in the final chlorinated effluent that operators are required to sample & analyze are
as follows: ADF (Average Daily Flow) monitor only, pH, DO (Dissolved Oxygen), TRC (Total
Residual Chlorine) & fecal coliform.

No treatment plant organic overload occurred during 2004 nor is any overload anticipated
within the next 5 years.

Average Flow

In 2005, the ADF (Average Daily flow) to the plant was reported as 1.69 MGD (Million Gallons
Daily). In 2004, the ADF at the wastewater treatment facility was 1.91 MGD. This is very close to
the ADF for 2003 which was 2.00 MGD. According to the NPDES Permit, the average annual
discharge design rate is 2.818 MGD and the maximum monthly average is 3.945 MGD. The plant
did not exceed the maximum monthly average at any time during 2004.

Flow rates have been monitored from 2001 to present to estimate the base wastewater flow, the
extraneous flow (infiltration/inflow), and the average annual wastewater treatment facility flow.
For the five-year period from 2000 through 2004, the extraneous flow averaged 38 percent of the
total wastewater treatment facility flow. Both Lewistown and Derry Township are engaged in an
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ongoing program to reduce the infiltration/inflow (I/1). The ratio of the 2004 annual precipitation
to the 5-year average was 1.24.

It appears that the majority of the I/l occurs during periods of high ground water. With this in
mind a manhole inspection program was initiated. The information gained during these
inspections was used to select additional manholes for rehabilitation and sealing during 2005
and subsequent years.

In addition to manhole inspections, the closed circuit TV Sewer Inspection equipment is in almost
continuous use to inspect the sewer lines within the sewer system for signs of infiltration. Identified
defects are repaired as promptly as possible.

The Borough completed a program of temporary flow monitoring in order to determine how
much flow is discharged at the two SSO’s as well as how much flow continues to the wastewater
treatment facility. Analysis of these results was made and was reported in the CAP report for the
second half of 2001. As a result of this analysis and considering the fact that no overflows
occurred during 2001 at either of the SSO’s located within the Borough sewer system, the
decision was made to plug both SSO’s with temporary plugs upon the completion of the Juniata
River Interceptor replacement project.

Projecting the annual I/l must be tempered by judgment due to its great dependence upon the
annual precipitation and groundwater conditions. The average I/ volume from 2000 through
2004 was determined to be 689,088 gpd. This volume includes the extraordinary amount of flow
due to the precipitation being almost 26% above normal during 2003. It also includes the
reduced flow due to the precipitation being 32% below normal during 2001. Reduction of the
689,088 gpd by 15% yields an estimated volume of 585,725 gpd. A projected average
extraneous flow of 585,750 gpd was used for 2005 to 2009 wastewater projections. This reflects
the anticipated reduction of I/l as a result of the ongoing sewer system rehabilitation.

Projected raw wastewater flows through 2009 to the Lewistown Wastewater treatment facility
from each tributary municipality are not expected to exceed the plant capacity. Flows were
projected based on each municipality’s anticipated residential dwelling unit additions and the
respective base wastewater flow per dwelling unit and the anticipated non-residential flow. For
Lewistown, Derry Township and Granville Township, a base flow per dwelling unit of 150, 165 and
150 gpd, respectively, was used to project residential base wastewater flow from the
municipality. The five-year average daily flow for the period 2000 to 2004 was 1.78 mgd. For
projection of the maximum consecutive 3-month average flow, the historic average peak flow
factor of 1.11 was applied to the projected annul average daily wastewater flows.

Hauled Liquid Waste

The Lewistown Borough Wastewater treatment facility accepts septage from permitted local
haulers within the surrounding municipalities. Trucks discharge directly to the headworks of the
plant.
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The Lewistown plant typically receives small quantities of liquid waste on an irregular basis and
reports zero (0) gallons delivered to the plant in 2005. The current rate established for accepting
liquid waste is 7¥2 cents per gallon.

Chesapeake Bay Nutrient Removal

Lewistown received an NPDES Permit renewal on February 1, 2008. The new permit became
effective on February 1, 2008 and will expire on January 31, 2013. An addendum to the permit
was received instructing operators to initiate monthly monitoring of nutrients. The initial months of
monitoring indicate minor nutrient reductions are presently achieved by the existing unit
processes. The nutrient monitoring requirement is relatively new and a limited amount of
monitoring data exists regarding the present variations in effluent concentrations. The plant has
reported average effluent concentrations of 26.0 mg/L nitrogen and 3.6 mg/L phosphorus. By
the numbers reported, it appears that the existing treatment process is not achieving
denitrification and less than 20% phosphorus reduction.

As stated previously, the PADEP Chesapeake Bay Strategy will establish the new TN and TP
loading limits based on wastewater treatment facility’s achieving an average 6.0 mg/L TN and
0.83 mg/L TP effluent concentration at projected flows for the year 2010. The Strategy focuses on
treatment plants with a permitted capacity of 0.4 mgd or greater. The Lewistown wastewater
treatment facility has a design capacity of 2.818 mgd and is expecting a 2010 flow of 2.045
mgd.

The existing Lewistown wastewater treatment facility effluent nutrient loads are 133,758 Ibs. TN
and 18,560 Ibs. TP at the 2005 average annual flow of 1.69 MGD. The anticipated annual nutrient
loading limits in relation to the plant design flow are 51,470 Ibs. TN and 6,863 Ibs. TP. If the existing
effluent concentrations remain at the levels reported, the Lewistown plant will need to reduce
existing nitrogen levels and phosphorus levels to meet the anticipated allocations for nitrogen
and phosphorus.

Compliance Strategy

The plant effluent concentrations are significantly higher than the anticipated effluent loading
limits for nitrogen and phosphorus. The conventional activated sludge process employed at the
Lewistown wastewater treatment facility will require substantial up-grades to achieve biological
nutrient removal. The wastewater treatment facility intends to initiate a preliminary study to
determine a cost effective plan of action.

Planned Upgrades

In 2006, the Lewistown wastewater treatment facility was in the process of refurbishing the
existing anaerobic digesters. The digester project construction is nearly complete.

Recommended Improvements

The existing conventional activated sludge aeration tanks are too small for conversion to a full
BNR process at the anticipated 2010 flow. The Borough owns a parcel of land contiguous with
the existing plant (near the anaerobic digester) that should be suitable for the construction of
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two (2) new parallel oxidation ditches. This approach would utilize some existing tanks, but is
dependant on the hydraulic profile of the existing unit processes.

The Bardenpho process is recommended for total nitrogen reduction and chemical
precipitation is recommended for total phosphorus reduction. These processes are preferred
because they provide consistent performance under both cold and average wastewater
temperatures and have the ability to meet nutrient effluent design-year goals without the
addition of a tertiary treatment process.

The Bardenpho process consists of a series of anoxic (lack of free oxygen) and aerobic zones
(presence of free oxygen) that convert ammonia to nitrite/nitrate and then to nitrogen gas,
which is released to the atmosphere. The bioreactors (formerly called aeration basins) will be
divided into zones to accomplish denitrification.

Chemical precipitation with metal salts will be used to reduce phosphorus.

Additional work required at the facility will be required to meet DEP flood protection guidelines.
The facility must raise unit process wall heights and weirs to meet the 25-year operational and
100-year structural flood protection requirements. These improvements are approximately 20% of
the entire construction costs.

A majority of the equipment installed at the Lewistown facility was put into service during the last
major construction project in 1973-1975. This equipment has been in service thirty years and
requires replacement. The replacement of equipment due to age is approximately 29% of the
entire construction cost.

Estimated Costs

The construction cost to implement the new treatment process to meet the Chesapeake
Tributary Strategy requirements and protect the facility from flooding is approximately
$31,000,000.
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Southwest Central Region

Bratton Township Act 537 Plan, Prepared April, 1995; Revised July 1996 and October, 1996 and
Plan Amendment, October 2001

Bratton Township prepared an ACT 537 Plan in April of 1995. The plan as revised through
October 1996 was reviewed. The plan states that there are no public wastewater systems
within the township. Wastewater disposal is accomplished through on-lot septic systems. In
recent years, elevated sound mound systems have become more common because of soll
limitations. The plan identifies the following as the main problem with septic systems:

o The treatment systems are not regularly maintained so they malfunction, and

e Septage haulers may not have permits to dump the septage on agricultural land.

There are indications that there are substandard on-lot sewage disposal systems in Bratton
Township based on topographic analysis, soil analysis, complaints filed, and SEO records. The
Longfellow section has been the location of many complaints regarding malfunctioning on-
lot systems and the small lot sizes and wildcat discharges are priority issues in the Mattawana
area.

Also included in the appendices of the plan are the On-Lot Subsurface Sewage Disposal
Ordinance, Holding Tank Ordinance, and Privy Ordinance.

The major problems evaluated in the original plan have not changed in the amendment. The
original plan recommended that wastewater collected by the proposed Mattawana system
be conveyed to the McVeytown Borough treatment facility. However, Bratton Township and
the McVeytown Borough Authority have failed to reach an agreement for wastewater
treatment service and proposed costs are too high.

The most logical and economical alternative to the McVeytown Borough treatment option is
to pump the Mattawana wastewater east along SR 103 to the proposed wastewater
collection and treatment system to serve the Longfellow and Pine Glen areas. This will be
accomplished via a previously proposed pump station along the Juniata River in Mattawana,
and a relocated previously proposed pump station west of Pine Glen. Additional gravity main
will also be required between Mattawana and Pine Glen. A separate treatment plant for the
Mattawana area was not considered because of the additional expense involved with
designing, constructing, and operating a second wastewater treatment facility wastewater
treatment facility.

The plant is proposed near Carlisle Run and includes an effluent outfall main to the Juniata
River because Carlisle Run is classified as a high quality stream. The plant will also be enlarged
to accommodate wastewater from the Mattawana area.

The chosen method for the Mattawana, Pine Glen, and Longfellow areas is a conventional
gravity collection system with pumping stations and pressure sewers along with an extended
aeration treatment facility with a discharge to the Juniata River.
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Bratton Township

Bratton Township owns and operates a secondary waste water treatment plant located within
the Township. The Township’s sewage treatment plant initially started construction in 2003 and
was put into continuous operation in late 2004. As of October 2007, the plant provides service to
331 customers.

The plant has one part-time licensed operator that monitors the pumping stations, as well as the
wastewater treatment process controls and makes any necessary process adjustments.

Service Areas
The Bratton Township wastewater treatment facility serves local residents along S.R. 103 between
Mattawana and Pine Glen.

Collection System

The Bratton Township collection and conveyance system is a separate sanitary system that
consists of a combination of 8-inch gravity sewers and pumping stations in operating series. The
collection system is approximately two years old and is in excellent condition. A minor amount of
wet weather inflow was reported for the system.

Satellite Pumping Stations

The Township collection system has five pumping stations. The stations are submersible type and
operate in series with the gravity network to ultimately deliver sanitary sewage to the treatment
plant for processing.

Industrial Contributions
The Bratton Township wastewater treatment facility does not receive any industrial wastewater.

Recent Extensions
The entire Bratton Township sanitary system is approximately two years old and no recent
extensions of the collection system were reported.

Description of Existing Treatment Process

The package type sewage treatment plant operates on the extended aeration activated
sludge process. Existing unit processes include preliminary screening, aerobic biological
treatment, secondary clarification and chlorine disinfection. Waste activated sludge is stabilized
by aerobic digestion.

No offensive odors were experienced on the day of the plant visit. The treatment of organic and
hydraulic loading was reported to be adequate and the condition of the plant and machinery is
excellent.

Plant Capacity

The new treatment facility is a pre-engineered package type dual train secondary treatment
plant that presently has a design capacity of 90,000 gallons per day. The plant is relatively new
and has not reported any significant operational issues or problems with the new treatment
plant equipment.
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Average Flow

An average flow of 18,000 gallons per day (gpd) was reported for the year 2005. The projected
2010 is 42,000 gpd as additional residences connect to the new system.

Hauled Liguid Waste
The Bratton Township wastewater treatment facility only employs a part-time operator and does
not accept hauled liquid waste at the present time.

Chesapeake Bay Nutrient Removal

The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection's Chesapeake Bay Strategy will
establish the new TN and TP loading limits based on wastewater treatment facility’s achieving an
average 6.0 mg/L TN and 0.83 mg/L TP effluent concentration at plant design flow. The Strategy
will initially focus on treatment plants with a permitted capacity of 0.4 mgd or greater. The
Bratton Township wastewater treatment facility has a design capacity of 0.090 mgd and a
projected 2010 flow of 0.042 mgd. The NPDES permit is not up for renewal until 2009 and nutrient
monitoring is expected to be added to the effluent lab analysis at that time.

Compliance Strategy

The extended aeration treatment process employed at the Bratton Township wastewater
treatment facility should be capable of achieving nitrification of the wastewater at the
anticipated flow rates. No effluent monitoring is in place to verify efficiency of the nitrification
process at the present time.

Influent and effluent phosphorus are also not monitored at the present time and no data is
available.

Planned Upgrades

In 2007, Bratton Township submitted a grant application for $26,676.00 for the construction of a
roof or housing structure over the existing drying beds at the treatment plants to allow them to
be utilized year round.

Recommended Improvements
The plant is relatively new and recommended nutrient removal facilities added to the treatment
scheme should require the fewest modifications of the existing plant.

The plant will most likely consider chemical addition for phosphorus removal. This process will
require chemical storage and a metered chemical feed system. The implementation will not
interrupt the existing treatment processes.

Nitrogen reduction can be achieved by adding denitrification filters to the end of the treatment
process. These deep bed filters will introduce an additional unit process into the plant design.
They should be well-suited with respect to the plant hydraulic profile requiring no effluent
pumping. The filters would be sized accordingly.

Estimated Costs

The anticipated cost for the additional facilities to up-grade the process and achieve nitrogen
removal to the anticipated required effluent levels is approximately $400,000 assuming the
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existing plant is operated within the parameters normally associated with the extended aeration
process.

The cost of chemical addition facilities to achieve phosphorus removal (chemical storage and
chemical pumps) is estimated at $65,000.

McVeytown Borough
McVeytown Borough does not have an Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan.

The McVeytown Borough Authority owns and operates a conventional activated sludge
wastewater treatment facility located within the Borough. The McVeytown Borough Sewage
System was originally constructed in 1963 and it was designed to handle commercial and
residential sewage from the Borough and nearby Oliver and Bratton Townships.

The initial treatment plant was only a primary treatment facility featuring sedimentation as the
process of treating the wastewater and it had a design capacity of 75,000 gallons per day. In
1977 the plant was upgraded to secondary treatment and the capacity of the facility was also
upgraded to 85,000 gallons per day. This increase in capacity was attributed to possible service
expansions into Oliver and Bratton Townships. Since that time, Bratton Township has constructed
its own wastewater collection, conveyance and treatment systems. Wastewater treated at the
Borough plant is disinfected and discharged into the Juniata River which drains into the Juniata
River watershed.

The plant has one full time operator and one part time assistant. The operators carry out routine
maintenance of the wastewater treatment facilities on an as-needed basis. Major repairs are
performed as needed on a contract basis with local contractors or by the Borough’s personnel.

Service Areas

Hydraulic loading from Oliver Township (projected at 92 EDU’s) is included in the original design
of the plant. The added loading from Oliver has been discussed and tentatively approved, but
there is no inter-municipal agreement, and no definite bidding and construction schedule is
defined at this point.

Collection System

Wastewater is collected in the Borough via 10,674 linear feet of sewer lines of 10, 6, and 4 inch
diameters. A few problems exist with the collection system as it is more than 40 years old. The
sewer system does not contain any combined sewers or overflows. All overflows have been
appropriately sealed to prevent any discharge prior to treatment at the wastewater facility.

The Borough has met with the DEP in the Spring of 2008 to discuss conducting infiltration/inflow
investigation activities through a consent order agreement. The results of this investigation will
dictate the extent of which the 40-year old system will need to be upgrade.

Satellite Pumping Stations

The McVeytown Borough Authority has one main pump station, the Wray Pump Station, and one
small ejector pump station that transports the sewage collected from the Borough to the
Treatment Facility.
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The Wray Pump Station was installed in 1963 and upgraded in 1995. The Wray Pump Station is
comprised of two pumps, which generally pump alternately but can pump simultaneously. The
actual maximum capacity of the pumps is 201,600 gallons per day at 73 feet T.D.H. All flow
entering the Wastewater treatment facility is pumped from the Wray Pump Station; therefore,
wastewater treatment facility flow data is similar.

The small ejector pump station serves approximately twelve residences. No flow data is
available for this station.

Industrial Contributions

The sewer use ordinance for the McVeytown Borough Authority requires submission of detailed
operating information from any industries required to pre-treat their discharge. There are no
“Major Contributing Industries” as defined by the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES). The Borough Authority has not entered into any formal agreements with or issued
permits to any industrial discharges.

The sewer use ordinance also limits the discharge of extraneous flows such as those that might
occur from downspouts and basement drains into the sewer system.

Recent Extensions

There were no new residential extensions within the past few years. The vast majority of all
developable land within the corporate boundaries of McVeytown has been built out; therefore,
growth is almost static. There is one development with up to 6 EDU’s within the Borough that is
expected to be built out in the next two years, and that flow has been added to the 2010 flow
projection.

The past flow patterns indicate a declining hydraulic loading from the service area. In 2005- 2006
a slight increase was experienced due to the new 6-EDU addition. Starting in 2008, the hydraulic
loading from Oliver Township (projected at 92 EDU’s) is added to the flow projection. The added
loading from Oliver has been discussed and tentatively approved, but there is no inter-municipal
agreement, and no definite bidding and construction schedule defined at this point.

Description of Existing Treatment Process

The treatment plant operates on the activated sludge process and sludge is transported to an
approved landfill site for final disposal. Treatment of organic and hydraulic loading is adequate
and the condition of the plant and machinery is good.

Routine monitoring of operation is in compliance with requirements of the NPDES Permit. Flow is
continuously recorded. BOD, suspended solids, and fecal coliform are analyzed bi-weekly.

Plant Capacity

The treatment facility is permitted to treat 0.085 million gallons of sewage per day (MGD). The
present estimated average flow is 28,300 gallons per day which leaves a capacity of 56,700
gallons per day for future development. The sewage system presently serves 243 equivalent
dwelling units or approximately 850 residents in the area.

No expansion of the treatment plant is anticipated in the near future, but the collection system
may be extended both east and west of the borough to encompass as many as fifty or more
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equivalent dwelling units. Plans at present are indefinite for expansion; however, more than
adequate capacity does exist at the plant for the anticipated addition to the collection system.

The treatment facility is permitted to treat a maximum organic loading of 170 pounds of BODs
per day.

Projections show that overloading will not occur during the 5-year period for Average BODs. The
highest monthly average for the next five years may be as high as 186.3 |Ibs/day. The possibility of
re-rating the plant capacity was discussed with a DEP representative in 2004. The necessity for re-
rating will depend on final projections once the Oliver Township addition is finalized. It has been
discussed with DEP that the requirements for re-rating to higher organic capacity most likely can
be met with minor modifications to current plant equipment and/or procedures.

Average Flow

The average daily flow for 2006 was measured to be 0.045 MGD. Chapter 94 projections show
that hydraulic overloading will not occur during the projection period. The highest three
consecutive months’ average for the next five years may be as high as 0.067 MGD.

Hauled Liguid Waste
The McVeytown Borough does not accept hauled liquid waste at the present time.

Chesapeake Bay Nutrient Removal

The McVeytown Borough Wastewater treatment facility has recently completed the process of
NPDES permit renewal. The new Permit will not expire until 2011 and indicates Total Nitrogen and
Total Phosphorus will be added to the McVeytown wastewater treatment facility NPDES effluent
monitoring requirements as an interim nutrient removal requirement.

The next permit renewal will identify effluent concentrations and associated nutrient loading
limits. The nutrient monitoring requirement is relatively new and a limited amount of monitoring
data exists regarding the present variations in effluent concentrations. The plant has monitored
and reported average effluent concentrations of 38 mg/L nitrogen and & 5.0 mg/L phosphorus.

Compliance Strategy

As of the time of this plan, the plant effluent concentrations are five to six times higher than the
anticipated Chesapeake Bay effluent loading limits for nitrogen and phosphorus. The
conventional activated sludge process employed at the McVeytown wastewater treatment
facility will require substantial up-grades to achieve biological nutrient removal. The wastewater
treatment facility intends to initiate a preliminary study to determine a cost effective plan of
action.

Planned Upgrades
No planned upgrades of the plant were identified at the present time.

Recommended Improvements

Based on the topography of the wastewater treatment facility site and land available, the
Borough Authority should consider replacement of the existing process with sequencing batch
reactors to achieve nitrification and denitrification.

Chemical precipitation of phosphorus would be the least costly option for phosphorus reduction.
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Estimated Costs

The McVeytown wastewater treatment facility is more than 40-years old and this estimate
assumes the existing tanks are structurally sound, but are too small to achieve the biological
nutrient reductions anticipated. The cost of the SBR process equipment and chemical
phosphorus facilities is approximately $1,000,000.

Oliver Township Official Sewage Facilities Plan, Prepared 1992; Revised, August 1993

The McVeytown Sewage Treatment Plant was designed and is currently permitted to serve
the Borough of McVeytown and three distinct regions in Oliver Township that are adjacent to
the borough. Due to economic factors, extension of the collection system into Oliver
Township has not occurred. A regional approach to solving the many on-lot sewage disposal
system malfunctions surrounding the borough continues to be the most effective solution to
present and future sewage disposal problems. Four sewer districts were established in the
McVeytown area of the township:

1. McVeytown Sewer District — this district is the area currently served by the McVeytown
Sewage Treatment Plant. It includes all of McVeytown Borough and two areas in Oliver
Township that are northwest and south of the borough.

2. McVeytown/Northeast Sewer District

3. McVeytown/Southwest Sewer District

4. Brookland Mills Sewer District

An evaluation of existing on-site sewage disposal and water systems revealed malfunctioning
on-site sewage disposal systems concentrated in the following locations. In all of the areas
except McVeytown/Southwest, one well was found to have fecal coliform bacteria. All of the
locations have severe solil limitations for on-lot systems. It is anticipated that nearly all of the
existing substandard systems will require repair and/or upgrade with 10-20 years.

e Lockport - 16 of 23 residential dwellings have malfunctioning on-lot systems. Most
malfunctions are direct discharge into ditches, drain tile, and Strodes Run.

e Brookland Mills — 6 of 11 residential dwellings have malfunctioning on-lot systems.

e McVeytown/Northeast — 28 of 49 residential or small commercial structures have
malfunctioning on-lot disposal systems. Most malfunctions are direct discharge of sewage
to the ditch along SR 0022 or to the old canal along the north side of the Juniata River.

e McVeytown/Southwest — 8 of 20 residential or small commercial structures have
malfunctioning on-lot disposal systems. Seven of the structures discharge into
underground concrete tanks that allow the sewage to seep into Musser Run.

The maximum total anticipated allocation of the McVeytown Treatment Plant to meet the
future needs of the Brookland Mills, McVeytown/Northeast, and McVeytown/Southwest
Sewer Districts in Oliver Township would be 45,000 GPD. McVeytown’s Wasteland
Management Report for the 1991 calendar year projects average monthly flows in the year
1996 at approximately 30,000 GPD. The report also indicates no significant I/l problems.
Therefore, the permitted capacity, 85,000 GPD of the McVeytown Plant would be adequate.
Sludge disposal is by land applications through agricultural utilization.

An OLDS program was proposed to be implemented in late fall, 2000.
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Oliver Township

Oliver Township does not contain a wastewater treatment system public sewer infrastructure is
conveyed to the McVeytown and Strodes Mill (Granville Township) wastewater treatment
facilities.

Southwest Region
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Newton Hamilton Borough and Wayne Township Act 537 Plan, June 2003

The Act 537 Plan divided the township into two areas, Phase | and Phase Il. The selected
alternative recommends the construction of a collection system and wastewater treatment
facility wastewater treatment facility to service the more densely populated Phase | area
where a collection system is a feasible alternative. The Phase Il area will be subject to
inspections by the Township’s SEO who will enforce operation and maintenance requirements
for on-lot disposal systems in this more sparsely populated area of the township.

The selected alternative for the Phase | area involves the construction of a collection system
in Newton Hamilton Borough and Wayne Township that will provide service to five areas of
Wayne Township and the entire Borough. 0.19 MGD of collected wastewater will be directed
through the pumping station in Kistler Borough and then to the Mount Union Municipal
Authority treatment facilities. The existing 12,000 gpd wastewater treatment plant at the
former Methodist Training Camp will be abandoned.

The first section of Wayne Township to be serviced in the Phase | area is the American Legion
Country Club area. The proposed collection system will collect sewage from residential
customers and flow via gravity to proposed Pump Station # 1. Sewage will then be forced
through a pressure sewer to a manhole located along T-780 and flow via gravity to the Silver
Ford Heights area.

The second proposed collection system in the Silver Ford Heights area will collect sewage
from residential customers along with the sewage from the American Legion Country Club
area and flow via gravity to proposed Pump Station #2 located at the intersection of T-780
and S.R. 3017. Sewage will then be forced through a pressure sewer to a manhole located in
Kistler Borough and flow via gravity to the pumping station in Kistler Borough to be pumped to
the Mount Union Municipal Authority (MUMA) system.

The third section of Wayne Township to be serviced is located along S.R. 3017 between the
highest elevation of Silver Ford Heights and New Hamilton Borough. The proposed collection
system will collect sewage from the residential customers and flow via gravity through the
borough to Pump Station #4. A campground along the Juniata River in this area will send its
sewage to Pump Station #3 which will pump the sewage to the gravity sewer located along
S.R. 3017.

The fourth section of Wayne Township to be serviced is the Methodist Training Camp area
located northwest of the borough. The proposed collection system will collect sewage from
residential customers and flow via gravity to two manholes at separate locations within the
borough. Sewage from the residential customers in the township and the borough will flow via
gravity to proposed Pump Station #4 located in the borough. The sewage is then forced
through a pressure main to a manhole located in the gravity collection system at the highest
elevation along S.R. 3017 and flow by gravity to Pump Station #2.

The final section of Wayne Township to be serviced is located at the east end of the Township
at the intersection of S.R. 3017 and T-302. The proposed collection system will collect sewage
from the residential customers and will flow via gravity to Pump Station #4.
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Kistler Borough Official Sewage Facilities Plan Revision Study, December 1988

The Borough’s Act 537 Plan indicated that a complete system of combined sanitary and
stormwater collection sewers were installed at the time of the original development of the
borough by the American Refractories Corporation. The system is comprised entirely of
eight-inch diameter vitrified clay pipe with concrete joints. Due to the age of this system,
many problem areas exist, such as broken pipes, displaced joints, and blockages resulting
from root penetration. The majority of improved properties in the borough are served by the
existing sewer collection network, which discharges directly into the Juniata River.

A number of residential properties in the Borough exist beyond the extent of the existing
collection system. These systems are served by on-lot disposal systems. The Act 537 Plan
recommends that a new sewer system be installed and sewage conveyed to the Mount
Union Sewage Treatment Plant.

This recommendation is inconsistent with the recommendation noted in the Western Mifflin
County Comprehensive Plan.

Kistler Borough, Newton Hamilton Borough and Wayne Township

Wayne Township operate a packaged Sewage Treatment Plant (STP) located within the
Borough and serve 48 customers. The plant is owned by Wayne Township and has a permitted
capacity of 12,000 gallons per day. The plant has one part time licensed operator. The operator
manages the treatment plant and collection system.

It was reported that the Wayne Township STP is scheduled for decommissioning in 2009 and all
flow will be conveyed to the Mount Union wastewater treatment facility in Huntingdon County.

The municipalities recently formed a regional authority to discuss and plan regional wastewater
needs.

Service Areas

The Mount Union Borough public wastewater treatment facility, conveyance system and
collection system serves users in the Borough and also serves portions of Shirley and Wayne
Townships. The Mount Union plant has a permitted capacity of 625,000 gallons per day.

The Wayne Township public wastewater collection and conveyance systems are owned and
operated by the municipalities each serves.

Collection System

The Borough of Kistler was originally served by a combined sanitary and stormwater collection
sewers that were installed at the time of the original development of the Borough by the
American Refractories Corporation. This system discharged directly into the Juniata River. Due to
the age of the system and extensive defects, the Borough 537 Plan recommended construction
of a new separate system and connection to the Mount Union Borough system.

The Wayne Township wastewater treatment facility collection system is reported to be a
combined sanitary and stormwater collection network. Wayne Township is presently in the
process of separating the system prior to its connection to the Mount Union Borough system.
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Satellite Pumping Stations
There were no pumping stations reported for the Wayne Township wastewater treatment facility.

Industrial Contributions
The Wayne Township wastewater treatment facility does not receive any industrial wastewater.

Recent Extensions

The Newton and Wayne Joint Municipal Authority has received $200,000.00 in Growing Greener
money for a wastewater collection and pumping system which includes 55,000 feet of 8-inch
gravity PVC line and 11,200 feet of 4-inch PVC force main. Approximately 460 households will
be served by this system.

Description of Existing Treatment Process

The present sewage treatment system consists of a packaged wastewater treatment facility that
operates by using a conventional activated sludge treatment process. Existing unit processes
include preliminary screening, aerobic biological treatment, secondary clarification and
chlorine disinfection.

The condition of the plant and machinery is good and consistently achieves effluent quality that
meets or exceeds the current NPDES permit requirements.

Plant Capacity

The Wayne Township wastewater treatment facility operates under the NPDES permit #
PA0083330 with a 12,000 gallon per day permitted capacity. Treatment with respect to hydraulic
loading was reported to be good with only a moderate quantity of infiltration.

The treated effluent from the plant is discharged into an un-named tributary of the Juniata River.

Average Flow
The average daily flows reported for 2006 were approximately 5,000 gallons per day requiring

less than half of the plant's 12,000 gallon per day rated capacity.

Hauled Liguid Waste

The Wayne Township wastewater treatment facility has accepted hauled wasted in the past,
but has no dedicated facility or formal program in place. Wastes are typically discharged to the
head of the plant.

Chesapeake Bay Nutrient Removal

The DEP Chesapeake Bay Strategy focuses on treatment plants with a permitted capacity of 0.4
mgd or greater. The Wayne Township wastewater treatment facility has a design capacity of
0.012 mgd and a projected 2010 flow of 0.005 mgd. It is estimated that it will cost $7,500,000 for
Wayne to make improvements necessary for the Chesapeake Bay Tributary Strategy.

Compliance Strategy
It's most likely that the Wayne Township wastewater treatment facility will be decommissioned
prior to the imposition of DEP Chesapeake Bay Strategy annual nutrient loading limitations.
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Mount Union Borough, Huntington County

Service Areas

In addition to serving the entire Borough Of Mount Union, the Mount Union Borough Sanitary
Sewer System currently serves all or parts of the following three (3) municipalities in two (2)
Counties through several separate inter-municipal sewage treatment and conveyance
agreements: Shirley Township (Shirley Township General Authority)/Huntingdon County (parts),
Kistler Borough/Mifflin County (entire municipality), and Wayne Township (West Wayne Sewer
Authority)/Mifflin County (parts).

Collection System

Night Flow Study, smoke testing, comprehensive manhole examinations were undertaken and
completed during late 2005 in the eastern half (east of Division Street) of Mount Union Borough
by a private contractor. Several problem areas were identified. One large problem area, on the
property of the Mount Union Area School District, was corrected in May 2007. Mount Union
Municipal Authority (MUMA) plans to complete a camera inspection of another significant
problem area identified (co-joined storm sewer and sanitary sewer mains on East Milford Street
from South Division to South Shaver Street) during Summer 2008 to develop remedial
construction project to resolve problem.

Satellite Pumping Stations

The sewerage system includes seven (7) pumping stations: one in West Wayne (Wayne
Township), one in Kistler Borough, ST6-A (Route 522) and Riverview Business Center in Shirley
Township, and Liverpool, Mill Hollow and Industrial Park in Mount Union Borough. All of the
pumping stations are functioning properly.

Recent Extensions

Connection of the collection system in the proposed service area of the Newton-Wayne Joint
Authority is projected to include an additional 461 EDU’s. Most are residential connections.
However, there will be a few commercial connections as well. The proposed service area will
also include homes in the “Shaversville Area” just north of the underpass outside of Newton-
Hamilton Borough. MUMA’s water system already currently serves this area.

Description of Existing Treatment Process

The Mount Union Borough wastewater treatment facility is an activated sludge biological
treatment facility. The treatment plant makes use of primary screening, two sequencing batch
reactors, and aerobic sludge digestion. The plant was last updated in 2002.

Plant Capacity

Permitted capacity is 1.1 mgd. Capacity will be re-rated and reduced slightly (approximately
6%) as part of planned Chesapeake Bay Nutrient Reduction Strategy improvements. Average
daily flow for most recent year (2007) was .465 mgd, an increase of .108 mgd over 2006.
Maximum three-month average flow during 2007 was .529 mgd.

Hauled Liguid Waste
Sludge is taken to the Shade Landfill operated by Waste Management, Inc. in Somerset County.

Chesapeake Bay Nutrient Removal
Mount Union Borough’s sewage treatment plant is classified as a Cycle lll facility. Compliance
with the strategy is project to be achieved in 2015, as currently required. In April 2008, MUMA
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voted to join the lawsuit against DEP and the strategy filed by the Capital Area Council Of
Governments (CAPCOG). MUMA'’s sewer engineer, Gannet Fleming, Inc., completed a
compliance study and made specific recommendations to achieve BNR compliance. These
include addition of additional anoxic stages in each cycle of the treatment process; the re-
timing and lengthening of all treatment stages; additional of additional mixers in the basins to
increase aeration; an additional chemical treatment stage prior to discharge of the effluent;
and re-rating the capacity of the plant. In 2006, the improvements were estimated to cost
approximately $452,000.00. Accounting for an inflation factor, the improvements are projected
to cost approximately $650,000.00 in 2015. The purchase of credits was studied and has been
eliminated as a viable option because that approach is estimated to cost three times as much
as the planned physical improvements on an annualized basis. Additionally, there is no
guaranteed availability of and/or market for trading these credits.

Mount Union Borough, Huntington County; Act 537 Plan; Volume | and II, May 1995

The Mount Union Borough Wastewater Treatment Plant currently serves the Mount Union
Borough and portions of Wayne and Shirley Townships. The permitted capacity of the
wastewater treatment plant is 0.63 MGD. The annual average flow for 1998 was 0.42 MGD, while
the maximum consecutive three month average daily flow was 0.75 MGD. According to the
1998 Municipal Management Wasteload Report, the wastewater treatment plant was
hydraulically overloaded and is projected to be hydraulically overloaded in the next five years
due to the expansion of the sewer service area. Also, starting in the year 2000 and progressing
through the year 2003, the wastewater treatment plant is projected to be organically
overloaded. In addition to limited system growth within the next five years, Mount Union Borough
anticipates providing service to Kistler borough and campsites in Wayne Township as well as the
Industrial Park in Shirley Township. (Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan)

In light of this study, the Borough realizes the information contained within their 537 Plan is out of
date and needs to be updated based on the significant changes. The Borough has indicated
they will be begun to financially prepare to update this plan.

Northwest Region

Menno Township

Menno Township does not have an Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan or any public sewer
infrastructure.

Union Township

The Municipal Authority of the Township of Union operates an extended aeration activated
sludge wastewater treatment facility located in Belleville. The plant is owned by the Municipal
Authority and has a permitted capacity 0f 650,000 gallons per day.

The plant has three full time employees of which two are licensed operators. The operators
manage the treatment processes; carry out routine preventative maintenance at the plant and
corrective maintenance of the wastewater collection system.
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Union Township

Phase | Act 537 Plan; 1994

A review of the Union Township Act 537 Plan indicated that individual on-lot systems will
continue to be utilized in the areas outside the sanitary sewer service district. The plan
projected the township to have approximately 420 OLDS by design year 2015, representing a
35 percent increase over the 315 OLDS existing in 1994. In preparation for this projection, the
plan recommended that local officials consider implementing a means of sewage
management specifically through the adoption of a voluntary sewage management
program. The plan also recommended that local officials develop, maintain, and regularly
update a database of properties served by OLDS. Owners of on-lot systems are encouraged
to have their systems pumped once every three to five years. (Mifflin County Comprehensive
Plan)

The selected alternative involves the expansion and upgrade of the facility to treat 0.490
MGD with Fairmont Products discharging up to 0.150 MGD of pretreated industrial
wastewater to the Authority’s facilities. It is proposed that Fairmont Products pre-treat their
wastewater to the strength of domestic sewage.

Act 537 Plan Phase 2, 1995

The Act 537 Plan - Phase 2 focused on evaluating alternatives to provide adequate
wastewater services for those areas of Union Township served by on-lot disposal systems
(OLDS). A voluntary Septage Management Program was implemented to serve the
wastewater needs of the area outside the sanitary sewer district. As a result, the MATU
provided a septage receiving station for screening, stabilization, and disposal of septage via
permitted haulers.

Act 537 Plan Minor Revision, 2004

This minor update to the existing Act 537 plan was necessary in order for the Municipal
Authority of the Township of Union to eliminate an aging privately owned pump station and
force main that served the Valley View Retirement Community. The pump station and force
main were replaced with an Authority owned gravity sewer main.

Act 537 Planning, 2007

This planning describes the elements necessary to upgrade the existing plant to meet its
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit by December 1, 2008. The
Permit requires compliance with a Total Phosphorus (TP) discharge limit of 10.8 |b. per day.
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Service Areas
The Municipal Authority provides service to the Belleville vicinity of the County in the general
area surrounding the plant.

Collection System
The Union Township wastewater treatment facility collection system is reported to be a separate
sanitary collection network in good condition.

Satellite Pumping Stations
The Union Township collection system operates completely by gravity and does not contain any
pumping stations.

Industrial Contributions

Service is provided to two industries which are technically Categorical Industrial User (CIU) under
40CFR433. These industries contribute approximately 90,000 gallons per day to the wastewater
treatment facility representing one third of the daily plant flow. There are no other industries
contributing process wastewater into the Union Township System.

CNH America, LLC., one (1) of two (2) Significant Industrial Users (SIUs), is scheduled to cease
operation and its discharge of industrial wastewater to the Authority’s wastewater treatment
system in the spring of 2008. The termination of CNH America’s discharge will mean the loss of
an important regional employer and the Authority’s second largest single source of revenue.

The Township issues permits to industrial/commercial dischargers and monitors these sites
regularly. The user permits are renewed every year. Routine on-site industry inspections and
random site visits are made to industrial facilities throughout the year to verify compliance with
the rules and regulations governing industrial waste discharges. No reported problems in any
portion of the sewerage system associated with industrial wastes were identified at the time of
the plan.

Recent Extensions

The Township submitted and received a grant for $175,000.00 in Growing Greener funds to make
phosphorus reduction improvements to its existing wastewater treatment facility to meet NPDES
permit in anticipation of future Chesapeake Bay Tributary Strategy requirements.

Description of Existing Treatment Process

The present sewage treatment plant operates on the extended aeration activated sludge
process. Existing unit processes include preliminary grinding, aerobic biological treatment, final
clarification and chlorine disinfection. Waste activated sludge is stabilized by aerobic digestion.

No offensive odors were experienced on the day of the plant tour. Treatment of organic and
hydraulic loading appears to be adequate and the condition of the plant and machinery is
excellent.

Plant Capacity

The design capacity of the Union Township Municipal Authority wastewater treatment facility is
0.650 million Gallons per Day (MGD). The projected 2012 flow is reported as 0.287 MGD. The
plant went through the process of re-rating the capacity in 1997. The facility was previously
permitted for 390,000 gallons per day. The process was modified in 1994 to run two trains of 2
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tanks in series. A separate aerobic digester was constructed to facilitate rededication of existing
tankage.

Average Flow
The average dalily flow for 2007 was measured to be 0.256 MGD.

The 2007 Chapter 94 projections show that hydraulic overloading will not occur during the
projection period.

Hauled Liguid Waste

The Union Township Plant accepts septage that has been generated within the Township and
surrounding municipalities. The plant has an existing septage receiving station that included
mechanical screening of the liquid waste to remove any inorganic objects that may interfere
with the plant process equipment.

The plant typically receives septage when residents are notified to have septic systems
maintained. The plant reports 3,935 gallons of septage were received in 2007 and it is not
unusual to receive 30,000 gallons of hauled liquid waste on an annual basis. The current rate
established for accepting liquid waste is 7% cents per gallon.

Chesapeake Bay Nutrient Removal

The Authority’s NPDES Permit requires compliance with a Total Phosphorus (TP) discharge limit of
10.8 Ib. per day by December 1, 2008. This limit is based on the hydraulic capacity (0.650 MGD)
and an effluent phosphorus concentration of 2.0 mg/l. The Authority’s facility is a “Phase 3”
discharger under Pennsylvania’s Chesapeake Bay Tributary Strategy (CBTS). Phase 3 dischargers
are required to comply with the cap load limits by October 1, 2012. At this time it appears that
the Authority’s facility will receive cap limits of 11,872 |b. per year for TN and 1,583 |b. per year for
TP. The cap loads are based on maximum month design flow of 0.65 MGD, and a maximum
concentration of 6.0 mg/l of TN, and 0.8 mg/| of TP.

Based on data from 2005 and 2006, the Union Township wastewater treatment facilities annual
effluent nutrient loads are approximatley14,600 Ibs. TN and 16,900 Ibs. TP. Thus, the plant must
reduce its annual phosphorus loading by 12,960 Ibs. per year by December 2009. Additionally,
the plant must reduce its annual nitrogen loading by 2,730 Ibs. per year by October 1, 2012, and
its annual phosphorus loading by 15,320 Ibs. per year by October 1, 2012.

Compliance Strategy

The Union Township wastewater treatment facility has applied for grant assistance to implement
treatment process modifications to achieve biological nutrient reductions. Biological nutrient
removal will require modifications to the aeration system, construction of tank baffles, installation
of submersible mixers and an internal recycle system.

Planned Upgrades

As described in the 2007 ACT 537 Plan, an upgrade is recommended which calls for the
installation of new chemical phosphorus removal facilities, and headworks improvements to
address the phosphorus effluent requirements of the NPDES Permit by December 1, 2008. Future
upgrades will address CBTS and TMDL nitrogen and phosphorus limits as required.
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Recommended Improvements

Chemical Phosphorus removal will have the lowest cost to implement to meet the requirements
of the NPDES permit. The necessary facilities include a chemical storage tank with a spill
containment structure and a chemical feed system.

The existing plant has an influent anoxic zone that is necessary for nitrification. An additional
anaerobic zone is required for denitrification. A portion of the existing biological treatment
reactor basins were formerly aerobic digesters. A few pipe penetrations still exist and are
located in the pipe gallery below the control building. This could be a possible location for an
internal recycle pump to complete the process.

Estimated Costs

The estimated project cost is $400,000 to upgrade the facility to meet phosphorus effluent
requirements of the NPDES Permit by December 1, 2008. Future upgrades will be required to
meet the CBTS. Estimated project cost is approximately $4,000,000 to comply with the CBTS.
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Age of Rated 2005 Avg. 2010 Capacity Planned Infiltration | Septage NRT
Location wastewa | Capacity | Daily Flow Flow Available Expansion | & Inflow Receiving | Upgrade

ter (MGD) (MGD) (MGD) (%) (MGD) Station Plans
Municipality treatme

nt

facility(

Years)
Brown Twp Reedsville 30 0.600 0.374 0.411 315 0.900 Minor No Yes
Bratton Twp. Rt. 103 2 0.090 0.018 0.042 53.3 None Minor No No

Combined
Burnham Burnham 45 0.640 0.446 0.498 12.0 None System No No
Borough Severe
Granville Twp | | ewistown | 15 0.500 0.336 0.625 0 1.00 Moderate | Yes Yes
(Junction) Junction
Granville TWp | syrodes Mills | 11 0.066 0.033 0.38 3.4 None Minor Yes No
(Strodes Mills)
Lewistown Lewistown 51 2.818 1.69 2.045 27.4 None Severe Yes No
McVeytown McVeytown | 43 0.085 0.028 0.68 20.0 None Moderate No No
Union Twp Belleville 27 0.490 0.269 0.311 36.5 None Minor Yes No
Wayne Twp Newton 20 0.012 0.005 0.005 N/A N/A Moderate N/A N/A
Hamilton

*MGD: Million Gallons per Day

Other Wastewater Facilities

The County has two package plants that affect the public which include East Derry Elementary
School and Reeds Gap State Park. Both these facilities have enough capacity to address their
existing needs and are functioning properly. Both systems receive routine maintenance and
annual inspections. Because package plants are not ask to comply with the Chesapeake Bay
Tributary Strategy and neither plant is anticipated to expand no further analysis has been

provided.
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BIOSOLIDS MANAGEMENT OVERVIEW

Mifflin County has eight (8) operating municipal wastewater treatment plants (wastewater
treatment facilities) and collection systems and three (3) non-municipal treatment systems.
Since the time of the last Mifflin County Municipal Waste Management Plan Update in 2002, one
(1) new municipal system was added to serve Bratton Township. The non-municipal treatment
systems serve one school district and two recreational facilities. There has been no change in
the status of these facilities since the last Update. The volume of biosolids generated at these
facilities (estimated at 0.10 dry tons per day) is insignificant.

2006/07 reported trends in Pennsylvania indicate that a majority of biosolids are disposed of in
landfills. Only 38% of biosolids generated in Pennsylvania are beneficially used. There are
concerns about the rising costs of landfill tipping fees (up to $89 per ton in eastern Pennsylvania)
and the actions by several landfills to refuse to accept biosolids (due to potential odors and
capacity issues). As a result, many municipalities have decided to either develop Class B!
beneficial use programs (in-house or contracted land application), or move to Class A2
(Exceptional Quality) processing technologies. Class A biosolids can be beneficially used in
lower end markets (land application), or used in higher end markets where end users pay a fee
for the product (up to $100 per ton).

All Mifflin County wastewater treatment facilities produce biosolids that meet Class B pathogen
reduction standards and are either beneficially used or landfilled, with the exception of Granville
Township. Bratton and Wayne Townships have not yet confirmed pathogen status, but will likely
meet the Class B standards. Granville processes solids to meet Class A pathogen reduction
standards using Vermiculture, or composting with worms.

Granville has constructed a facility at its Junction Sewage Treatment Plant to process 500 tons
per year of sewage sludge of biosolids. The facility uses vermiculture (earthworms) to transform
the biosolids into a valuable and stable soil conditioner referred to vermicompost. Vermiculture is
based on the use of hundreds of thousands of worms to process waste such as biosolids. The
worm-processed materials are referred to as castings or vermicompost. After the worms process
the biosolids to vermicompost, it is dried, screened and stored until tested for compliance with
the facility permit. Granville than can sell the product to local users for value and use the funds
to offset costs of construction and operation.3

Since the closure of the Barner Landfill, end use arrangements for all biosolids generated in the
county have been established. For those wastewater treatment facilities that are directing
biosolids to landfill, costs have increased significantly. Lewistown is using landfill disposal to
manage biosolids, and Burnham is using landfill when other options are not available. End user
arrangements for other wastewater treatment facilities are described later in this Chapter.

! Class B refers to pathogen reduction standards where pathogens are significantly reduced to levels acceptable for
beneficial use in a program where the public has limited access to the site.

% Class A refers to pathogens reduction standards where pathogens are further reduced beyond Class B levels and are
safe in high public contact sites.

® Granville Township Vermicomposting White Paper
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BI1OSOLIDS GENERATION

In order to obtain data on each source of biosolids generate in the County, a municipal survey
was sent to eight (8) municipal wastewater treatment facilities. The completed surveys were
reviewed individually with staff from each wastewater treatment facility during a site visit to
confirm the data. Results of the surveys are included in tables throughout this report. A copy of
the Biosolids Management and Wastewater Treatment System Survey is attached as Appendix B.

Table 9 provides a summary of the county solids generation in 2005, based on surveys
completed for all eight (8) municipal wastewater treatment facilities by municipal staff. A total
of 791,600 gallons of liquid biosolids and 1,286 wet tons of cake were generated in Mifflin County
during 2005. Complete survey generation results can be found in Table # in appendix A.

BlosoOLIDS PROJECTIONS

Using the actual biosolids production data for 2005, and the projected wastewater treatment
facility 2010 flows, projections were made for biosolids generation in 2010. Refer to Table # in
Appendix A for a summary of the projected 2010 biosolids production. Biosolids produced in
Mifflin County (as dry tons per year) are projected to increase by 20% by 2010. This projection
does not include an accounting of additional solids that will be generated as a result of meeting
higher effluent limits for nitrogen and phosphorus as part of the Chesapeake Bay Strategy.

TABLE 9: SUMMARY OF ANNUAL BIOSOLIDS AND SEPTAGE GENERATION QUANTITIES

Biosolids Generation 2000 @ 2005 @ 2010 @
Wet Tons Per Year (Dewatered Portion) | 1,248 1,080 1,619
Gallons Per Year (liquid Portion) 1,306,700 | 811,600 ® | 859,065 @
Septage Portion 2000 @ 2005 2010
Gallons 1,565,800

@ From the Mifflin County Municipal Waste Management Plan prepared by Gannett Fleming in 2002
(@ Based on responses from the Mifflin County Biosolids Management and Wastewater Treatment System Survey in 2006

® Union Township liquid production not included. Solids production included as cake.

A summary of the annual liquid and cake biosolids production for years 2000 and 2005, and
projections for 2010 are included in Table 9. A summary of the daily biosolids production
volumes for years 2000 and 2005, and projections for 2010 are included in Table 10.
Approximately 1.38 dry tons were being produced each day in 2005, and 1.74 dry tons are
projected to be produced daily in 2010.
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TABLE 10: SUMMARY OF DAILY BIOSOLIDS AND SEPTAGE GENERATION QUANTITIES

Number of
Biosolids Generation (Municipal & Non-Municipal) | 2000 @ 2005 @® | 2010@ @) | Customers in
2005
Dry Tons Per Day (5-day basis) 1.34 1.39 1.75
Wet Tons Per Day (5-day basis) 4.80 3.71 4.84 14,774
Gallons Per Day (liquid portion) 3,580 4,601 5,289
Septage Generation 2000 2005 2010
Estimated Population on Septic Systems 17,098
Gallons Per Day 4,290
Gallons Per Year 1,565,800

(1) From the Mifflin County Municipal Waste Management Plan Update 2002

(2) Based on responses from the Mifflin County Biosolids Management and Wastewater Treatment System Survey
2006

(3) Excludes solids produced at non-municipal wastewater treatment facilities of approximately 61 gpd or 0.14 dry
tons per day (5-day basis)

Biosolids End Use Methods and Alternatives

Approximately, 234 dry tons (65%) of the 358 dry tons of biosolids generated at County treatment
plants was dewatered and landfilled in 2005. Approximately 48 dry tons (or 13%) of the 2005
production was land applied as a liquid. The remaining biosolids were either applied to reed
beds (43 dry tons or 12%), taken to another wastewater treatment facility (12 dry tons or 3%) or
processed into Class A (22 dry tons or 6%) using vermiculture.

Projected quantities for 2010 show that Granville plans to move all production into Class A
vermiculture to produce 61 dry tons of product. Additionally, Burnham plans to optimize use of
the drying beds and process all 23 dry tons on the drying beds. Union Township plans to remove
solids from their reed beds (approximately 1,140 dry tons or an average of 114 tons over 10
years) in 2009 and may take the biosolids to landfill or beneficially use on farmland.

Class B processing technologies include aerobic and anaerobic digestion, lime stabilization, and
reed beds. Generally, these less processed biosolids are used in lower value beneficial use
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programs that include use as a supplemental fertilizer on farmland or mine reclamation. Class A
processing technologies include drying and composting, along with some newer technologies.
These technologies generate biosolids that are of a higher value and if properly classified, can
be marketed in high-end markets. Generally, processing to meet Class A standards involve
higher operating and capital costs. However, Class A biosolids meeting strict customer
standards can generate up to $100 per ton, while Class B biosolids are given away to the end
user with the generator supporting costs for transportation and application.

Biosolids processing methods practiced in Pennsylvania are listed below in Table 11 and 12.
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TABLE 11: BiosoLIDS CHARACTERISTICS AND END USE PRACTICES
Factor to Willing to Wiling to | Factor .
. Class A ) Take Influencing
. . Primary End Determine Serve as ) .
Source Digestion Process or Class . Solids to Decision on
Use Method End Use Regional . .
B? - Regional | Regional
Method Facility - -
Facility Facility
L . Drying Beds
Bratton Twp | Aerobic Digestion ) Unknown | Cost No Yes Cost
to Landfill
No, but may
Liquid to from other
Brown Aerobic Digestion | Land Class B Cost No NA
Application wastewater
treatment
facilities
Liquid to
other
Clarigestor wastewater NA
Burnham trea_l?ment Cost & No Yes Cost
Twp facility Reliability
. . Cake to
Air Drying Landfil Class B
L . Cake to
Aerobic Digestion landfil Class B
. Public Cost &
Granvile Acceptance ves No Reliability
. ) Compost to
Vermicomposting Product Sale Class A
May, under
Lewistown Anaerobic All Cake to Class B Cost, Ease, & | certain Yes Cost
Borough Digestion Landfil Reliability conditions
1)
Liquid to
McVeytown Aerobic Digestion | Land Class B Cost No Yes Cost
Borough -
Application
Union Twp Aerobic Digestion | Reed Beds Class B Cost No Yes Cost
Cake to
other
Wayne Twp | Aerobic Digestion | wastewater Unknown | No Answer No No NA
treatment
facility

@) Would require payback within reasonable time for wastewater treatment facility upgrades (if necessary) and
operation costs
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TABLE 12: CLASS A (EXCEPTIONAL QUALITY) BIOSOLIDS PROCESSING OPTIONS

Process

Description

Relative Cost

Capital Operating

Reliability

Process/Product

Odor Potential
(8}

Potential
Product
Value @

Level of
Management

Composting -
In-vessel

Closed
system,
controlled
environment
system

High Moderate

High

Moderate-High

High

High

Composting -
Static Pile

Open system,
standing pile
composting,

non-turning

Moderate | Moderate

Moderate

High

High

High

Composting -
Windrow

Open system,
standing pile
composting,
mechanical
turning

Moderate Moderate

Moderate

High

High

High

Drying —
Direct &
Indirect

Fuel driven
mechanical
drying system
— high air flow

High High

High

Low-High

Moderate
- High

Moderate

Drying - Solar

Greenhouse-
type structure
with
mechanical
material
turning

High Low

High

High

Moderate-
High

Moderate

Pasteurization

Lime-addition
driven
mechanical
pasteurization
system

Moderate-

High High

High

High

Low-
Moderate

Moderate

Vermiculture
(Composting)

Open-system,
standing pile
worm-driven
composting

High Low

High

Low

High

Moderate-
High

Lime
stabilization

Lime-addition
driven solids
stabilization
(Class A)

Moderate | Moderate

High

High

Low

Moderate

(€N Assume that process is operated in accordance with operating standards and that solids fed into the process are

fully stabilized.

) Meets product specifications for quality and has value in the marketplace
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TABLE 13: BiosoLIDS PRODUCT END USE MANAGEMENT OPTIONS

Relative Cost

Potential

End Use Descriotion Reliabilit Process/Product Product Level of
Method P y Odor Potential Management
Value @
Capital Operating
In-house
Land managed
- agricultural NA Low Moderate Low-High Low Moderate
Application
land
application
In-house
managed
Mine ) appllc_atlon to NA Moderate Low Low-High Low High
Reclamation mine sites
being actively
mined
Contractor
Land managed
. mine
Application reclamation
(managed o ’ NA Moderate Moderate Low-High Low Low
b silviculture and
y agricultural
contractor)
land
application
Landfill Biosolids . Moderate .
Disposal disposal NA High — High Low-High N/A Low
Market to Class A
products can High Moderate High Low-High High Moderate
Users
be sold
In-house
Ca managed land )
Municipal application on | High Low Moderate Low-High Low Moderate
owned farm . High
Authority-
owned farm

MAssume that process is operated in accordance with operating standards and that solids fed into the process are fully

stabilized.

@ Meets product specifications for quality and has value in the marketplace

Once processed, biosolids can be beneficially used in a number of ways or taken to landfill for

disposal. Biosolids end use methods are identified and described below.

Land application — approximately 38% of the biosolids generated in Pennsylvania are
land applied. They are typically Class B biosolids. Included is application to farmland
and disturbed mine land under PADEP approved programs. Land application is widely
practiced statewide with some pockets of public opposition. However in recent years,
streamlined PADEP regulations and courts rulings against restrictive municipal ordinances
have improved the atmosphere for land application. Typically, land application is the
lowest cost option for biosolids end use. There have been some recent concerns about
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potential limitations on land application due to soil phosphorus levels. However, Brown
Township and McVeytown Borough have viable land applications programs.

Marketed products — a majority of Class A biosolids generated in Pennsylvania are
marketed to landscapers or golf courses, or blended with other residual materials and
beneficially used. Granville Township processes biosolids using vermicomposting, the
only Class A technology practiced in Mifflin County. Granville Township biosolids are
marketed to golf courses and generate up to $100 per wet ton. Fortunately, all 2007
production has already been committed (sold).

Landfill - a majority of biosolids, mostly Class B, are landfilled. The majority of biosolids
generated in Pennsylvania are landfilled. Biosolids must meet Class B standards as a
minimum and pass the paint filter test to be acceptable for landfill. The Barner landfill,
that served Mifflin County in the past, is no longer in operation. Therefore, Mifflin County
biosolids destined for landfill disposal must be taken out of the county. Lewistown and a
portion of Burnham biosolids are taken to landfill. Representatives from Union Township
indicated that they may take biosolids processed on their reed beds to landfill when the
beds are at capacity. Landfill tipping fees fluctuate widely in Pennsylvania, ranging from
$23 to $89 per wet ton. Transportation costs are related to the distance to the landfill,
and range from $12 to $30 per wet ton.
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TABLE 14: INDIVIDUAL SUMMARY OF BIOSOLIDS GENERATION QUANTITIES (2005)

2005 Solids Production
Municipal
)[Nas"[[ewattir ilit Dry Tons TDor)r:s \Fl’ve?tDT;ns wet Tons Gallons Gallons Per
reatment faciliity Per Day Phase 4 Per Year Per Day - % TS
(5-day) Per Cake (5- Cake Liquid Year Liquid
Year day)
Bratton Twp 0.015 4 Cake 0.04 10 -- -- 40%
Brown Twp 0.173 45 Liquid -- - 1,858 678,000 1.6%
0.046 12 Liquid - - 191 69,600 4.1%
Burnham Twp
0.035 9 Cake 0.04 11 - - 80%
0.054 14 Dewatered | 0.36 93 - -- 15%
Granville Twp
0.085 22 Compost 0.15 40 - - 55%
0.535 139 Dewatered | 2.81 732 - - 19%
Lewistown
Borough
0.262 68 Cake 0.30 77 - - 88%
0.010 3 Liquid - - 164 60,000 1.0%
McVeytown
0.008 2 Cake 0.01 2.3 - - 0.83%
Union Twp 0.167 43 Cake 114 2,378 867,800 38%
Wayne Twp 0.001 0.23 Liquid -- -- 11 4,000 1.4%
TOTAL 1.391 361 3.71 1,080 4,602 811,600

Source: Biosolids Management and Wastewater Treatment Survey
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B1O0SOLIDS CONSIDERATIONS

As previously noted, a survey was conducted to update information collected eatrlier relating to
biosolids production and practices, and to determine if there were any opportunities for more
cost effective management of the county’s biosolids. The major Mifflin County wastewater
treatment facilities all responded to the surveys, and plant visits were conducted to gain a
better understanding of concerns and constraints of each respondent. A summary of the results
of the surveys and information gathered during the plant visits follows.

Brown Township

Brown Township wastewater treatment facility employs aerobic digestion to stabilize solids
generated in the wet end processes. The wastewater treatment facility staff recently made
process modifications in order to extend the time under aeration, in order to improve the
somewhat poor digestion capability. Current plans include upgrading the aeration system to an
oxidation ditch that will allow for more time under aeration, producing a more stabile product.
Design and construction began at the end of 2006. After the solids handling improvements
have been completed, the wastewater treatment facility will also have expanded storage
capacity to allow for storage for up to four (4) months.

The biosolids produced at the Brown Township wastewater treatment facility meet High Quality
pollutants4 (metals), Class B pathogen standards, and occasionally meet process vector
attraction reductions (VAR) standards. All biosolids produced are handled as a liquid as there is
no means of dewatering at the wastewater treatment facility. The quality of the biosolids is
good and they acceptable for beneficial use.

Brown Township developed and is operating a liquid land application program. They haul liquid
biosolids to their own 24 acre farm about three (3) miles from the wastewater treatment facility
where they apply 100% of their biosolids. It was reported that biosolids are applied to each field
every year. Brown Township considers land application to be the most cost effective program
available and plans to continue with this program. Reliability was considered the most
important factor in making decisions about biosolids management and end use. Program costs
were considered the second most important factor. Brown Township officials reported on the
survey that they would not consider participation in a regional facility, unless their own program
was no longer reliable and cost effective.

At the time of the survey, Brown Township wastewater treatment facility does not accept
septage because of the limited solids handling capability. However, septage and/or solids from
other wastewater treatment facilities may be accepted in the future, after the plant
improvement project is completed.

Although the Brown Township biosolids management program is seen as cost effective and
reliable, some improvements should be considered. Repeated biosolids applications to fields

* High Quality Pollutants refers to PADEP Table 3, or the lowest concentration of metals in the biosolids.
® VAR refers to the potential for disease transmission through vectors (rats, flies, etc) when vectors are attracted to
biosolids. Highly stable and fully digested biosolids are less likely to attract vectors and transmit disease.
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every year can lead to excessive phosphorus in the soils. It is suggested that the landbase be
expanded so that biosolids field applications can be reduced to every 3d year. Brown Township
does not have a secondary option for handling biosolids. It is suggested that another option be
developed, in case liquid land application is not possible. If transportation costs for liquid
biosolids are considered too high, dewatering may be an option. It is suggested that a
comparison of costs for liquid hauling verses dewatering and hauling solid material be
considered. In the event that the current program is limited, dewatering may be necessary to
take advantage of a secondary option.

Bratton Township

The Bratton Township wastewater treatment facility is newly constructed and has little flow.
Solids are aerated and dewatered in uncovered drying beds. In 2007, the Township applied for
a Growing Greener Grant for the construction of a roofing/housing structure to cover the drying
beds. It was reported that when the drying beds are filled, the solids will likely go to landfill. Itis
assumed that after processing, the solids generated at the wastewater treatment facility will
meet the minimum criteria for landfill and/or beneficial use. There are no plans at this time to
consider participation in a regional biosolids facility.

Burnham Borough

Burnham Borough wastewater treatment facility employs anaerobic digestion (clarigester) to
partially stabilize solids generated in the wet end, and processes and dewaters/further treats
biosolids in covered drying beds. The wastewater treatment facility is an aging facility
employing old technology for digestion. Solids processing and dewatering units are limited and
must be managed carefully to meet minimum standards for processing. Storage capacity for
solids in the clarigester and on the drying beds is limited. Current plans do not include any
planned improvements to the wastewater treatment facility to better handle solids.

The biosolids produced at the Burnham wastewater treatment facility meet High Quality
pollutants (metals), Class B pathogen standards in the warmer months, and occasionally meet
process vector attraction reduction (VAR) standards. Biosolids produced are handled either as
dried or as a liquid. The dried biosolids go to landfill and the liquid solids are transported to the
Milton wastewater treatment facility. Drying biosolids is limited by capacity of the drying beds,
seasonal temperatures, and staff limitations in cleaning the beds. The quality of the biosolids is
marginal and may be acceptable for beneficial use.

Burnham’s options for end use are limited to landfill for dried biosolids and hauling liquid to other
wastewater treatment facilities. Recently, their budget for handling solids increased
significantly. Borough officials reported that they would prefer to transport all of their solids to a
local wastewater treatment facility and use the drying beds for storage when necessary. Cost
was considered to be a critical factor by Borough officials when making decisions about
biosolids management and end use. Staff limitations and reliability were considered the most
important factors by wastewater treatment facility personnel. Burnham Borough officials
reported on the survey that they would consider participation in a regional facility, but only after
considering the costs.
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Burnham wastewater treatment facility does not accept septage because of the limited solids
handling capability.

Burnham Borough officials are very concerned about the costs associated with their biosolids
management program. The following improvements should be considered. Landfill is most likely
the most cost effective option at this point. Careful use of the drying beds may be the best
option to lower costs. Liquid hauling to Milton is likely the most costly option. It is suggested that
Burnham officials approach other local officials to discuss liquid hauling to their wastewater
treatment facilities. Another possibility is for Burnham to provide the sludge in a liquid form
instead of a cake form to Granville Township to process.

Granville Township

Granville Township wastewater treatment facility employs aerobic digestion to stabilize solids
generated in the wet end process and vermicomposting to further treat biosolids. After
digestion, solids are dewatered and applied to the vermicompost beds where worms assist in
further digestion of the solids. Once composted, the biosolids are screened and dried to make
a consistent product, called “GranVerm”. Storage capacity for aerobically digested solids and
composted product is in excess of 6 months.

The biosolids produced at the Granville Township wastewater treatment facility meet High
Quality pollutants (metals), Class A pathogen standards, and process vector attraction
reduction (VAR) standards. The quality of the biosolids is excellent and they are acceptable for
all types of beneficial use options, including marketing and sales or blending with other residuals
or soils to make value added products. Once the strict regulatory processing standards are met,
beneficial use options are easily implemented and regulatory oversight is minimal.

Granville Township developed and is operating a marketing program to sell small lots (bagged)
and bulk product. Their focus has been on sales to golf courses, but is also selling to vineyards
and other high end markets. Although direct sales do not cover all operating costs, total
program costs are low. Granville Township considers vermicomposting to be a reliable and
sustainable program for managing biosolids and plans to expand the program as processing
capacity becomes limiting. Public acceptance was considered the most important factor in
making decisions about biosolids management and end use. Program costs were considered
the second most important factor. Granville Township officials reported on the survey that they
would consider serving as a regional facility. However, expansion of the current facility would
be necessary if Granville were to accept additional solids for processing. As would be
expected, costs associated with facility expansion and operation would be shared by all
participating municipalities. Land adjacent to the wastewater treatment facility was recently
acquired by the Township to expand the facility, if necessary.

Granville Township wastewater treatment facility does accept septage and solids from other
wastewater treatment facilities. Solids generated at the Strodes Mills wastewater treatment
facility are processed at the Granville wastewater treatment facility.

The Granville Township biosolids management program is viewed as cost effective, reliable, and
sustainable. Granville Township worked with the vermicompost equipment manufacturer and
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gain Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) approval for Class A pathogen reduction
equivalency for the vermicompost process.

Lewistown

Lewistown wastewater treatment facility employs anaerobic digestion to stabilize solids
generated in the wet end processes. Digested biosolids are dewatered either by belt filter press
or on enclosed drying beds. Methane generated from the anaerobic digestion process is used
for heating the digesters and buildings. The anaerobic digestion system is undergoing major
improvements. After the digester improvements have been completed, there will be additional
digester capacity and digester operation willimprove. The wastewater treatment has little
dewatered biosolids storage capacity at the plant and must move biosolids off site regularly.

The biosolids produced at the Lewistown wastewater treatment facility meet High Quality
pollutants (metals), Class B pathogen standards, and process vector attraction reduction (VAR)
standards. All biosolids are dewatered. The quality of the biosolids is excellent and they
acceptable for beneficial use or landfill.

Lewistown is disposing of biosolids at a landfill in Clinton County. Costs for landfill transportation
and disposal are relatively high compared to other options. Reliability was considered the most
important factor in making decisions about biosolids management and end use by wastewater
treatment facility personnel. Program costs were considered the most important factor by
Lewistown officials. Lewistown wastewater treatment facility personnel reported on the survey
that they may consider investing and participating in a regional biosolids processing facility.
However, cost would be a major consideration. Lewistown would also consider serving as a
regional facility if they could recover investment costs for capital improvements and generate
revenues. Plant personnel believe that beneficial use of the biosolids would be important if
Lewistown were to serve as a regional facility.

Lewistown wastewater treatment facility does accept septage, but receives little volume. If it
appears that there is a need for regional septage treatment, Lewistown would consider
constructing a septage receiving station to offload and pretreat septage prior to treatment.

The following suggestions should be considered to improve the cost effectiveness and reliability
of the Lewistown biosolids management program. Lewistown produces an excellent quality
biosolids and should consider a more cost effective end use method. Land application
regulations are less restrictive than in previous years and are allowing numerous other
municipalities to successfully manage beneficial use programs in Pennsylvania. If wastewater
treatment facility storage is a constraint, on-farm storage is being permitted by PADEP for the
land application program. At this time, Lewistown does not have a secondary option for
handling biosolids. Itis suggested that another option be developed, in case landfill disposal is
discontinued. Finally, Lewistown may want to consider looking at opportunities for making use of
potential excess capacity in their anaerobic digestion system (marketing for septage and/or
solids processing, etc). Careful study of the costs and impacts on other plant processes would
be important before making a decision.
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McVeytown

McVeytown wastewater treatment facility employs aerobic digestion to stabilize solids
generated in the wet end processes. Solids can be handled as a liquid or applied to drying
beds to be dewatered. Lime is also added to the digester prior to end use to meet regulatory
requirements for process VAR. The wastewater treatment facility has limited storage capacity in
the digesters, but is able to regularly move biosolids off-site or apply to the drying beds.

The biosolids produced at the McVeytown wastewater treatment facility meet High Quality
pollutants (metals), Class B pathogen standards, and process VAR standards. A majority of the
biosolids produced are handled as a liquid, with the remainder dried. The quallity of the biosolids
is good and they are acceptable for beneficial use.

McVeytown developed and is operating a liquid land application program. They haul liquid
biosolids to a qualified farm about 1.5 miles from the wastewater treatment facility where they
apply 100% of their biosolids. McVeytown considers land application to be the most cost
effective program available and plans to continue with this program. Public acceptance and
reliability were considered the most important factors by plant personnel in making decisions
about biosolids management and end use. Program costs were considered the most important
factor by public officials. McVeytown wastewater treatment facility personnel reported on the
survey that they would consider participation in a regional biosolids facility, if the costs lower
than costs for their existing program.

McVeytown wastewater treatment facility does not accept septage because of the limited
solids handling capability. McVeytown officials and plant personnel consider their biosolids
management program to be cost effective and reliable.

Union Township

Union Township is the most distant from the main population center in Mifflin County and
projected growth areas around Lewistown. Union Township wastewater treatment facility
employs aerobic digestion to stabilize solids generated in the wet end processes. Solids are
applied to reed beds where they are stabilized over a period of years. After the reed beds are
full (5 to 10 years), the solids are removed from the beds and can be beneficially used or
disposed of in a landfill. The reed beds were evacuated in the summer of 2007. 264 dry tons
were removed from the reed beds and sent to a landfill at a total cost of $75, 920.38. A recent
plant improvement project increased plant treatment capacity, so that there is greater than 100
days of liquid storage.

The biosolids produced in the reed beds at the Union Township wastewater treatment facility
have not been tested recently, but most likely will meet High Quality pollutants, Class B
pathogen standards, and occasionally meet process VAR standards. All biosolids are applied to
the reed beds for further treatment. The quality of the biosolids is assumed to be good, but
should be tested to confirm that they are acceptable for beneficial use.

Cost and reliability were considered the most important factors for Union Township officials in
making decisions about biosolids management and end use. Environmental Stewardship and
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public acceptance were considered the most important factors by wastewater treatment
facility personnel. Union Township personnel reported on the survey that they would participate
in a regional facility, as long as the costs were comparable to other options.

Union Township wastewater treatment facility accepts septage, and has purchased a simple
septage receiving station but has not constructed it. Even though Union Township does not have
mandatory on-lot system pump outs, neighboring townships have required pump outs in the
past. Union Township has enough plant capacity to take and treat septage.

Although the Union Township biosolids management program focuses primarily on costs, some
improvements should be considered. It is strongly suggested that the reed bed biosolids be
tested for (regulatory requirements) for metals and pathogens annually. Concentration of
certain metals may take place in the biosolids and may preclude beneficial use as one of the
options. In addition, it is suggested that a cost be estimated for landfill disposal of the reed bed
biosolids. Volumes can be projected and landfill costs established as the basis of the estimate,
thereby eliminating any budget shortfalls if landfill disposal is selected as the end use method.

Wayne Township

The Wayne Township wastewater treatment facility is scheduled for closure in 2009 and all flows
will be diverted to the Mount Union wastewater treatment facility. Biosolids from this plant will
not be considered as part of this study.

REGIONAL OPTIONS

As previously noted, all Mifflin County wastewater treatment facilities have made arrangements
for some type of biosolids end use at this time. Costs for biosolids management end use for
some wastewater treatment facilities has increased, particularly those who are hauling to landfill.
Most municipalities were willing to consider a regional option.

Table 13 summarizes the responses from the municipal wastewater treatment facility staff on the
Mifflin County Biosolids Survey. Cost was acknowledged as the primary consideration when
considering biosolids end use options. Reliability was the highest rated secondary consideration.
The factors included in the survey included cost, reliability, regulatory complexity, environmental
stewardship, staff limitations, and public acceptance.

Class A verses Class B was not an issue for a majority of municipalities, with exception of Granville
Township.

Four Options were considered for Mifflin County Biosolids Management. They are listed below.

Option 1 - Status Quo (Class B options may become limiting (includes landfill), each
program can improve operation and economics and reliability,)

Option 2 - Status Quo, with some solids being transported to other facilities (same as
Option 1, some facilities taking solids to other local wastewater treatment facilities),
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Option 3 - Existing facility serves as a regional facility (no facility may want to take on that
responsibility, establishing financial equality may become burdensome, may not have
enough base solids to make the economics work and some may opt out, will want to
focus on most densely populated areas for a regional facility,)

e Granville using the Class A vermiculture process

e Lewistown serves as a regional facility using the Class B anaerobic digestion
process

¢ Lewistown, making additional improvements to their program to become more
cost effective and reliable, and/or move to Class A

Option 4 - Form Regional Authority (depends on transportation distance, cost, wilingness
to work together and give up some control, ability to get grants,)

NUTRIENT TRADING

Under the Chesapeake Bay Tributary Strategy, Pennsylvania needs to reduce its nutrient and
sediment loadings on the Bay by addressing both point and non-point sources. To quantify the
nutrient reductions needs, EPA has established maximum nutrient and sediment loads for each
watershed tributary to the Chesapeake Bay. Trading may occur for either nutrient (total
phosphorus and total nitrogen) or sediment credits. Credits are the unit of compliance that
corresponds with a pound of reduction of nutrient or sediment as recognized by the Department
which, when registered by the Department, may be used in a trade. Credits are measured,
verified and accounted for on an annual basis. There are baseline, threshold, and
documentation requirements for generating credits within a watershed that are outlined further
under policy guidelines established by the DEP.

Credits may be used by NPDES permittees to meet effluent limits under specific conditions.
Because the credits will be used to meet a permit effluent limit, permittees will only be authorized
to use credits through the provisions of their NPDES permit. Further under Act 537 and its
implementing regulations, all municipalities must develop and implement a sewage facilities
plan that addresses present and future sewage disposal needs for the municipality. The use of
nutrient reduction credits may be included in any Act 537 proposal concerning a new or
expanded discharge.
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EFFLUENT QUALITY REQUIREMENTS, WASTEWATER COLLECTION
AND TREATMENT FACILITIES SUMMARY

e The total design capacity for all the municipal facilities in Mifflin County for 2007 was 5.35
MGD verses a capacity of 5.26 MGD in 1999. There is 58% unused capacity available at
the municipal facilities. Projected wastewater flows for 2010 are 3.843 MGD, leaving
approximately 28% unused capacity. There are minimal flows associated with non-
municipal treatment systems.

e All current and planned upgrades to the Brown Township wastewater treatment facility
are being designed for an average daily flow of 900,000 gallons per day (0.9 MGD). This
represents an anticipated expansion of 50% to accommodate future growth.

e Decatur Township does not contain any public sewer infrastructure.

e Since 1994, as funds become available, the Burnham Borough Authority has been
implementing sewer system improvements to reduce extraneous flows to the wastewater
treatment facility and reduce combined sewer overflows to Hungary Run and
Kishacoquillas Creek. These improvements have been facilitated through the assistance
of the Community Development Block Grant Program, which is administered by the
Mifflin County Planning and Development Department. These grants have enabled the
Authority to continue its sewer system improvements program.

o The wastewater conveyance system in the borough of Juniata Terrace is over fifty (50)
years old, it is in sound condition and no significant inflow or infiltration problems exist.
The system is operating at less than design capacity.

e The design capacity of the Lewistown Borough wastewater treatment facility is 2.818
million Gallons per Day (MGD). The projected 2010 flow is reported as 2.045 MGD. The
Borough implemented an I/l reduction program which has corrected many sources of
extraneous flow, many new sources are developing as the sewers age. Additionally, the
wastewater treatment facility effluent concentrations are significantly higher than the
anticipated effluent loading limits for nitrogen and phosphorus.

e [t is estimated by the authority engineers, 75 milion dollars will be needed to meet the
anticipated expansion and maintenance requirements for all municipally owned
wastewater treatment facilities within Mifflin County. Approximately 50% of this 75 million
dollar estimate is associated with improvements necessary to meet the Chesapeake Bay
Tributary Strategy. The remaining 50% is associated with requirements set for by flood
plain provisions, routine maintenance, and planned expansion.

e Nutrient Trading Credits may be used by NPDES permittees to meet effluent limits under
specific conditions. Because the credits will be used to meet a permit effluent limit,
permittees will only be authorized to use credits through the provisions of their NPDES
permit. The use of nutrient reduction credits may be included in any Act 537 proposal
concerning a new or expanded discharge.
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TABLE 15: WASTEWATER TREATMENT CAPACITY AND PROCESSES

Anticipated
Wastewater Flows Cost to Meet
Chesapeake
Municipal Plant Bay Tributary
wastewater Capacity Strategy
treatment facility | (MGD) 13999 2005 2010 and/or
(MGD) (MGD) (MGD) System
Expansion/Mai
ntenance
Bratton Township | 0.09 NA 0.018 0.042 $465,000
Brown Township 0.60 0.33 0.374 0.411 $4,344,000
Burnham 0.64 0.35 0.446 0.498 $6,000,000*
Borough
Granville 0.50 0.24 0.260 0.469 $21,000,000
Township
Lewistown 2.82 1.72 1.690 2.045 $31,000,000
Borough
McVeytown 0.09 0.03 0.037 0.062 $1,000,000
Borough
Mount Union 1.1 NA 0.337 0.465 $452,000
Union Township 0.49 0.23 0.269 0.311 $4,000,000
Wayne Township | 0.12 NA 0.005 0.005 $7,500,000
TOTALS 5.35 2.90 3.099 3.843 $75,761,000

All costs are estimates were provided to RETTEW Associates, Inc. by the individual authority
engineers based on costs associated with implementation of the Chesapeake Bay Tributary
Strategy, floodplain improvement requirements and routine maintenance.
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IlI. LAND-USE PRACTICES

Laws, policies, and institutions drive the infrastructure decisions that determine a region’s
economic and environmental future. Decisions about constructing or rehabilitating facilities to
handle sewage can either support the sustainable use of land and watersheds, efficient patterns
of growth and economic development, and continued vitality and economic health of existing
urban communities, or they can contribute to sprawl, higher costs, and loss of urban vitality.
Choices about sewage infrastructure are a significant piece of the land use puzzle, but they are
poorly understood and little studied in comparison with more familiar growth and development
issues such as transportation, education, taxes, water supply and land use regulation.

The Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan is rooted in smart growth principles utilizing a growth
management system in which the future land uses range from the Urban Center and High
Growth Areas to a Rural Development and Natural Resources Protection Area. This is a sound
planning practice but implementations of these growth management practices are critical in
achieving the County’s goals. The following section provides an analysis of how the County
along with each region’s planning and ordinance are consistent with the County’s planning
document along with whether appropriate sewer planning provisions are implemented within
the local planning documents and ordinances. Some specific items discussed in the following
pages include capped sewer (dry) lines and sewer feasibility studies which are explained below
and further defined in the glossary:

Capped sewer (dry) lines requirements: if a public sanitary system is not in place or cannot be
extended, the developer may provide individual subsurface disposal systems subject to
applicable regulations of the DEP; provided that, if a public sanitary sewer system will be
provided within a six year period as indicated in the municipal sewage facilities plan, the
elected officials may require installation of a capped sewer (dry) lines within the street right-of-
way. This ordinance provision is usually provided within areas that are in a faster growing
municipality that recently adopted its sewage facilities plan and understands where future
public sewer extensions will ultimately be extended.

Municipalities can require sewer feasibility studies in which they require the development if it is
within so many feet of an existing public sewer line prove that there is appropriate capacity at
the wastewater treatment facility and conveyance system to hook-up or not to the system.
Some municipalities have a size threshold requirement which requires subdivisions applications
over a certain size (typically 25 lots) to produce a sewer feasibility study.

Mifflin County

The County’s current Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance (SALDO) has provisions and
regulations relating to both individual on-lot sewage disposal systems as well as centralized
sanitary sewage facilities for all new subdivisions and land developments. These provisions
include minimum lot area requirements for various residential uses, as Section 503.4.1 of the
Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code (MPC) enables municipalities which have not
enacted zoning ordinances to regulate lot sizes based on the availability and type of water and
sewage. The County’s minimum lot sizes appear to be adequate to accommodate the different
uses based upon the availability and type of water and sewer for both residential and non-
residential development.
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Additionally, the County SALDO provides that developers of new subdivisions and land
developments may be required to install capped sewer (dry) lines connecting to and within the
subdivisions and land developments. The use of a capped sewer (dry) lines connection
requirement places the cost burden of initial infrastructure investment on the developer. Finally,
the County’s ordinance differentiates and has allowances for both public and private
centralized sewage facilities.

The County’s ordinance does not require submission of a sewer feasibility study/report for
connection to a centralized sewage system, and also does not require secondary sets of percs
and probes for individual on-lot sewage systems. Sewer feasibility studies are typically required
to be prepared by a professional engineer and submitted along with the preliminary land
development plan. These studies are typically required when a municipality has centralized
sewage facilities, but not all properties are or can feasibly be connected to such facilities. The
purpose of these studies is to quantify the cost or feasibility of extending and connecting existing
sewer facilities to the proposed subdivision or land development.

Northeast

Of the two municipalities in the Northeast planning area, only Brown Township has a zoning
ordinance which regulates the municipality’s lot sizes. The ordinance regulates minimum lot size
based on three variables, the type of land use proposed, the type of water and type of sewer. In
addition, Brown Township recently adopted a Township subdivision and land development
ordinance. Brown Township should consider revising its lot size requirements to allow for
appropriate size and space for on-lot sewage disposal.

Although Armagh Township does not have a zoning ordinance, they do have their own
subdivision and land development ordinance and like the County’s SALDO, they do regulate
residential lot sizes based on the availability and type of water and sewer but unlike the County
they do not have non-residential minimum lot sizes for water and sewer. Armagh’s SALDO
provisions relating to sewage facilities mirror those of the County SALDO, with provisions requiring
capped sewers and allowances for private centralized sewage facilities. It should be noted that
Brown Township does not have its own SALDO, and therefore utilizes the County SALDO.

As with the County’s SALDO, Armagh’s SALDO lacks provisions for sewer feasibility studies and
requirements for secondary percs and probes for alternate on-lot sewage disposal site and
system. Additionally, Armagh’s ordinance does not require residential units within mobile home
parks to be served centralized sewer.

Southeast

Decatur Township is the only municipality in the Southeast planning area. The Township does not
have a zoning ordinance but they do have their own subdivision and land development
ordinance in which they regulate residential lot sizes based on the availability and type of water
and sewer but unlike the County they do not have non-residential minimum lot sizes for water
and sewer. Decatur’s SALDO provisions for sewage facilities include requirements for capped
sewers and allowances for private centralized sewage facilities.

Decatur’s SALDO also lacks provisions for sewer feasibility studies and requirements for
secondary percs and probes for alternate on-lot sewage disposal site and system. Additionally,
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Decatur’s ordinance does not require residential units within mobile home parks to be served by
centralized sewer.

South Central

Of the five municipalities in the South Central planning area, only Juniata Terrace Borough does
not have a zoning ordinance. Therefore, among other things relating to sewer, Juniata Terrace
Borough relies on the County’s SALDO to regulate minimum lot sizes based on availability and
type of water and sewer.

The other municipalities have their own zoning ordinances and subdivision and land
development ordinances. Besides regulating lot sizes for uses by district based on availability and
type of water and sewer within the zoning ordinance, Lewistown Borough does not have any
provisions for requiring capped sewers, allowances for private centralized sewage facilities,
sewer feasibility studies and/or requirements for secondary percs and probes for alternate on-lot
sewage disposal sites and systems. Because of its urban geography, (smaller lot sizes served by
public system) the Borough will not need to require secondary percs and probes for on-lot
sewage disposal as they will require all new applicants to hook-up to the public system. The
capped sewers ordinance may be appropriate but likely the Borough has very few areas that
are not served or a developer would not be responsible for connection to the public system.

Granville and Derry Townships and Burnham Borough do have provisions for capped sewers, with
Granville’s provisions being similar to the County’s. Burnham Borough’s and Derry Township’s
capped sewer provisions are more detailed than other municipalities in the County. Specifically,
the provisions state that the developer provide for the installation of capped sewer lines,
including mains capped at the limits of the subdivision and laterals capped at the street right-of-
way line. Additionally, if the developer is not required to connect to active sewer lines
immediately, in addition to capped sewers, each lot must be provided with and served by an
on-lot septic system until connection to the centralized system is made.

Although Burnham Borough and Granville Township do not require secondary percs and probes
for alternate on-lot sewage disposal sites and systems, Derry Township’s Zoning Ordinance does
require them. Additionally, while Granville and Derry Township do not require sewer feasibility
studies, and do allow for private centralized systems, Burnham Borough does require sewer
feasibility studies, and does allow private centralized systems.

Southwest Central

Of the three municipalities in the Southwest Central planning area, only McVeytown Borough
has a zoning ordinance which regulates the municipality’s minimum lot sizes. The ordinance
regulates minimum lot size based on three variables, the type of land use, the type of water and
type of sewer. Relating to the zoning, a few of McVeystown’s minimum lot size requirements for
zoning districts served with water and sewer could be further reduced to accommodate more
compact development, depending on local preference. Both McVeytown and Bratton
Township do not have their own SALDO, and therefore rely on the County’s SALDO.

Oliver Township has its own SALDO in which they regulate residential lot sizes based on the
availability and type of water and sewer. Oliver’s SALDO provisions relating to sewage facilities
also require capped sewers and allowances for private centralized sewage facilities. Oliver’s
SALDO lacks provisions for sewer feasibility studies and requirements for secondary percs and
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probes for alternate on-lot sewage disposal site and system. Additionally, Oliver’s ordinance
does not require residential units within mobile home parks to be served centralized sewer nor
does it have non-residential minimum lot size requirements.

Southwest

Of the three municipalities in the Southwest planning area, only Kistler Borough has a zoning
ordinance which regulates the municipality’s minimum lot sizes. The ordinance regulates
minimum lot size based on three variables, the type of land use proposed, the type of water and
type of sewer. Relating to zoning, a few of Kistler’s minimum lot size requirements for zoning
districts served with water and sewer could be further reduced to accommodate more
compact development, depending on local preference. Finally, all three municipalities do not
have their own adopted SALDOs, and must therefore rely on the County’s SALDO.

The Western Mifflin County Future Land Use Plan indicates the entirety of Kistler Borough as a
“Village Center”, while the Zoning Map provides for five (5) different designations including
agriculture-residential, open space conservation, medium density residential and two village
designations, residential, and commercial.

Northwest

Of the two municipalities in the Northwest planning area, only Union Township has a zoning
ordinance which regulates the municipality’s minimum lot sizes. The ordinance regulates
minimum lot size based on three variables, the type of land use proposed, the type of water and
type of sewer. Relating to zoning, within the RS and V zones, the minimum required lot sizes,
especially for those not served with centralized water and sewer, appear rather small. Although
Menno Township does not have a zoning ordinance, they, like Union Township, have their own
SALDO. Menno’s SALDO does regulate residential lot sizes based on the availability and type of
water and sewer but unlike the County they do not have non-residential minimum lot sizes for
water and sewer.. The SALDO provisions for both Menno and Union Township relating to sewage
facilities require capped sewers and provide allowances for private centralized sewage facilities.

The SALDOs for both Menno and Union Township lack provisions for sewer feasibility studies and
requirements for secondary percs and probes for alternate on-lot sewage disposal site and
system. Additionally, Menno’s ordinance does not require residential units within mobile home
parks to be served centralized sewer.

AucGusT 21, 2008 RETTEW

PAGE 90



MIFFLIN COUNTY

PUBLIC SEWER PLAN

TABLE 16: SEWER PLANNING IN LOCAL ORDINANCES SUMMARY

Secondary Sewer Private
Zoning Adequate Capped Sewer &/or Perc/Probes & | Feasibility | Centralized
Ordinance | Lot Sizes Extension/Connection | Easements Study Systems

Location / Region
Mifflin County Yes Yes No No Yes
Northeast

Armagh

Township No Yes Yes No No Yes

Brown

Township Yes No Yes No No Yes
Southeast

Decatur

Township Yes Yes Yes No No Yes
South Central

Burnham

Borough Yes Yes Yes No Yes No

Derry

Township Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes

Granville

Township Yes Yes Yes No No Yes

Juniata

Terrace

Borough No Yes Yes No No Yes

Lewistown

Borough Yes Yes No No No No
Southwest Central

Bratton

Township No Yes Yes No No Yes

McVeytown

Borough Yes Yes Yes No No Yes

Oliver

Township No Yes Yes No No Yes
Southwest

Kistler

Borough Yes Yes Yes No No Yes

Newton

Hamilton

Borough No Yes Yes No No Yes

Wayne

Township No Yes Yes No No Yes
Northwest

Menno

Township No Yes Yes No No Yes

Union

Township Yes Yes Yes No No Yes
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PA DEP

Although there are no state laws requiring a specific minimum or maximum lot size, generally in
Pennsylvania, the minimum lot size allowed for the placement and use of an individual on-lot
sewage system is approximately one acre. This is dependent on many local factors including soil
type and characteristics, depth to bedrock, depth to water table, etc.

According to PA DEP, the minimum setback/separation distances relating to individual on-lot
sewage disposal systems include the following:

Septic Tank Drainfield

- Dwelling/structure - 10’ 10’
- Well-private well - 50’ 100’
- Surface water - 25’ 50’
- Property lines - 10’ 10’
- Seasonal high water table/

limiting layer - - 4’
- Wetlands - 25’ 25’
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LAND-USE PRACTICES SUMMARY

The Miffin County Comprehensive Plan is rooted in smart growth principles utilizing a
growth management system in which the future land uses range from the Urban Center
and High Growth Areas to a Rural Development and Natural Resources Protection Area.
This is a sound planning practice but implementations of these growth management
practices are critical in achieving the County’s goals.

The County’s ordinance does not require submission of a sewer feasibility study/report for
connection to a centralized sewage system, and also does not require secondary sets of
percs and probes for individual on-lot sewage systems.

Armagh’s SALDO lacks provisions for sewer feasibility studies and requirements for
secondary percs and probes for alternate on-lot sewage disposal site and system.
Additionally, Armagh’s ordinance does not require residential units within mobile home
parks to be served centralized sewer.

Lewistown Borough does not have any provisions for requiring capped sewers,
allowances for private centralized sewage facilities, sewer feasibility studies and/or
requirements for secondary percs and probes for alternate on-lot sewage disposal sites
and systems. Granville and Derry Townships and Burnham Borough do have provisions for
capped sewers, with Granville’s provisions being similar to the County’s.

Oliver’s SALDO lacks provisions for sewer feasibility studies and requirements for
secondary percs and probes for alternate on-lot sewage disposal site and system.
Additionally, Oliver’s ordinance does not require residential units within mobile home
parks to be served centralized sewer.

Finally, all three municipalities in the Southwest do not have their own adopted SALDOs,
and must therefore rely on the County’s SALDO.

The SALDOs for both Menno and Union Township lack provisions for sewer feasibility
studies and requirements for secondary percs and probes for alternate on-lot sewage
disposal site and system. Additionally, Menno’s ordinance does not require residential
units within mobile home parks to be served centralized sewer.

Brown Township’s minimum ot size provisions are not large enough to adequately
provide for on-lot sewage disposal.

Armaugh, Decatur, Menno and Oliver Townships do not have non-residential minimum
lot sizes.
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IV. SEWAGE FACILITIES PLANNING AND IMPACT ON ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

This chapter reviews existing municipal land-use practices to determine consistency between
long range planning and local ordinances. The Miffin County Comprehensive Plan long range
planning was also compared to local planning for consistency purposes. This Chapter also
identifies areas of economic development potential based on local zoning ordinance provisions,
and wastewater and conveyance capacity.

The forthcoming analysis is based on the following definitions from the Pennsylvania
Municipalities Planning Code:

Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code Definitions:

Consistency: an agreement or correspondence between matters being compared
which denotes a reasonable, rational, similar, connection or relationship.

General consistency, generally consistent: that which exhibits consistency.

Northeast

County Planning Consistency

The 1999 Armagh Township future land use plan is consistent with the Mifflin County
Comprehensive Plan. Brown Township’s comprehensive plan was adopted in 1971, given the
date of adoption the 1979 Zoning Ordinance was used to compare against the County
Comprehensive Plan. Brown Township’s zoning map is generally consistent with the County the
only exception is the intersection of SR 655 and Barrville Road where the Township is zoned low
and medium density residential and the County has identified this area as rural development.

Local Planning Consistency

Armagh Township does not contain any zoning so no evaluation could be made between the
local comprehensive planning and its zoning. Brown Township’s 1971 comprehensive plan is
consistent with its zoning ordinance. Brown Township recently updated its subdivision and land
development ordinance but should address its zoning ordinance. It should be noted that Brown
Township is close to completion of its Act 537 Plan update. It is our recommendation that the
area consider developing a regional comprehensive plan and subsequent implementation
recommendations. The region should also consider combining with Derry Township and possibly
Decatur Township for this regional planning effort.

Southeast

County Planning Consistency

Decatur Township has not adopted a comprehensive plan or zoning ordinance to compare to
the Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan. It is assumed that the Township participated as part of
the County’s comprehensive plan process and their visions for future land uses were reflected in
the plan.
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Local Planning Consistency

Decatur Township has not adopted a comprehensive plan or zoning ordinance to conduct a
consistency analysis. It is our recommendation for the Township to consider either developing
community development objectives and a zoning ordinance to reflect the interests that are
reflected in the Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan or work with the municipalities within the
Northeast to develop long range planning together and subsequent implementation
recommendations. This will protect the rural development character of the Township and its
important natural resources as well as focus infrastructure to areas of the region that have been
identified for limited growth.

South Central

County Planning Consistency

The 1994 Granville Township’s Future Land Use Plan is generally consistent with the Mifflin County
Comprehensive Plan. All of the future land use classifications are consistent with the exception
of the area that abuts Oliver Township associated with the US 22/522 corridor in the western
section of the Township. The Township’s future land use plan indicates a limited commercial
and residential and a general commercial designation which differs from the County’s rural
development natural resource area designation. Additionally, the County has identified a
limited growth area centered over an existing development in the central-eastern portion of the
Township, however; the Township identifies this area as a low density residential area expanding
from the existing development area in an easterly direction to Derry Township line.

Burnham and Lewistown Boroughs along with Derry Township’s future land use plans are
generally consistent with the Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan. The non-residential land use
classifications are consistent with the County and the residential designations are classified as
urban center in the Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan.

Juniata Terrace Borough has an action plan that is used as its comprehensive plan but does not
have a zoning ordinance. Because of the age of the document no comparison against the
Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan for consistency purposes was prepared. It is assumed, that
elected officials and residents participated in the County’s Comprehensive Plan process and
the plan reflects their wishes.

Local Planning Consistency

Burnham and Lewistown Borough’s and Granville and Derry Township’s comprehensive plans are
consistent with their respected zoning ordinances. Juniata Terrace Borough has an action plan
but no zoning ordinance to compare against each other for consistency purposes. It is our
recommendation that the municipalities within this region consider developing a regional
comprehensive plan to assist in coordinating regional efforts.

Southwest Central

County Planning Consistency

Bratton Township does not have a comprehensive plan or zoning ordinance to compare against
the Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan for consistency purposes. Oliver Township’s last long
range planning effort was in 1970 when they adopted a comprehensive plan. Itis assumed, that
residents and elected officials from Bratton and Oliver Township participated in the Mifflin

AucGusT 21, 2008 RETTEW

PAGE 95




MIFFLIN COUNTY

PUBLIC SEWER PLAN

County Comprehensive Plan process and their wishes are reflected in the County’s future land
use plan. However, on a day to day basis the presence of sewer infrastructure likely dictates
development. McVeytown Borough’s planning is generally consistent with Mifflin County
Comprehensive Plan. The entire Borough was identified Village Center as part of the County’s
future land use plan which allows for both non-residential and residential classifications. The
Borough’s zoning ordinance separates uses by zoning district so while some uses are mixed within
the various districts some restrictions are in place for allowing more intensive non-residential
activities to occur in residential districts.

Local Planning Consistency

Bratton Township does not have a comprehensive plan or zoning ordinance to compare against
each other for consistency purposes. Oliver Township does not contain a zoning ordinance that
can be compared to its comprehensive plan. McVeytown Borough adopted community
development objectives and a shortened comprehensive plan concurrently with a zoning
ordinance; therefore, the local planning is consistent with each other. It is our recommendation
that Bratton and Oliver Townships along with McVeytown Borough consider developing a
regional comprehensive plan and subsequent implementation recommendations. While
McVeytown has recently conducted long range planning and adopted a zoning ordinance the
Borough would benefit from regional coordination with its adjacent municipalities.

Southwest

County Planning Consistency

The Western Mifflin County Regional Comprehensive Plan was developed after the Mifflin County
Comprehensive Plan therefore; the future land uses are closely tied together in both text
description and geographic location. Specifically, the four land use classifications in the Western
Mifflin County Regional Comprehensive Plan: Village Center, Limited Growth, rural Development,
and Natural Resources are consistent with the land classifications in the form and function as the
land classifications proposed in Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan for this region of the County.

Local Planning Consistency

Kistler Borough’s Zoning Ordinance is generally consistent with its future land use plan with the
exception of the area south of the medium density residential zoning district. This area is zoned
agricultural-residential in the 1997 Zoning Ordinance but is identified as a Village Center in the
2001 Regional Comprehensive Plan. It is our recommendation for the Borough to update its
Zoning Ordinance to reflect the Village Center land classification in this area. Additionally, to
achieve the region’s vision to encourage growth into the Limited Growth and Village Center land
classification Wayne Township and Newton Hamilton Borough must implement the future land
use plan as identified in its comprehensive plan with the development of a new zoning
ordinance. This will protect the rural development character of the region and its important
natural resources as well as focus infrastructure to areas of the region that have been identified
for limited growth.

Northwest

County Planning Consistency

Union Township’s future land use designations are consistent with the Mifflin County
Comprehensive Plan. Specifically the Village, Residential Suburban, Commercial and Industrial
designations are consistent with the County’s planning document. Menno Township’s
comprehensive plan is generally consistent with the Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan
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specifically; the commercial and industrial designations in the Township’s plan are generally
consistent with the village center and limited growth area designations in the County plan. The
rural residential and agricultural uses in the Township’s planning correlate with the rural
development and natural resource areas in the County Comprehensive Plan.

Local Planning Consistency

Union Township’s future land use designations are consistent with its zoning text and district
boundaries. Menno Township does not have a zoning ordinance to compare its 1998
comprehensive plan with for consistency purposes. Both Union and Menno Townships have
expressed interest in developing new zoning ordinances. This plan supports these efforts and
encourages them ensure that any ordinance focuses its infrastructure development so as to
maintain their rural heritage.
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The following table provides a quick snapshot of the above referenced material:

TABLE 17: LOCAL PLANNING CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS SUMMARY

Consistency
between local

Consistency

Zoning Comprehensive | planning and with County
Ordinance | Plan zoning planning
Location / Region
Mifflin County None 2000 N/A N/A
Northeast
Armagh
Township None 1999 N/A Consistent
Brown Generally
Township 1979 1971 Outdated * Consistent
Southeast
Decatur
Township None None N/A Consistent
South Central
Burnham Generally
Borough 2003 1973 Consistent Consistent
Derry Generally
Township 1997 1997 Consistent Consistent
Granville Generally
Township 2007 1994 Consistent Consistent
Juniata
Terrace
Borough None No N/A Consistent
Lewistown Generally
Borough 1986 1990 Consistent Consistent
Southwest Central
Bratton
Township 1979 No N/A Consistent
McVeytown Generally
Borough 2004 2004 Consistent Consistent
Oliver
Township None 1970 N/A Consistent
Southwest
Kistler Generally
Borough 1997 2001- Regional Consistent Consistent
Newton
Hamilton
Borough None 2001- Regional N/A Consistent
Wayne Consistent
Township None 2001- Regional N/A
Northwest
Menno Generally
Township None 1998 N/A Consistent
Union
Township 1976 1976 Consistent Consistent

* Qutdated: For the purposes of this analysis, the zoning map was utilized to determine consistency.
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EcoNoMIc DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES

While it is important to continue to upgrade and maintain municipal wastewater facilities, the
County should assist local municipalities and authorities in focusing expansion areas to regions
that provide economic opportunities for the County. Economic development can also be
stymied if local planning and zoning do not support additional growth. So as to avoid economic
bottlenecks, each region was evaluated for areas of economic development and their
implementation readiness. While sewer infrastructure is not the only reason for economic
development to occur it can affect a developer’s decision should it not be present or easily
obtained. The following is a suggested implementation timeframe for economic development
projects within Mifflin County based on existing planning and wastewater conditions at the time
of this plan:

Implementation Timeframe for Economic Development

Immediate:

Have wastewater treatment plant capacity for additional service.
Have conveyance system capacity for additional service.
Appropriate ordinance provisions are in place for development.
Long range planning identifies area for growth

Within existing public sewer service area

Potential infill or redevelopment area

Short:
¢ Not within an existing sewer service area but is within 2,000 feet of existing lines
¢ Have or will have wastewater treatment plant and conveyance system capacity
e Have appropriate zoning for new development or has a long range plan adopted
that supports new growth

Medium:
e Areas that are outside the short term timeframe, but represent opportunity for
economic development identified by county or local planning
e Requires substantial capital investment for wastewater treatment plant and
conveyance system capacity
e Requires appropriate zoning modifications for development to proceed

e Rural vilage or existing development density area that is not served by public sewer
e Significant capital investment necessary to service new development

Based on the above timeframe the following areas were selected as possible Economic
Development Opportunities within the County:
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Northeast

Immediate:

Brown Township contains several areas for immediate economic development areas associated
with in-fill between the Rt. 322 Bypass and Old Rt. 322. These areas are all within the existing
public sewer service area and Brown has adequate capacity at its wastewater treatment facility.

Short:

The area bounded by the Rt. 322 Bypass to the east, Airport Road to the west, and Quarter Horse
Drive to the north is an opportunity area for economic development and is within 2,000” of the
existing public sewer service area. Additionally, the Township is in the final stages of Act 537
sewage facilities planning which can proactively plan to add this area into the public sewer
service area in a short time frame.

Medium:

The area north of Church Lane in Armagh Township has been identified as a transitional area
from agriculture to residential, commercial and industrial in the County Comprehensive Plan.
Unfortunately, the Township has limited sewage capacity to accommodate additional
development.

Medium:

The area between Old Rt. 322 and the Rt. 322 Bypass known as Roseann in Armagh Township is
another area that was identified in the County Comprehensive Plan as a high growth area. But
the Township has limited sewage capacity to accommodate additional development.
Additionally, extending west of the Rt. 322 bypass is an area identified as a transitional area
between agriculture to commercial and industrial.

Southeast

Long:
Several limited growth areas and village center were identified in Decatur Township primarily

along the SR 522 corridor that is not serviced by public sewer service. According to the
Township’s 1994 Act 537 Plan, the Township should suggest placing small package treatment
systems or community on-lot disposal systems to address existing malfunctions which would lead
to minimal economic development opportunities.

South Central

Immediate:

Based on the zoning map there appears to be pockets for infill opportunities which could lead to
immediate economic development in Burnham and Lewistown Boroughs along with Derry
Township. These areas have adequate capacity to service the infill and redevelopment
opportunities within Derry Township and Burnham and Lewistown Boroughs.

Short:
Within Derry Township, a few areas are zoned rural that lie adjacent to both Burnham and
Lewistown Boroughs and have adequate wastewater treatment facility capacity.
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Medium:

A pocket of agricultural zoned land also appears to be an economic development opportunity
located east of high density zoned land and south of Green Avenue Extension and zoned heavy
industrial zoned land. This area is within the existing public sewer service area and the
wastewater treatment facility has adequate capacity to service the development. At this
stage, coordination with Derry Township is necessary as they have $4 milion of the $10 million
required for the Back Maitland (Green Avenue Extension) project.

Southwest Central

Immediate:
Within McVeytown Borough there remain some areas for infill economic development and the
McVeytown wastewater treatment facility has significant capacity to service these opportunities.

Short:

Several imited growth areas as identified within the County Comprehensive Plan are identified in
both Bratton and Oliver Townships that have adequate wastewater capacity and are within
existing or planned public sewer service areas.

Southwest

Medium:

Wayne Township operates a packaged Wastewater treatment facility located within the
Borough and serves 48 customers. The facility is owned by Wayne Township and has a permitted
capacity of 12,000 gallons per day. It was reported that the Wayne Township wastewater
treatment facility is scheduled for decommissioning in 2009 and all flow will be conveyed to the
Mount Union Wastewater treatment facility in Huntingdon County.

Northwest

Long:
Several limited growth areas and a village center future land use designations in both Union and

Menno Townships falling along the crossroad communities and major roadway infrastructure are
identified in the County Comprehensive Plan but with the exception of Belleville in Union
Township the area is not serviced by public sewer service.
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SEWAGE FACILITIES PLANNING AND IMPACT ON ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY

Northeast

e Itshould be noted that Brown Township is developing a new zoning ordinance in which
minimum lot requirements for non-residential uses should be addressed. Armagh
Township has not and should address in a future zoning amendment minimum lot
requirements for non-residential uses.

e Itis our recommendation that the area consider developing a regional comprehensive
plan and subsequent implementation recommendations. The region should also
consider combining with Derry Township and possibly Decatur Township for this regional
planning effort.

Southeast

¢ Decatur Township has not adopted a comprehensive plan or zoning ordinance to
conduct a consistency analysis. It is our recommendation for the Township to consider
either developing community development objectives and a zoning ordinance to reflect
the interests that are reflected in the Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan or work with the
municipalities within the Northeast to develop long range planning together and
subsequent implementation recommendations. This will protect the rural development
character of the Township and its important natural resources as well as focus
infrastructure to areas of the region that have been identified for limited growth.

South Central

¢ The allowance of commercial, industrial, and public properties intermeshed with the
residential designations as identified in the County Comprehensive Plan was not the
intent of these residential zoning designations developed locally.

e Burnham and Lewistown Boroughs along with Derry and Granville Township’s future land
use plans are generally consistent with the Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan.

Southwest Central

e Bratton Township currently does not have a comprehensive plan or zoning ordinance to
compare against the Miffin County Comprehensive Plan for consistency purposes.

¢ McVeytown Borough’s planning is generally consistent with Mifflin County
Comprehensive Plan. The entire Borough was identified Village Center as part of the
County’s future land use plan which allows for both non-residential and residential
classifications.

e Itis our recommendation that the area consider developing a regional comprehensive
plan and subsequent implementation recommendations. While McVeytown has
recently conducted long range planning and adopted a zoning ordinance the Borough
would benefit from regional coordination with its adjacent municipalities.

Southwest

e The Western Mifflin County Regional Comprehensive Plan was developed after the Mifflin
County Comprehensive Plan therefore; the future land uses are closely tied together in
both text description and geographic location.

e Itis our recommendation for Kistler Borough to update its Zoning Ordinance to reflect the
Village Center land classification in this area. Additionally, to achieve the region’s vision
to encourage growth into the Limited Growth and Village Center land classification
Wayne Township and Newton Hamilton Borough must implement the future land use
plan as identified in its comprehensive plan. This will protect the rural development
character of the region and its important natural resources as well as focus infrastructure
to areas of the region that have been identified for limited growth.
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Northwest

e Union and Menno Township’s future land use designations are consistent with the Mifflin
County Comprehensive Plan.

e Itis our recommendation that Menno Township follows through with its long range
planning stemming from its 1998 comprehensive plan effort and adopts local zoning to
protect its rural heritage and focus infrastructure development.
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V. ON-LOT SEWAGE DISPOSAL

Over the last forty years, on-lot sewage disposal systems are being used more than ever in areas
not suitable for central sewage systems. At first, these areas were on the fringe of suburbia,
where funding for sewage systems or sufficient population density were available. Over the last
two decades, for a variety of reasons, development is taking gigantic leaps and is not merely
centered on the suburban fringes, but is moving now into the rural landscape of Mifflin County.
The “hollowing out” of the County’s Boroughs and Villages as discussed in the demographic
section of the plan places an ever-increasing dependence on on-lot sewage disposal systems.

These rural municipalities now face sewage-related problems on a scale never before realized.
The need for sewage planning in these areas is becoming far more commonplace, and the
number of on-lot sewage disposal systems is increasing. Because of this development pattern, it
is important to take a closer look at rural Mifflin County and its dependency on on-lot sewage
disposal systems.

Over the years, many small subdivisions, vilage crossroads, and single-family lots have used on-
lot sewage disposal systems in the County. Prior to Act 537, many of these homes would have
been served by small septic tanks connected to "wildcat" sewers that discharged to gullies and
small streams, sewer lines from homes directly into pits or "dry wells," or septic tanks with an
insufficient amount of subsurface drainage area. These systems were well documented in the
Act 537 Plans produced in the 1990s within the County. Evidence of stream and groundwater
pollution, ponding of liquid waste material in backyards, and discharges to road culverts were
discovered.

Complicating matters associated with known malfunctions are areas with some new homes or
by a farm or woodland that, if not now, will eventually looked at for future home development.
Added to the situation are farmers who are approaching retirement, who do not have heirs
interested in maintaining the agriculture business, and who now want to provide for their
retirement by selling their land for new or second-home development. On top of all this, are
minimal development regulations enforced at the local level.

EDUCATION

Since the 1990s, the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection has heightened its
concerns on municipalities utilizing proper on-lot sewage management disposal and
maintenance. Sewage management programs should, at a minimum and as a first step, have
an ongoing educational program for homeowners with on-lot sewage disposal systems. The
program can vary from short articles in the municipal newsletter to periodic flyers and reminders
addressed to system owners to formal information sessions for system owners. Educational
material and information sessions should emphasize that:

o Effluent from settling tanks and from malfunctioning systems can cause human
ilnesses. Malfunctioning systems are health hazards to the individual family and to the
neighborhood.

e Settling tanks do not provide complete treatment but rather, serve to settle solids and
trap scum to prevent clogging the drain field. As such, these tanks need to be
pumped out regularly. To demonstrate how systems are constructed and where
problems can occur, local agencies should provide a pictorial representation of
some of the more common disposal systems.
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e If an owner's sewage system has electric and/or mechanical components, it should
be checked by a knowledgeable individual every year.

e The life-cycle cost for an on-lot sewage disposal system is less expensive than a
centralized community treatment system. Consider the example that if residents were
connected to a public treatment system, they could be paying $40 to $80 a month
plus the initial tap-in fee. The cost to have their on-lot system pumped or inspected
(about $135 to $150 every three years for most systems) is a small amount in
comparison. It is only when systems malfunction and have to be periodically
replaced that their costs begin to equal that of central systems. Proper maintenance
and operation of on-lot systems, therefore, is "good insurance" in preventing large
future costs.

In addition, the local agency should have understandable, written procedures with fee
schedules for anyone seeking to obtain a permit for a new on-lot system. Whenever possible, the
SEO should meet with the applicant at the beginning of the permitting process to clarify issues
and to answer questions. When the final inspection is completed and the permit is issued, a
pamphlet should be given to the system owner that details the importance of system
maintenance and provides helpful hints on system operation and maintenance. Based on our
analysis, only Menno Township does not provide this education component.

The practice of setting aside an easement for a replacement area for an on-lot sewage disposal
system has become a common practice over the last decade. By setting aside a replacement
area, the investment for public sewer infrastructure is avoided. By not introducing public sewer
infrastructure into an area also assists in maintaining a rural setting. Requirements for on-lot
sewage disposal replacement area easements can be placed within a subdivision and land
development ordinance. Currently, Derry Township is the only municipality within the County
that requires replacement easement requirements. However, the sewage enforcement officers
that practice within the County all shared it has become a common practice for siting areas for
both primary and replacement facilities. While the sewage enforcement officers have been
successful in siting primary and replacement areas they have no legal requirement to support
this initiative and it is recommended that the local municipalities and County amend their
ordinances to include easements for both primary and replacement areas for on-lot sewage
disposal.

IMPROVED ON-LOT PROCESSES

Over the past several years, the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection has
asked municipalities to implement sewage management programs which require septic
pumping and some form of system inspection. The inspection portion of the program may
consist of simple inspections of septic tanks and disposal fields by septic tank pumpers to more
complex inspections using certified third-party inspectors.

After conducting this inspection, the system owner is notified of any needed corrections and
assigned a deadline to furnish acceptable proof that the corrections have been made.
Acceptable proof is usually certification by a contractor listing the types and dates of
corrections made and final inspection by the SEO. The local agency may also make the
corrections and charge the system owner. However, the agency would also be accepting
responsibility for such repairs and perhaps liability for future system operation unless the agency is
willing to accept system ownership. The inspection service can be performed by the local
agency at a set fee to cover the cost of the entire inspection or at a lower fee, with the
difference being made up by state reimbursement.
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An inspection program is usually coupled with a septic tank pumping program. Required septic
tank pumping is usually every three to five years. The local agency notifies the system owner
when pumping is due, and the septic pumper either coordinates the date and time of pumping
with the SEO so that an inspection can be made or performs the inspection at the time of
pumping using a local agency inspection form. A copy of the form is sent to the local agency
for follow-up by the SEO.

Administration of a sewage management program can be performed by the SEO or, if the work
load warrants, by individuals under the supervision of the SEO who have knowledge of on-lot
sewage disposal system design, installation, and operation. In the case of mandatory septic tank
pumping and/or inspections contracted by the system owner, clerical staff in the local agency
may send out reminder notices, keep appropriate records, and inform the SEO of deviations
from the agency's standard procedures so the SEO can follow through with appropriate action.

Sewage management programs are established by the municipality adopting an ordinance
mandating local agency or local agency-contracted inspections and/or septic tank pumping
or system owner-contracted inspections and proof of tank pumping. In the case of local agency
services, the fees should be set in the ordinance. Records, including time sheets for all local
agency employees participating in the program, are necessary, along with a log of all direct
services performed and all expenses incurred. At the time of the plan preparation, eight
municipalities have adopted an on-lot management program.

Eight out of the eleven potential municipalities to administer on-lot management programs in
the County have adopted ordinances and begun implementing this program (Table 18). While
all of them are not consistent with their requirements they do all generally contain: initial and
routine inspection (generally from the SEO), requirements and time restrictions for replacing
broken/malfunctioning equipment, required pumping every three to four years depending on
the municipality, and penalties. The remaining municipalities should consider adopting an on-
lot management program. It is also recommended that the municipalities consider sharing this
information regionally to determine if problem areas are within close proximity of each other
and can be addressed regionally.

REGIONALIZATION

Throughout the County municipalities are working together on regional sewer planning that are
generally consistent with the planning regions established in the County Comprehensive Plan,
see Table 18 in the Regulatory Requirements Chapter. In all but one of these regions a public
infrastructure and on-lot sewage disposal alternative is available for consideration. The
southwest region which includes only Decatur Township has only on-lot alternatives to address
sewage facility demands. As identified in other chapters, while the region is conducting sewer
planning together many have not conducted long range land use planning together which
provide an opportunity for the regions to dictate development as opposed to be driven by
development activity.

The municipalities should consider working together in developing a county-wide sewage
management committee in which its responsibilities could include review of draft Act 537 Plans,
Chapter 94 reports, and on-lot management reports to determine consistency with local and
county comprehensive plans.

OTHER OPPORTUNITIES
As mentioned earlier the eight out of the eleven potential municipalities to administer on-lot
management programs in the County have adopted ordinance and have begun implementing
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this program. The remaining three should strongly consider administering such a program and
the County could take this opportunity to assist in offering to administering and facilitating this
program. By doing so, the County will be able to monitor those areas that are experiencing a
density of malfunction and react in a proactive manner so as to possibly save existing system
faster, discourage unwanted growth into a known malfunction area, possible revise or create
land use controls to direct growth away from these conditions, and avoid costly public sewer
infrastructure investment.

Another opportunity is associated with the increasing number of on-lot systems in the County.
Because the County continues to receive more on-lot systems, more septage is being generated
that could be transported to a regional facility. Consideration of a regional facility was
previously discussed in an earlier chapter.

ON-LOT SEWAGE DISPOSAL SUMMARY

e Throughout the County municipalities are working together on regional sewer
planning that are generally consistent with the planning regions established in the
County Comprehensive Plan.

e Eight out of the eleven potential municipalities to administer on-lot management
programs in the County have adopted ordinance and have begun implementing
this program (Table 18). The remaining three should strongly consider administering
such a program and the County could take this opportunity to assist in offering to
administering and facilitating this program.

e Because the County continues to receive more on-lot systems, more septage is being
generated that could be transported to a regional facility.

¢ While the sewage enforcement officers have been successful in siting primary and
replacement areas they have no legal requirement to support this initiative and it is
recommended that the local municipalities and County amend their ordinances to
include easements for both primary and replacement areas for on-lot sewage
disposal.

e The County’s municipalities that are using on-lot sewage disposal should consider
developing a regional database of the information provided in the on-lot sewage
disposal system management reports. At the very least, the municipalities should
share this information with each other to possibly address areas of concern that are
adjacent to each other but are separated by a municipal boundary.
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VI. REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

In Mifflin County sewage facilities plans and comprehensive land use plans should carry out a
consistent vision of growth, development, and conservation. Unfortunately, this is not the case
and Mifflin County is not alone. Rather the entire state is mired in this disconnect of modeling
sewer planning with comprehensive planning that while so simple in thought very difficult in
execution.

Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act, enacted in 1966, requires every municipality to adopt an
official “sewage facilities plan” and to revise it continuously as circumstances change. The
Municipalities Planning Code (MPC), enacted in 1968, empowers municipal governments to
plan and zone for land use and development. Yet key weaknesses in both laws have made it
difficult to ensure that a municipality’s comprehensive plan and sewage plan support one
another. Consequently, these weaknesses produce adverse effects on communities such as:

¢ Insufficient ratepayer and taxpayer funding to support aging sewer systems in slow-
growing or declining cities and boroughs.

¢ Duplication of existing infrastructure by approval and construction of new public or
private sewage facilities or community systems in municipalities adjacent to areas that
have existing treatment capacity.

¢ Common use by townships of zoning and subdivision regulations that require large-lot
(one acre or greater) forms of development simply in order to avoid dealing with sewers.
This, in turn, can relate to another problem called “septic sprawl” — construction of single
family homes and scattered retail establishments that rely on on-lot sewage disposal but
that receive minimal scrutiny under either local zoning regulations or sewage facilities
plans.

e Sewage facilities plans that are modified reactively in response to private development
proposals. Most sewage facilities plans within the Commonwealth consist of old plans
supplemented by dozens of individual planning “modules” that support development
proposals rather than a comprehensive plan.

e Rural municipalities that rely on sewage facilities planning (and on-lot certification) as
virtually their only form of development planning, because sewage facilities planning is
mandatory, but comprehensive planning and zoning is not. 6

The MPC and Act 537 were ahead of their time in the 1960s, but are now desperately in need of
modernization — and especially the creation of accountability between decision about
development and infrastructure.

SHORTCOMINGS IN MIFFLIN COUNTY MUNICIPAL ACT 537 PLANNING

The weaknesses identified in the Planning for Development and Sewage Infrastructure: Can We
Be Consistent from the Environmental Law Institute referenced above provide the appropriate
backdrop for this chapter based on findings over the course of plan development. Specific
examples of these weaknesses in Mifflin County include:

® Planning for Development and Sewage Infrastructure: Can We Be Consistent? Environmental Law Institute Issue
Paper pages 1 and 2
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Insufficient Ratepayer and Taxpayer Funding

Lewistown Borough sanitary sewer system consists of over 28 miles of sanitary sewer mains, over
620 manholes, and the Lewistown wastewater treatment facility. Lewistown wastewater
treatment facility serves nearly 15,000 equivalent dwelling units (EDUs) across portions of Derry
and Granville Townships along with the entire Borough. Like most boroughs within the State, they
are losing population which equates to the Authority continues to lose ratepayers.

Since the beginning of this Plan, the Lewistown Borough, Derry Township and Burnham Borough
have been working on a regional Act 537 Plan. Burnham Borough owns and operates a .64 MGD
wastewater treatment facility that serves approximately 990 customers. Much like Lewistown
Borough, Burnham Borough has limited potential for growth and anticipates significant capital
investment associated with meeting the requirements of the Chesapeake Bay Tributary Strategy.
Therefore, Burnham Borough working with Lewistown to see whether it is economically feasible to
shift its customer base to Lewistown’s wastewater treatment facility. Both parties would appear
to gain from this approach in that Lewistown would receive additional ratepayers to assist in
upgrading its facilities and Burnham would not have to incur significant capital investments
associated with upgrading its plant. Every effort should be made to ensure that this
regionalization is orchestrated.

Duplication of Existing Infrastructure

Bratton Township and McVeytown Borough sewage facilities planning are a perfect example of
duplication of existing infrastructure. The 1996 plan identified many malfunctioning on-lot
sewage disposal systems due to poor site conditions, small lot sizes, and wildcat discharges. To
address these malfunctioning on-lot systems the Township selected an alternative of
construction of a public collection and conveyance system that would be treated at the
existing McVeytown wastewater treatment facility.

In 2001, an amendment was developed that indicated that the malfunctions identified in the
previous 1996 plan had not changed due largely to the fact that Bratton Township and
McVeytown Borough Authority had failed to reach an agreement for wastewater treatment
service and proposed cost were too high. Consequently, the Township pursued a second
alternative of pumping the wastewater to a new wastewater collection and treatment system to
serve the existing malfunctions.

While the immediate concern was addressed in this situation, the addition of new infrastructure
could compromise the rural heritage of the Township especially given the fact that the
community does not have a zoning ordinance. Further, additional capacity is still available at
McVeytown Borough’s wastewater treatment facility for a stagnant/declining population which
will result in time to higher fees for its customers.

Septic Sprawl
Several municipalities within the County rely on a minimum lot size through either their individual

or the County’s subdivision and land development ordinance. The majority of these areas are
rural in nature and do not contain public sewer infrastructure; therefore, development is
predicated on on-lot sewage disposal methodology which often leads to larger lot sizes. The
planning as part of this process is entirely focused on the immediate with little to no long range
planning put in place. This is not to say that all the municipalities within the County need public
sewer infrastructure but rather long range planning needs to be considered so as to not
encourage the proliferation of septic sprawl across the landscape and compromising the rural
heritage of the County and the need for costly infrastructure investment.
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Of equal concern in this scenario are municipalities that administer zoning containing large lot
requirements as a measure for preservation. Large lot requirements are not an effective
preservation tool for long range planning because of the septic sprawl concern. If a
municipality’s intent is for preservation there are tools such as Conservation By Design, Sliding
Scale Ordinances, and other modern planning tools to consider. The following are a description
of some of the tools available to local municipalities for preservation:

Designated Growth Areas

The municipalities planning code defines designated growth areas as a region within a county
or counties described in a municipal or multi-municipal plan that preferably includes and
surrounds a city, borough or village, and within which residential and mixed use development is
permitted or planned for at densities of one unit to the acre or more, commercial, industrial and
institutional uses are permitted or planned for and public infrastructure services are provided or
planned.

How it Works

The Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan has set forth areas in their land use plan as growth areas
which include: Urban Center; High Growth Areas, Residential and Commercial/Industrial; Village
Centers; and Limited Growth Areas that promote land development to occur in a more
concentrated area. These growth areas are the regions within the County in which
concentrated development is promoted and improved transportation, school, sewer, and water
infrastructure is generally provided or concentrated. The local municipal comprehensive plans
are asked to be generally consistent with the county’s comprehensive plans which includes
designated growth areas within the land use plan. The Western Mifflin County Comprehensive
Plan is an excellent example of a local municipal planning document’s land use plan being
consistent with the county comprehensive plan. Specifically, the Western Mifflin County
Comprehensive Plan incorporates the following designated growth areas in their land use plan:
the Village Center and Limited Growth.

Planned Residential Development

Planned residential development provisions are a means of permitting and encouraging
innovative, well planned developments by allowing some variation in dimensional and use
requirements to achieve the preservation of sensitive natural areas or historic sites. This is
accomplished by permitting development to be shifted to more appropriate portions of the site.

How it Works

Planned residential developments may be permitted throughout a municipality, but more
commonly are permitted in limited areas as specified in the zoning ordinance. A community
may also define more than one category of planned residential developments. Both planned
residential development provisions and site design requirements for planned residential
developments are included in the zoning ordinance. Within the zoning ordinance, the
municipality must specify where planned residential developments are permitted, the uses to be
allowed and standards for density of development. The review procedures and any special
design requirements may be included in the subdivision and land development ordinance.
Derry Township has implemented an ordinance that contains planned residential development
provisions.
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Traditional Neighborhood Development (TND)

Traditional Neighborhood Development, or Traditional Neighborhood Design, is a principal that
has gained acceptance in recent years as a viable design standard for suburban communities.
Traditional Neighborhood Development creates village-like neighborhoods with housing for a
diverse population, a mix of land uses, walkable streets, public space which is a focal point for
the neighborhood, integrated civic and commercial centers and accessible open space.
Traditional neighborhoods are more compact communities that are designed to encourage
bicycling and walking for short trips. This is accomplished by providing destinations that are close
to home and work and by providing sidewalks and a pleasant environment for walking and
biking.

How it Works

Traditional Neighborhood Development requires a large site and/or coordinated development
of adjacent sites for full implementation of the concept. Before a municipality can approve and
implement a traditional neighborhood design, it must allow for these concepts in its local zoning
and subdivision and land development ordinances. The concept of Traditional Neighborhood
Development may be applied as infill development within an urban setting, on the outskirts of an
existing urban area, or in a suburban area. Brown Township currently has a Traditional
Neighborhood Development Ordinance in place and a development called Quillas Creek is
being proposed under this ordinance.

Exclusive Use Agricultural Protection Zoning

Exclusive use agricultural protection zoning designates areas where farming is the primary land
use, and discourages other land uses in those areas. Exclusive use agricultural protection zoning
stabilizes the agricultural land base by keeping large tracts of land relatively free of non-farm
development. This can reduce the likelihood of conflicts between farmers and non-farming
neighbors. Exclusive use agricultural protection zoning is most appropriate where there is limited
pressure for residential development and there are already existing large areas of prime or
unigue agricultural resources.

How it Works

Exclusive agricultural zoning prohibits non-farm residences, non-agriculture activities, and retalil
businesses. Of course, in some instances exceptions are granted after appropriate local review.
Examples might be roadside farm sales from producing farms or nursery retail sales from
producing nurseries within the agricultural zone. In some instances, other uses are allowed in
exclusive agricultural zones, such as cemeteries, landfills, schools, churches, animal hospitals,
etc., which can be placed on lower quality land but also provide services to the agricultural
community.

Exclusive zoning programs may be more successful than other programs in sustaining large
blocks of agricultural land. This occurs because an entire area, usually engulfing hundreds if not
thousands of acres, is set aside for farming activities where other land-use programs base
decisions on a parcel-by-parcel basis. Exclusive zones should have a better success rate in
reducing farm versus non-farm complaints than do nonexclusive agricultural zones due to the
strict limits placed on land use and new construction. Some even argue that exclusive
agricultural zones limit urban sprawl by limiting extension of infrastructure such as water, sewer,
road expansion, etc. in the exclusive zone.
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Sliding Scale Ordinance

Unlike exclusive use zoning, sliding scale zoning allows some non-farm residential development
without special land use or other reviews. Sliding scale zoning can be useful in agricultural areas
where there are significant development pressures and land speculation. The use of sliding scale
zoning is most effective in areas where a wide range of parcel sizes exist and non-farm
residential development has already begun to occur. Since this method does permit some use
of land for non-agricultural uses, it allows communities to more effectively avoid a claim that
land has been "taken" without compensation.

How it Works

Sliding scale zoning limits the number of times that a parent parcel (a parcel existing on the date
of ordinance adoption) can be split, based on its size, i.e., the larger the parcel the more splits
that may occur, up to a maximum number established. A larger minimum parcel size is also
established. Minimum and maximum building lot sizes can be used to encourage the location of
non-farm development on less productive farmland and/or in areas where development is more
concentrated to direct growth onto already fragmented land. The use of buffer areas is highly
recommended to avoid land use conflicts between new residential development and
agriculture fields. Many of the municipalities within Lebanon and York Counties use the sliding
scale ordinance style to protect agriculture within their communities.

Sliding Scale

acres over 120

Cluster Development

Cluster Development is a zoning technique which provides flexibility in housing density on a
parcel as a means of integrating at least a minimal amount of open space into a new
subdivision. Typically, both the lot size reductions and the percentage of open space that is
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created are fairly modest. The open space that is protected through cluster design may be
owned by a homeowners' association, a nonprofit conservation organization, the municipality,
or by a combination. Frequently, density is calculated on the basis of total tract area, rather
than on actual buildable land area, which results in a density inflation on parcels containing
significant amounts of undevelopable land.

How it Works

Cluster ordinances ideally base density on net usable land to reflect the number of dwellings
that could be built on the property with conventional lot layout. In addition to wetlands and
steep slopes, cluster ordinances specify a percentage of relatively flat, dry land as the minimum
required open space, to provide suitable areas for vilage greens, playing fields, or meadows.
They sometimes offer a modest density incentive, paired with a similarly modest disincentive
applied to conventional layouts.

Open Space / Conservation Design

Open space / conservation design is an enhanced variation of the cluster zoning technique in
which a higher percentage of the site is dedicated to open space. The purpose of this
advanced technique is to preserve a larger amount of land for conservation uses, while still
allowing full-density development. In contrast to cluster development, where the emphasis is
more often placed on providing active recreational areas, open space zoning is more suited for
protecting farmland, woodland habitat, historic sites, and scenic views. Under this technique,
developers of a subdivision are required to dedicate a significant portion of their unconstrained
land to permanent open space uses. Housing is designed to compliment the aesthetic views of
the preserved land and streets are designed to access the residential community in a manner
that minimizes disturbance of natural areas. Mifflin County’s Subdivision and Land Development
Ordinance has an Open Space Development Option.

How it Works

Conservation subdivisions can be formalized within an ordinance. One of the more popular
methods advocated by Randall Arendt is a four step process that first identifies primary and
secondary conservation areas, then designs open space to protect them, next arranges houses
outside of those protected areas and finally lays out streets, lots and infrastructure.

Open space regulations can also be implemented through a municipality’s zoning ordinance.
The number of dwellings permitted is based on the net acreage of buildable land and the
underlying density in the zoning district. Easements are then placed on the open space to
ensure that it will not be further subdivided or developed.
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Conservation Subdivision Design

Growing Greener Conservation Design

Growing Greener Conservation Design is a package of related techniques for conserving
interconnected networks of open space within expanding communities. It enables local officials
to designhate and protect portions of nearly every property as each parcel is proposed for
residential development. This package of techniques is unique in the way that it accomplishes its
conservation objectives without disturbing landowner equity, without constituting a “taking,”
without depending upon public tax dollars or landowner generosity, and without involving
complicated regulations for transferring development rights from one part of the community to
another.

How it Works

Growing Greener combines several land use practices relating to the comprehensive plan,
zoning ordinances, and subdivision and land development ordinances. Growing Greener places
an emphasis on build-out maps and greenway maps that predetermine the location of open
space within new conservation subdivisions. Open space zoning and density determination
based on unconstrained lands are included in the zoning ordinance. Practices pertaining to the
subdivision and land development ordinance include the submission requirements, review
procedures, and the four step design approach. The Natural Lands Trust has numerous
examples of Growing Greener Conservation By Design ordinances but two specific examples
include Newberry and West Manheim Townships, York County.

Borough Infill

Infill focuses on the reuse of underutilized or underdeveloped buildings and sites within
established developments. The practice of infill aids in renewing existing neighborhoods and
concentrating growth within the boroughs while preserving the undeveloped land in open
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space areas and rural areas. Infill development aids in decreasing costs of public facilities and
services like public water and sewer.

How it Works

Infill occurs on existing brownfield or greenfield sites within urbanized areas in accordance with
zoning regulations. There are many benefits to infill including lower costs for the project because
they are using existing infrastructure and depending on the scale of the infill development it has
the potential to lower the user costs for public sewer and water. MCIDC should be active in
promoting effective infill within local municipal ordinances.

Reactive Sewage Facilities Planning

Armagh Township public sewer infrastructure service is provided through Brown Township. The
two municipalities meet on a regular basis to discuss wastewater needs. This is a good example
of regional sewage planning. However, Brown Township is working on developing its Act 537
Plan for the Township and Armagh Township is not participating in this planning effort. The
reserve capacity available to Armagh Township is limited to very minimal economic
development. This runs counter to the County’s Comprehensive Plan which identifies this area as
a high growth area for both non-residential and residential development. Armagh should look
to proactively partner with Brown Township in this planning effort as well as the two should work
regional on a comprehensive plan to proactively plan for growth. Instead of taking a reactive
response and allow private development proposals to dictate the future plans of the
community. The municipalities within Mifflin County need to work together to determine their
future growth through a comprehensive plan process and implement it through limiting growth
to identified areas in the local zoning ordinances and determine public sewer infrastructure
needs to meet this demand.

Sewage Modules

As required by 25 PA. Code Chapter 71, Subchapter C relating to New Land Development Plan
Revisions all applicants must completed a Component 4B: County Planning Agency Review.
During this process the County Planning Department has the opportunity to comment on
whether the applicants plan is consistent with all long range planning and addressing any local
wastewater concerns. It is strongly recommended that the County’s municipalities support and
promote the effective use of the Component 4B process in regards to the implementation of this
and local planning efforts. The sewage module review process is an opportunity to utilize this
Plan and its suggestions on an application by application basis to ensure proper implementation
occurs.
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TABLE 18: LOCAL PLANNING DOCUMENTS STATUS SUMMARY

On-lot
Zoning Comprehensive Management
Ordinance | Plan Act 537 Plan Program

Location / Region
Mifflin County None 2000 N/A N/A
Northeast

Armagh

Township None 1999 1997 1999

Brown Currently Currently

Township 1979 1971 planning planning
Southeast

Decatur

Township None None 1994 1997
South Central

Burnham

Borough 2003 1973 1987 N/A

Derry

Township 1997 1997 1997/2004 1997

Granville OLDS

Township 2007 1994 2000 Education

Juniata

Terrace

Borough None 1996 1997 N/A

Lewistown 1972/Currently

Borough 1986 1990 Planning N/A
Southwest Central

Bratton

Township None No 2001 No

McVeytown 1971 (Regional

Borough 2004 2004 Report) N/A

Oliver

Township None 1970 1993 2000
Southwest

Kistler

Borough 1997 2001- Regional 1988 N/A

Newton

Hamilton

Borough None 2001- Regional 2003 2003

Wayne 2003

Township None 2001- Regional 2003
Northwest

Menno

Township None 1998 None

Union

Township 1976 1976 1994 1994

Investigate opportunities for municipalities to regionally plan together on addressing wastewater
planning, on-lot sewage disposal education, sewage enforcement, economic development,
and growth management.
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REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS SUMMARY

= Adopting and implementing the designated growth and rural area concept identified in the
County’s Comprehensive Plan specifically coordinating zoning districts, density and intensity
of uses, and public infrastructure improvements (sewer).

= Requiring Sewer Feasibility Studies within local regulations for properties within growth areas
as identified in the County Comprehensive Plan and centralized sewage facilities to ensure
appropriate accommodation of uses and infrastructure and services is applied.

= Requiring sewer extensions and/or capped sewers for properties within growth areas as
identified within the County Comprehensive Plan, while prohibiting extension into designated
rural area zoning districts which are designated for less intense uses and types of
infrastructure and services.

= Including, along with any sewer feasibility study, provisions in the zoning ordinance that
developments proposed to be served with individual on-lot sewage systems within
designated growth area zoning districts (served or planned to be served with centralized
sewer) obtain a special exception or conditional use approval. Specific criteria to
demonstrate compliance as part of the review and approval process may include a sewer
feasibility study (see also SALDO), percs and probes, and special siting requirements such as
a large lot width (i.e. 300 ft), one large required side yard setback (i.e. 225 ft) and one small
required side yard setback (i.e. 10 ft). Such requirements allow development to occur in a
manner that when water and sewer are provided in the future, ample area is reserved to
allow for in-fill development.

= Requiring secondary percs and probes for alternate on-lot sewage disposal sites and
systems, and perpetual easements to reserve an area on lots to allow for a secondary back-
up or alternate disposal system.

= Amend local subdivision ordinances to include minimum lot provisions for non-residential
uses.

= Allowing any type of DEP approved centralized sewage treatment facilities (if not specified
by a sewer authority) within growth area zoning districts designated and able to
accommodate more intense uses and infrastructure and services.

= Developing an on-lot sewage disposal management program in municipalities that do not
administer a maintenance program to ensure among other provisions, education,
mandatory pumping, inspection, maintenance, and/or rehabilitation of on-lot sewage
disposal systems, as well as allowances for the municipality to intervene in situations where
public nuisances or hazards to the public health are present, and charge fees for
administration and levy penalties for non-compliance.

= Educating officials, developers, land development professionals, and citizens on the PA DEP
Planning Module review and approval process.

= Update or prepare zoning ordinances with effective agricultural and open space provisions.

= The sewage module review process is an opportunity to utilize this Plan and its suggestions on
an application by application basis.
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VIl. PLAN RECOMMENDATION AND IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

AREAS THAT STIMULATE ECONOMIC ACTIVITY AND MITIGATE ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACTS

Generally, the areas identified in the Mifflin County Comprehensive Plan as urban center, high
growth, and village centers are good candidates for stimulating economic activity. But to focus
capital investments within the County, the two areas that should be considered include: the
Greater Lewistown Area and the area around the 322 Bypass exit in the Northeast region. Both
of these areas contain wastewater treatment plants that serve multiple municipalities with
Lewistown Borough are considering the addition of Burnham Borough’s service area. By
providing regional facilities the regions limit the number of discharges into the local water
bodies.

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PLAN

It is anticipated that over 75 million dollars will be nheeded to address the Chesapeake Bay
Tributary Strategy requirements and/or provide opportunities for system expansion or routine
maintenance associated with the existing wastewater treatment facility within the County over
the next five to ten years. This money will come in the form of new development, grants, or
existing ratepayers. This is a base figure and likely will be higher as construction and labor cost
are anticipated to escalate until the project is constructed.

Of the 75 million dollars, over half is associated with Granville Township and Lewistown Borough’s
wastewater treatment facility. While cost savings could occur by closing the Burnham Borough
wastewater treatment facility and conveying to an improved Lewistown wastewater treatment
facility, it is yet to be determined. This coupled with the fact that the Borough is largely built-out
and has experienced a loss of ratepayers in the shifting of the population from the urban center
to adjacent municipalities further complicates the matter. The outcome of the regional 537 plan
involving Burnham and Lewistown Borough along with Derry Township will dictate future growth
in the area along with the overall cost. While it may be too costly for Burnham to connect
directly into the Lewistown wastewater facility in its entirety Burnham has been exploring other
methods of regionalization with Derry Township.

Brown Township’s wastewater treatment facility upgrades are the other wastewater treatment
facility that could have a significant impact on its existing population. However, in this instance
the Township is building additional capacity through its upgrades in which new users can help
offset the significant capital improvements anticipated.

Granville Township’s Junction Plant is very close to capacity but planning is already in place for
the plant to upgrade however, the period between the design and construction of the upgrade
the Township may be limited in what economic development can occur.

These expenses are significant to the affected regions and as indicated earlier the existing
ratepayers will be the individuals that will be the greatest impacted. Efforts will need to be
made by the County to assist in offsetting these costs either through seeking grant assistance,
increased regional planning, or long-term financial planning.
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The County should focus its main capital improvement efforts on facilities that affect the largest
density of population within the County.

LEGAL ACTION AGAINST THE DEP

At the time of finalizing the plan, three municipalities Lewistown Borough, Derry and Brown
Townships have agreed to join the Capital Regional Council of Government in an effort to
challenge the Chesapeake Tributary Strategy. The ultimate outcome of this challenge will
determine the improvement requirements and financial obligations these and other wastewater
treatment facilities will be responsible for.

AREAS WHERE IMPROVED LAND USE PLANNING WOULD ASSIST IN IMPROVED
WASTEWATER PLANNING

Northeast

The municipalities in the Northeast would greatly benefit from continued regional cooperation.
Brown and Armagh Township’s have a regional wastewater treatment facility and Authority
associated with managing its facilities and customer base. This area has been identified
containing immediate and short term economic development opportunity areas based on local
land use ordinances along with an anticipated expansion to the wastewater treatment facility
that will accommodate 50% more capacity for future growth.

With Brown Township planning future wastewater needs within the area, the region needs to
consider implementing growth management practices so as to not entice future development
outside of planned public wastewater infrastructure investment. This plan strongly recommends
the region develop a comprehensive plan to proactively address future development.
Implementing the plan in local or county ordinances in a timely fashion will be equally important.
Some specific recommendations stemming from this plan that can be part of these ordinance
updates include: sewer feasibility studies, requirements for areas set aside for secondary on-lot
sewage disposal areas, and lot requirements for non-residential uses.

Southeast

The Township does not contain any public sewer infrastructure this coupled with not having an
adopted comprehensive plan or a recent zoning ordinance provides an opportunity to
proactively plan for future growth while trying to maintain its rural heritage. The Township should
try to develop a regional comprehensive plan with possible the municipalities to the Northeast or
South Central. By doing so, duplication of infrastructure and reactive wastewater and land use
planning can be avoided.

South Central

The South Central region contains the most population and contains four wastewater treatment
facility between the 2 facilities in Granville Township, and Burnham and Lewistown Boroughs
plants. All of the wastewater treatment facility’s with the exception of Burnham have additional
capacity. The two Boroughs have experience a loss of ratepayers due to the “hollowing out” of
their populations. Because all long range planning within this area is greater than ten years old,
the area needs to develop a regional comprehensive plan and subsequent ordinance revisions
in which anticipated population should be focused on the existing Boroughs and public sewer
infrastructure areas.
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Southwest Central

The Southwest Central area has been identified with immediate and short term economic
opportunity areas. This is due in large part to the available capacity found in the McVeytown
wastewater treatment facility and age of the Bratton Township wastewater treatment facility
being constructed within the last five years. Modifications to the McVeytown wastewater
treatment facility are anticipated in the near future based on the Chesapeake Bay Tributary
Strategy requirements as well as standard maintenance associated with a 40+ year old system.
McVeytown has recently developed a comprehensive plan and subsequent zoning ordinance
which provides areas for infill development to occur but these areas need to be marketed. In
both Bratton and Oliver Townships any planning is over thirty years old which does not reflect
modern planning nor looks regionally at solving wastewater infrastructure. Thus, it is
recommended that this area seriously consider multi-municipal planning.

Southwest

The southwest region has recently (2001) completed a regional comprehensive plan. Over the
past year, Wayne Township has been working on decommissioning its wastewater treatment
facility and conveys all flow to the Mount Union wastewater treatment facility. This drastically
impacts the economic development opportunities within in the region. The region still needs to
implement its regional plan through either joint or local ordinances.

Northwest

The region should build off of the partnership established through shared wastewater
infrastructure and consider regional planning together. Menno Township last planning efforts are
nearly ten years old while Union’s is over thirty. While no immediate economic opportunities are
identified within this region in the plan the combination of excess capacity at the treatment
plant and the need to modernize the planning regulations could mean future growth occurring
in areas that are not intended for growth.

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION AIDS

Regional Sewer Authority

As part of the development of this plan a steering committee was established to review draft
work products and discuss possible future solutions to the County’s sewer infrastructure. It is
recommended that a sewer authority be formed from members of this steering committee,
economic development and business owners, local officials, county planning staff, and authority
members. By furthering the discussions that were initiated as part of the plan, the County has
the opportunity to think and react regionally which ultimately willimplement the plan’s goal of
protecting its rural heritage, providing adequate infrastructure, and be fiscally responsible.

Proactive Planning

McVeytown Borough and Union Township would benefit from developing a regional 537 Plan
with its neighboring municipalities. The other municipalities in which a wastewater treatment
facility is present are currently working on updating its 537 Plans. In these instances, these
municipalities should be looking regionally to determine future growth needs so as to avoid
unanticipated growth occurring on the fringe of the existing pubic wastewater service areas. A
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regional comprehensive plan should be pursued or at the very least prior to final adoption of the
Act 537 Plan future land use planning should occur.

The County should finish its Economic Strategy to better understand where opportunities exist for
development within the County within the next two years. Another plan element of the County
Comprehensive Plan that should be addressed over the next five years is the development of a
water resources plan that determines the quantity and quality of water available for future
development.

Regionalization Sewage Management Program:

The opportunity exists for a regional sewage management program in which a regional agency
would be responsible for coordinating routine inspections and pumping associated with on-lot
sewage disposal systems management ordinances. This process is typically an administrative
labor intensive process of sending notifications out, reminder letters, and follow-up
correspondence that can tax municipal staff. Another associated benefit of utilizing a regional
agency all the data is stored at one place along with the opportunity to review and address
concerns on a regional basis if routine malfunctions begin to occur across municipal boundaries.
Lebanon County is administering a regional sewage management program for many of its
municipalities that enforce an on-lot management ordinance and could provide a good model
for Mifflin to follow.

Regional Septage Facility

There are three wastewater treatment facilities that accept septage however; the majority of
septage is transported outside of the county based on existing rates. The County continues to
receive more on-lot systems, more septage is being generated that could be transported to a
regional facility. With the price of gas to continue to increase, increased septage may be
placed within the County at one of the three existing wastewater treatment facility that accept
septage. However, the County could consider studying what opportunities could be available if
a regional facility for receiving septage is developed.

Funding Priority tied to Approved Planning

In the future, to facilitate sound financial investments Mifflin County could provide financial
support to those municipalities that support growth management principles based on the
County’s comprehensive plan. Such projects for consideration could be economic, community
and neighborhood development projects that would: promote the revitalization of County’s
boroughs and at the same time protect the agricultural and rural heritage of the landscape.
One type of project that could be funded could be sewer infrastructure.
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Aerobic digester- A device found at a wastewater treatment facility that allows matter in
suspended waste to be dissolved by microorganisms

Biosolids- They are nutrient-rich organic materials resulting from the treatment of domestic
sewage in a treatment facility. When treated and processed, these residuals can be recycled
and applied as fertilizer to improve and maintain productive soils and stimulate plant growth.

BODs- Biochemical Oxygen Demand

Capped Sewer (dry) lines- Are sewer lines extended throughout a new development with the
understanding that it is planned to be connected to public wastewater treatment facility based
on the municipal Act 537 Plan within the next five years.

CBOD- Carbonaceous Biochemical Oxygen Demand

ClIU- Categorical Industrial User

Clarifier- A device that is used to separate solid waste from liquid waste, and is used in the
wastewater treatment process

CSO- Combined Sewage Overflow

Denitrification-the reduction (nitrates) to nitrites, ammonia, and free nitrogen, as in soil by
microorganisms

EDU- Equivalent Dwelling Unit
Effluent- Outflow of liquid waste, such as discharge from a wastewater treatment plant
FOG- Fat, Oil and Grease accumulations

Grinder Pump- A device that grinds up wastewater produced in a household and pumps it into
a public sewer system

MCPSP- Mifflin County Public Sewer Plan

MDIDC- Mifflin County Industrial Development Corporation
MGD- million(s) gallons per day

NPDES- National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

Nitrification- The process of converting ammonia to nitrite and nitrate in the presence
of oxygen, especially by the action of naturally occurring bacteria.

OLDS- On-Lot sewage Disposal Systems
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On-lot Replacement Area- Secondary percs and probes for alternate on-lot sewage disposal
sites and systems are required to be conducted and approved by the Sewage Enforcement
Officer at the time the primary percs and probes are completed. These secondary or alternate
sites help ensure that should the primary individual on-lot sewage systems fail, each lot will be
provided with an adequate, undisturbed area to continue on-lot sewage disposal. This open
area is typically indicated on the subdivision or land development plan as a perpetual
easement to reserve an area on the lot to allow for a secondary back-up or alternate disposal
system. The eased area is protected from excavation, construction and other disturbance type
activities.

PPD- Pounds Per Day

PA DEP- Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
SALDO- Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance

TSS- Total Suspended Solids

VAR- Vector Attraction Reduction

Wastewater Treatment Facility- Wastewater Treatment Plant
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APPENDIX A: POPULATION PROJECTIONS FOR INDIVIDUAL

Northeast Region

MUNICIPALITIES

MIFFLIN COUNTY

PUBLIC SEWER PLAN

TABLE 19: ARMAGH TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Cohort
(Without Cohort (With
Census Linear Exponential Migration) Migration)
1960 3,179 3,179 3,179 3,179 3,179
1970 3,385 3,385 3,385 3,385 3,385
1980 3,742 3,742 3,742 3,742 3,742
1990 3,627 3,627 3,627 3,627 3,627
2000 3,988 3,988 3,988 3,988 3,988
2010 falelel 4142 4,180 4118 4,291
2020 folalel 4,328 4,404 4,186 4526
2030 falale 4514 4,640 4,234 4,737
2040 jolola 4,700 4,889 4,139 4,862

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; RETTEW Associates, Inc.

FIGURE 12: ARMAGH TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS
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TABLE 20: BROWN TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Cohort
(Without Cohort (With
Census Linear Exponential Migration) Migration)
1960 2,631 2,631 2,631 2,631 2,631
1970 2,742 2,742 2,742 2,742 2,742
1980 3,069 3,069 3,069 3,069 3,069
1990 3,320 3,320 3,320 3,320 3,320
2000 3,852 3,852 3,852 3,852 3,852
2010 falalel 4,161 4,118 3,949 4,293
2020 falalel 4589 4530 4107 4771
2030 falalel 4,633 4,983 4,192 5,229
2040 folalel 4,935 5,482 4182 5,631
Source: U.S. Census Bureau; RETTEW Associates, Inc.
FIGURE 13: BROWN TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS
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TABLE 21: DECATUR TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Cohort
(Without Cohort (With
Census Linear Exponential Migration) Migration)
1960 1,868 1,868 1,868 1,868 1,868
1970 2,216 2,216 2,216 2,216 2,216
1980 2,513 2,513 2,513 2,513 2,513
1990 2,735 2,735 2,735 2,735 2,735
2000 3,021 3,021 3,021 3,021 3,021
2010 falalel 3,318 3,464 3,203 3,281
2020 falalel 3,601 3,894 3,295 3,502
2030 falalel 3,883 4,378 3,281 3,657
2040 folalel 4,166 4,923 3,196 3,754
Source: U.S. Census Bureau; RETTEW Associates, Inc.
FIGURE 14: DECATUR TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS
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South Central Region

TABLE 22: BURNHAM BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Cohort
(Without Cohort (With
Census Linear Exponential Migration) Migration)
1960 2,755 2,755 2,755 2,755 2,755
1970 2,607 2,607 2,607 2,607 2,607
1980 2,457 2,457 2,457 2,457 2,457
1990 2,197 2,197 2,197 2,197 2,197
2000 2,144 2,144 2,144 2,144 2,144
2010 o 1,942 1,978 2,115 2,062
2020 xRk 1,779 1,850 2,080 1976
2030 falall 1,616 1,729 2,019 1,864
2040 ool 1453 1617 1,896 1,697

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; RETTEW Associates, Inc.

FIGURE 15: BURNHAM BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS
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TABLE 23: DERRY TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Cohort
(Without Cohort (With
Census Linear Exponential Migration) Migration)
1960 7167 7167 7167 7.167 7.167
1970 7.877 7.877 7.877 7877 7877
1980 8,008 8,008 8,008 8,008 8,008
1990 7,650 7,650 7,650 7,650 7,650
2000 7,256 7,256 7,256 7,256 7,256
2010 falalel 7,656 7574 6,874 6,676
2020 falale 7,845 7,570 6,661 6,150
2030 falalel 7,945 7,567 6,322 5,527
2040 folaled 8,050 7,564 5,925 4,809
Source: U.S. Census Bureau; RETTEW Associates, Inc.
FIGURE 16: DERRY TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS
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TABLE 24: GRANVILLE TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Cohort
(Without Cohort (With
Census Linear Exponential Migration) Migration)
1960 4,908 4,908 4,908 4,908 4,908
1970 4,626 4,626 4,626 4,626 4,626
1980 5,116 5,116 5,116 5,116 5,116
1990 5,090 5,090 5,090 5,090 5,090
2000 4,895 4,895 4,895 4,895 4,895
2010 falalel 5,226 5,059 4,992 4568
2020 folalel 5,434 5,105 5,013 4,138
2030 xRk 5,636 5,151 4916 3,593
2040 jolola 5,838 5,198 4,769 2,992

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; RETTEW Associates, Inc.

FIGURE 17: GRANVILLE TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Population Projection
7,000 -
6,000
A a
5,000 +
= 4,000 —a— Linear
° a Exponential
% —e— Cohort (Without Migration)
& —e— Cohort (With Migration)
Q3,000
—e— Census
2,000
1,000
0
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040
Year

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; RETTEW Associates, Inc.

A 21,2008
PAce 129 RETTEW



MIFFLIN COUNTY

PUBLIC SEWER PLAN

TABLE 25: JUNIATA TERRACE BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Cohort
(Without Cohort (With
Census Linear Exponential Migration) Migration)
1960 *Kkxk *Kxxk *Kkk *Kkxk *Kkxk
1970 733 733 733 733 733
1980 682 682 682 682 682
1990 556 556 556 556 556
2000 502 502 502 502 502
2010 falale 414 437 507 464
2020 falall 332 382 519 471
2030 falale 250 334 525 499
2040 folalel 168 292 528 528
Source: U.S. Census Bureau; RETTEW Associates, Inc.
FIGURE 18: JUNIATA TERRACE POPULATION PROJECTIONS
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TABLE 26: LEWISTOWN BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Cohort
(Without Cohort (With
Census Linear Exponential Migration) Migration)
1960 12,640 12,640 12,640 12,640 12,640
1970 11,098 11,098 11,098 11,098 11,098
1980 9,830 9,830 9,830 9,830 9,830
1990 9,341 9,341 9,341 9,341 9,341
2000 8,998 8,998 8,998 8,998 8,998
2010 falalel 7,669 7976 9,020 8,654
2020 folalal 6,765 7,325 9,088 8,400
2030 falelel 5,861 6,727 9,221 8,186
2040 ookl 4,957 6,177 9,303 7,881

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; RETTEW Associates, Inc.

FIGURE 19: LEWISTOWN BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS
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Southwest Central Region

TABLE 27. BRATTON TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Cohort
(Without Cohort (With
Census Linear Exponential Migration) Migration)
1960 1,127 1,127 1,127 1,127 1,127
1970 1,224 1,224 1,224 1,224 1,224
1980 1,426 1,426 1,426 1,426 1,426
1990 1427 1427 1427 1427 1427
2000 1,259 1,259 1,259 1,259 1,259
2010 falale 1,433 1,440 1,238 1,024
2020 ol 1,479 1,496 1,228 761
2030 falall 1,526 1553 1,192 484
2040 fololl 1573 1,612 1,120 227

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; RETTEW Associates, Inc.

FIGURE 20: BRATTON TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS
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TABLE 28: MCVEYTOWN BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Cohort
(Without Cohort (With
Census Linear Exponential Migration) Migration)
1960 488 488 488 488 488
1970 486 486 486 486 486
1980 477 477 477 477 477
1990 408 408 408 408 408
2000 405 405 405 405 405
2010 falelel 380 383 395 381
2020 folelal 355 362 389 366
2030 falelel 331 343 393 361
2040 jolola 306 325 404 368

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; RETTEW Associates, Inc.

FIGURE 21: MCVEYTOWN BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS
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TABLE 29: OLIVER TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Cohort
(Without Cohort (With
Census Linear Exponential Migration) Migration)
1960 1,427 1,427 1,427 1427 1,427
1970 1528 1528 1528 1528 1528
1980 1,774 1,774 1,774 1,774 1,774
1990 1,822 1,822 1,822 1,822 1,822
2000 2,060 2,060 2,060 2,060 2,060
2010 falelel 2,190 2,244 2,108 2,244
2020 ool 2,346 2,458 2,167 2,415
2030 falelel 2,502 2,692 2,170 2,574
2040 xoxk 2,658 2,948 2,111 2,683
Source: U.S. Census Bureau; RETTEW Associates, Inc.

FIGURE 22: OLIVER TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS
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Southwest Region

MIFFLIN COUNTY

PUBLIC SEWER PLAN

TABLE 30: KISTLER BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Cohort
(Without Cohort (With
Census Linear Exponential Migration) Migration)
1960 391 391 391 391 391
1970 369 369 369 369 369
1980 372 372 372 372 372
1990 314 314 314 314 314
2000 344 344 344 344 344
2010 falalel 313 315 381 407
2020 falalel 298 302 422 486
2030 falalel 284 290 451 588
2040 folalel 269 278 469 693
Source: U.S. Census Bureau; RETTEW Associates, Inc.
FIGURE 23: KISTLER BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS
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MIFFLIN COUNTY

PUBLIC SEWER PLAN

TABLE 31: NEWTON HAMILTON BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Cohort
(Without Cohort (With
Census Linear Exponential Migration) Migration)
1960 338 338 338 338 338
1970 280 280 280 280 280
1980 328 328 328 328 328
1990 287 287 287 287 287
2000 272 272 272 272 272
2010 falelel 264 265 299 249
2020 falall 251 255 325 219
2030 falalal 239 244 343 172
2040 jolola 226 234 361 118

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; RETTEW Associates, Inc.

FIGURE 24: NEWTON HAMILTON BOROUGH POPULATION PROJECTIONS
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MIFFLIN COUNTY

PUBLIC SEWER PLAN

TABLE 32: WAYNE TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Cohort
(Without Cohort (With
Census Linear Exponential Migration) Migration)

1960 1,637 1,637 1,637 1,637 1,637
1970 1,824 1,824 1,824 1,824 1,824
1980 2,491 2,491 2,491 2,491 2,491
1990 2,521 2,521 2,521 2,521 2,521
2000 2,414 2,414 2,414 2,414 2,414
2010 falalel 2,853 2,982 2,383 2,100
2020 folalal 3,078 3,329 2,376 1,692
2030 xRk 3,303 3,716 2,331 1,195
2040 folalal 3,528 4,149 2,258 708

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; RETTEW Associates, Inc.

FIGURE 25: WAYNE TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS
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Northwest Region

MIFFLIN COUNTY

PUBLIC SEWER PLAN

TABLE 33: MENNO TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Cohort
(Without Cohort (With
Census Linear Exponential Migration) Migration)
1960 1,147 1,147 1147 1147 1,147
1970 1,308 1,308 1,308 1,308 1,308
1980 1,590 1,590 1,590 1,590 1,590
1990 1,637 1,637 1,637 1,637 1,637
2000 1,763 1,763 1,763 1,763 1,763
2010 xRk 1,957 2,036 2,139 1,957
2020 ool 2,113 2,269 2,697 2,228
2030 folelal 2,270 2,529 3,379 2,647
2040 folie 2,426 2,819 4,159 3,243

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; RETTEW Associates, Inc.

FIGURE 26: MENNO TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS
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MIFFLIN COUNTY

PUBLIC SEWER PLAN

TABLE 34: UNION TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Cohort
(Without Cohort (With
Census Linear Exponential Migration) Migration)
1960 2,645 2,645 2,645 2,645 2,645
1970 2,965 2,965 2,965 2,965 2,965
1980 3,033 3,033 3,033 3,033 3,033
1990 3,265 3,265 3,265 3,265 3,265
2000 3,313 3,313 3,313 3,313 3,313
2010 falalel 3,535 3,575 3,368 3,073
2020 folalal 3,699 3,776 3,682 2,808
2030 falelel 3,862 3,989 4,123 2,495
2040 jolola 4,026 4,213 4,625 2,072

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; RETTEW Associates, Inc.

FIGURE 27: UNION TOWNSHIP POPULATION PROJECTIONS
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Mifflin County

Public Sewer Plan

Biosolids Management and Wastewater Treatment
System Survey

Rettew Associates
Material Matters, Inc.




Material Matters, Inc

Mifflin County WWTP Contact List

r

May 9, 2006

NPDES Municipal | Address | City State | Zip | Contact | Contactlast | Phone 717
.. .. | Permit Agency or 1" Name | Name area code
Municipality
Name N
PAD028088 | Brown Twp | 7748 SR | Reedsville PA 17084 | Jerry Middlesworth | 667-6711
Brown Twp Municipal 655
Authority . _
Brown Twp PA -
PADD38920 | Burnham 200 1 Burnham PA 17009 | David Rhinehelder 248-6351
B Borough Avenue Christian | Hassinger
urnham .
| Authority
Burnham PA
PAOG32051, 100 Lewistown | PA 17044 | Larry Craig 242-1838
: PAQOB4778 Helen
Granville ,
Twp ' Street
Granville PA
i Twp
PAD0G22268 | Juniata 80 Lewistown | PA [7044 248-4383
Juniata Terrace Hudson
Terrace Borough Avenue
B PA
PAQ026280 | Lewistown | 2 Last Lewistown | PA 17044 | Michael Dippery 242-2823
Lewistown 3% Street n
PA
PA0028983 | McVeyvtown | PO Box | McVeytown | PA 17051 | Steven Boozel 899-7436
Berough 321
McVeytown Au thogi ty
PA
PAG024708 | Union Twp | PO Box | Belleville PA 17004 | Alfred Fultz 935-5202
Union Twp Municipal | 5625
Authority
| PA _
PAQ083330 | Wayne Twp | 3055 McVeytown | PA 17051 | Rodney Fleck 899-7430 or
Mifflin Ferguson 814-542-9796
Wayne Twp County Valley
Road
[ PA L




Mifftin County

Public Sewer Plan

Biosolids Management and Wastewater Treatment System Survey

May 9, 2006

12.

14,

Name of Facility: —EARomLJ (Gop. w0 T P

NPDES Permit Numher: PH o028 ess8

Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) Owner: _B. (. # A

WWTP Operator: Beowi @ Boaer oF Sopges.
Municipality in which plant is located: Baswn (P ( REECsL i CE )
Name of Survey R65pondent: Qﬁ‘ﬁ_né_&' M‘( lopLFS GLan bESS
Title: EECERA TN

Plant Address: <& oEsT —Tg‘d N St

FreosuletE , Fr . ) T08Y

Phone: ( '?ﬂ) Gl -7 FAX: ("7ﬂ) Gl 7- U

E-Mail Address:

Wastewater Treatment Plant Design Capacity: _ . & mgd
2005 Average Flow: __. 37 i mgd

Projected 2010 (5 year) Flow: __. Ll/’/ mgd

Number of WWTPF’s in your system: /

Municipalities that contribute wastewater to WWTP: EM L 4 l P

t ( REEDSv 0D

AewpgN Te '(o/\up\au{\)

2005 Flow from each Municipality (mgd)

Do you accept septage? [ Yes %No

If yes, 2005 volumes accepted:

Do youaccept other outside wastes? [ Yes SB(NO

1f yes, how much in 2005?

Do you have Pretreatment Program? [ Yes %/ No

If yes, 2005 flow from Industrial Sources:




5. Please complete the following for each unit process used at your WWTP,

a. Primary Clarification [ Yes XNO Number of Units:
Circular dimensions: diameter; . {fry  depth: ft.)
Rectangular dimensions: length: (ft.y  width: (fey depth: (it

b. Treatment Process

Conventional Activated Sludge [] Yes M No Number of Reactors:

Circuler reactor dimensions: diameter; (fe.y  depth: ()

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: (fr.) width: (fr.)  depth: (ft.)
[} Mechanical acration {} Fine Bubble {71 Course Bubble 1 Other
Extended Aeration Activated Sludge /gﬂ Yes ] No Number of Reactors: lj

Circular reactor dimensions: diameter: (ft.y depth: (1)
Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: SG (ft.}  width: 2 (ft.) .depth: 1j {fr.y

{7} Mechanical aeration M Fine Bukble [l Course Bubble ] Other
Sequencing Batch Reactor ] Yes [XNo Number of Reactors:

Circular reactor dimensions: diameter; (ft.;  depth: {it.)

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: {foy  width (ft.y depth: (ft.)

1 Mechanical aeration [} Fine Bubble [ Course Bubble ™ Other
Trickling Filters [ Yes [ No Number of Reactors:

Circular reactor dimensions: diameter: (fr.y  depth: {fr.)
Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: (fr.y  width: (le.y  depth: (e

] Mechanical acration 7] Fine Bubble [} Course Bubble (] Other

Rotating Biological Contactors ] Yes [X No Number of Reactors:

c. Secondary Clarification i Yes [J No Number of Units: s
( \j Circular reactor dimensions: -~ diameter; Ys (fr.) depth: !6 (It

C{,(B Rectangular reactor dimensions: length: 2 (fr.)  width: 1) fr.) depth: ) (ft.)




d. Nutrient Removal [ Yes /ﬁ( No

[] Biological Nutrification L} Biological Denutrification [J Biclogical Phosphorus Removal

[ Cther

e. Disinfection

%Chcméc&l {type) CC-L,, L] Ultraviolet (UV)

f. Solid Digestion/Stabilization

K:\crobic Digestion [J Ancrobic Digestion (] Composting [] Lime

[} Other

g- Solids Management

Thickening & Yes (] No EXGravity 1 Mechanical [] Solids 2 %
(7] Other
Dewatering [} Yes ;X( Neo Number of Units Size

(7 BeltPress [} FramePress [ Centrifuge [J Vacuum Filter [J Drying Bed

Average percent solids achjeved Y%

Does the plant process biosolids from another plant? [ Yes Mo

h. Biosolids End Use

[) Land Fill _Ki_and Application ] Composting [J Incineration

Does the plant send biosolids to ancther plant for processing? {7 Yes %No

1. Septage and Waste Receiving [ Yes %’\Io
How does Septage/ waste enter the WWTP? ] Headofplant [ Digesters [} Other

if other, where? Number of Permitted Haulers

J- Identify day-to-day operational issues that need to be addressed by Capital Improvements.

SLUDGE HQDDCINQ QQ@O@D CooToA “"7)
é-/E»D (oo KsS <20<’)€ c:o»?}lxci“)

75N T (?oo&??)




16, Plant Loading (please provide data for the single plant identified by the NPDLES permit number on
fine . You may receive separate surveys for other plants in your utility,

Please identily the average influent concentration levels of conventional pollutants,
2005 Design

2. BOD, 2204%  mg/lL YD ot /1
b. TSS 200 mg/L B g

c. Nitrogen L{D mg/L mg/L
d. Phosphorus [ mg/L — mg/L

Effluent quality:

¢. BOD, = mg/L 40 mg/L
£ 7SS (2. mg/L 95 mgiL
g. nirrogen = mg/ L - mg/L
h. phosphorus —— e mp/L — mg/L

17, Does your WWTP consistency meet NPDES Permit Limitations? I&r Yes [J No

If no, list reasons why not,

18,  Collection System (Collection system may serve multiple plants, if so, please note).

X Separate [[] Combined

Has a Sanitary Sewer Evaluation Survey (SSES) beer completed on the collection system within the last five
vears? [7] Yes No

: <
How many customers are served by the collection system? ABsoT 210

Plcase rate your collection system with regard to Infiltration & Inflow (I&1).

™ None 7 Minor %Modcrate {] Significant [} Severe
Currently, are there any plans for extension of the collection network? {7 Yes ﬁNO

I yves, where?

19. Pump Stations (List within your collection system) Total Number ‘/‘/
Name Capacity Number Run Time Age
gpm Gal. Per day of pumps Daily (hrs.) years
222 9S, ilo 158 Yoo p 2.3 3o
EvgBes® B3, e 58, 4o 2 .8 S

{continued on next page)




Name Capacity Number Run Time Age

gpm Gal. Per day of pumps Daily (hrs.) years
Guee/packer S o 15 € 400 2 .3 &
Gugrr ST RS (4 22 6o 2- e !

{continue on separate sheet yrner:esmr)')

How many pump stations listed above have grinders or grinder pumps?

20,

21,

22,

23,

Biosolids Production and Quality

Biosolids Production for 2005

If Liquid Total Gallons & 73) o SRLLGls
Average % Total Solids /\ é‘: e |
Average % Total Volatile Solids o=
Total Dry Tons 451

Il Dewatered Total Wet Tons

Average % Total Solids

Average % Total Volatile Sclids

Total Dry Tong

Describe any seasonal variation in bioslolids production and include the maximum months
of production:

Do you have liquid storage of biosolids at your WWTP? gYCS [J No

If yes, how many months of storage? ‘(

7
Do you have dewaterad storage of biosolids at your WWTP? ‘gYes [X No
If yes, how many months of storage? é >

The method currently utilized for biosolids end use. Note: If more than one alternative is

used, please provide percentage of material used in each method, and seasons used for each.

7 %, Land(ill Season:
i % Composting Season:
O % Incineration . Season:

:&f {06 % Land Application Season: I ] L = 10{31

e e ——————— e




s List your Biosolids General Permit Number: _P'PT'GI - 08 - 3553

Expiration Date:

+  Please complete the following table for land application sites:

Land Application Site Location [ Acres

Beowss Tet, flon . Aot LA (mzs—(gggf}@ M‘C-ﬂlﬁf’éh‘i‘ 23 .8

Attach additional sheets il necessary
o  Please attach a copy of a topgraphic map(s) indicating the location of each site.
24, Do you analyze biosolids for pollutants (metals)? E Yes [] No

I yos, attach 3 most recent analysis. 7

[

25.  Have you conducted a F 43-TC alysis on biosolids? [} Yes ﬁ No

If ves, attach most recent analysis results,

26.  Indicate which, if any, of the Vector Attraction Reduction Options listed in the Federal
Part 563.33 or Pennsylvania Chapter 271,933 regulations is used at your WWTP to stabilize
biosolids.

ePTiow 4 o Ul TESTS

27.  Indicate which, if any, of the Pathogen Reduction Alternatives listed in the Federal Part
503.32 or Pennsylvania Chapter 271.932 regulations is used at your WWTP to stabilize
biosolids.

AcTsenATNE / - AEROBIC DG ES T/

28.  Have you conducted a fecal coliform analysis on your biosolids? /@:Yes [} No
If yes, attach most recent analysis results.

29, What are the most important factors in determining methods for biosolids end use?
Rank in order from 1 -6 with 1 being most important,

WWTP Staff Decision Makers
Cost 2
Reliability i ]
Regulatory Complexity N l
Environmental Stewardship & I I
Staff Limitations = I?
Public Acceptance s J




30.

3L

32,

33,

34

35,

36.

37.

38,

Does your WWTP experience problems with processing odors? [ Yes ﬁ@ No
Biosolids storage odors? [} Yes ﬂ No

Does your biosolids program have more than one end use option? 7 Yes m No

How important is it for your WWTP to move toward .Class A bioselids?

L Very 0 NotVery [ Sometime in the future % Never

How concerned are you with the following biosolids processing and end use options?

Public Acceptance O} Very }X Somewhat [l Not Very
Phosphorus limits on Class B Application )E{Very {"1 Somewhat {1 Not Very
Future of Class B Options ﬂj Very T} Somewhat [1 Not Very
Availabiiity of landfill O Very [} Somewhat }\Z Not Very

Would your municipality consider serving as a “regional biosolids processing” center?

] Yes% No

Would your municipality consider investing in biosolids processing, storage, and end use
options to develop a “regional biosolids processing” center?

1 Yes MNO

Would your municipality consider sending solids to a “regional biosolids processing” center?

7] Yes No

What would influence your decision to do so? STEE ﬁﬁoag \'

[T Cost {1 Ease {1 Reliability

Does your WWTP have capacity in the following unit processes to handle additional flows/
foads? E'S

X Recycle Flows /{ZL Digestion /ﬁ Thickening /K], Dewatering % Storage

Please return survey form to:
Material Matters, Inc.
P.O. Box 224
Elizabethtown, PA 17022

(.

e




Mifflin County

Public Sewer Plan

May 9, 2006

Biosolids Management and Wastewater Treatment System Survey

14

§!

12,

13.

14,

Name of Facility: SLWHV{QW BOR‘\U&% i V\/TP
NPDES Permit Number: A Q03890

Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) Owner: Bum&mm BOYDU\C) h Aut\r\oﬁn t;;

WWTP Operator: %O"FOUjL\ c-_vF Burn W asn

Municipality in which plant is located: BUT oo

Name of Survey Respondent: Vavid "Ziaenel ohe o

Title: P{u nt Opecatore

Plant Address: _mail + 400 Fivst Ave. Pournnew, A 17009

ohy sigal © 2O Railroodk Stceet, Poyrpham PA

Phone:_ (717) U %- &3R5 FAX: (7:7) R48 - 2e8 2

E-Mail Address: N o

Wastewater Treatment Plant Design Capacity: _( D, GHO mgd
2005 Average Flow: _Q, 4 mgd
Projected 2010 (5 year) Flow: _ .44 1y mgd

Number of WWTP’s in your system: i

Municipalities that contribute wastewater to WWTP: _ RBurnhain (Beu o usle # parks of

DEN;{ Hrcr\s mﬂ‘#\}ip

2005 Flow from each Municipality (mgd) @Ufnh Givv E’;mﬁh 0.4 "“fjﬂ!

DQN;/ Tgﬁﬂs¥£i,3 OO0 mj d

Do you accept septage? [[] Yes XNO

If yes, 2005 volumes accepted:

Do you accept other outside wastes? [ ] Yes g No

If yes, how much in 2005?

Do you have Pretreatment Program? [} Yes E No

If yes, 2005 flow from Industrial Sources:




15.  Please complete the following for each unit process used at your WWTP.

a. Primary Clarification E Yes [ No Number of Units. |

Circular dimensions: diameter 0 (ft) depth: _25_75_;&.)

Rectangular dimensions: length: (ft.y width: __ (ft) depth: {ft)

b. Treatment Process

Conventional Activated Sludge ™} Yes ?Z}f No Number of Reactors:

Circular reactor dimensions: diamecter; (fr.y depth: {ft

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: (ft.y  width: {fr.) depth: {ft.)
[ ] Mechanical acration ™ Fine Bubble 3 Course Bubble [ Other

Extended Aeration Activated Sludge [} Yes % No Number of Reactors:

Circular reacror dimensions: diameter: (ft.} depth: (ft.)

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: (ft.y width: (ft.)  depth: )
[] Mechanical acration [T} Finc Bubble [T} Coursc Bubble (1 Other

Sequencing Batch Reactor [ Yes ;E No Number of Reactors:

Circular reactor dimensions: diameter; (fr.y depth: {ft.y

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length {ft.} width: (fe.y  depth: (fr.y
[7] Mechanical acration (1 Fine Bubble [[] Coursc Bubble 7 Other
Trickling Filters Yes [] No Number of Reactors: ’2-

mEs oM &

Circular reactor dimensions: diameter{@d0.b (ft.) depth: (2 §.92 (ft.)

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: {fe.y  width: (ft.) depth: ()
{71 Mechanical acration {1 Fine Bubble [[J Course Bubble [ Other
Rotating Biological Contactors O Yes X No Number of Reactors:

c. Secondary Clarification ,E Yes [] Neo Number of Units: 2

Circular reactor dimensions: diameter:__.35 {(fr.) depth: 8.7 {ft.} (both darfiers S8ame dimesss

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: {ft.y widdh: (ft.}  depth: (ft)




d. Nutrient Removal [ Yes E/No
1 Biological Nutrification 1 Biclogical Denutrification [ Biologicaﬁ Phosphorus Removal

1 Other

e. Disinfection

/ng Chemical (type) /,%;/}}mﬂ.«z Lffdé 1 Ultraviolet (UV)

f. Solid Digestion/Stabilization
[] Acrobic Digestion E Ancrobic Digestion [ Composting 7 Lime

[ Other

g. Solids Management

o

Thickening {] Yes {E No [0 Gravity {7 Mechanical [] Solids ' 9

=)

D Other

Dewatering ﬂ Yes ] No Number of Units é Size B Eﬁf@ .

{1 BeltPress [ Frame Press [ Centrifuge (] Vacuum Filter E Drying Bed

Average percent solids achieved QO %%

Does the plant process biosolids from another plant? [} Yes E No

k. Biosolids End Use
M Land Fill )] Land Application ] Composting ] Icineration

Does the plant send bioselids to another plant for processing?  [[] Yes (] No

i. Septage and Waste Receiving (] Yes %No
How does Septage/waste enter the WWTP?  [1 Head of plant [ Digesters ] Other

If other, where? Number of Permitted Haulers

J- Identify day-to-day operational issues that need to be addressed by Capital Improvements.

r / " 3 P I3
(jj/!ﬂ[b Ji dA-}zj - atgelesd ypamele. A J/f)éé{’f df/@e;#‘r ot and SPrace
v 7

/4//1,@)//5: m/ff/om:{tkj - pollection 5;,/57"@;\4 it badion needls addressedd.




17.

i8.

19,

Plant I_Oading (please provide data for the single plant identified by the NPDES permit number on
line l. You may receive separate survcysfor other plants in your utility.

Please i(icntiflv the average influent concentration levels of conventional poﬂutants.

2005 Design
a. BOD. % g __mg/L (_,”{O‘V\{' l/flo'b Iﬂg/L
b, TSS | f i mg/L dxﬁ’\ " s mg/L
¢, Nitrogen Ny J mg/L - mg/L
d. Phosphorus N/A mg/L - mg/L

Effluent quality:

¢, BOD; (- mg/L Aot o mg/L
. TSS ) mg/L o't Wnoys  mg/L
g. nitrogen N/ A mg/L N mg/L
h. phosphorus __Jﬁlﬂ_. mg/L — mg/L

Does your WWTP consistency meet NPDES Permit Limitations?/ﬁ{\]’ Yes [] No

' no, list reasons why not.

Collection System {Collection system may serve multiple plants, if so, please note).

[] Separate /ﬁj Combined

Has a Sanitary Sewer Evaluation Survey (SSES) been completed on the eollection system within the last five
years? {_] Yes Ef No

How many customers arc served by the collection system? g90

Pleasc rate your collection system with regard to Infiltration & Inflow (I&I).
1 None [] Minor ] Moderate [ Significant mf Severc
Currently, are there any plans for extension of the collection network? [ Yes IXT No

If yes, where?

Pump Stations (List within your collection system} Total Number 3
Name Capacity Number Run Time Age
gpm Gal. Per day of pumps Daily (hrs.) YCars

COreliard Grove Kt N 00 Z d /e

Beech OF, 21,600 b /.3 /&

(continued on next page)




Name Capacity Number Run Time Age
gpm Gal. Per day of pumps Daily (hrs.) yoars
[,Oq(:m Bf\nt ()?/é;ﬁ:{:i 02 Cg-é /é
=

(continue on separate sheet if necessary)

How many pump stations listed above have grinders or grinder pumps?

20.

21,

22.

23,

Biosolids Production and Quality

Biosolids Production for 2005

&3 // '{;’f;ree, (..3 )

&7 ,600

If Liquid Total Gallons
Average % Total Solids vl 7
Average % Total Volatile Solids A2 56 ﬂa
Total Dry Tons /ll

If Dewatered Total Wet Tons 5

Average % Total Solids

50 %

Average % Total Volatile Solids

7E%

Total Dry Tons 17£

Describe any seasonal variation in bioslolids production and include the maximum months

OfPrOdUCtiOD: J%"ﬂga'é’ Lol Pl st f:”ﬂ"‘r The Aresten 15 cders el ant ﬁ?’%’? fiﬂr'/ fﬁimk—jj‘i Ol
v p

jﬁ [0 % Landfill
J

Mgz Moalhs o /um»:,. Ry f'/v

ENO

/\/o’ {/ﬂcf/e. oo £o6s otene s HE05 g‘ﬁ'ﬂ’?/\/é\b = Mareh
Do you have liquid storage of biosolids at your WWTP? [[] Yes

1f yes, how many months of storage?

Do you have dewatered storage of biosolids at your WWTP? [} Yes m No

If yes, how many months of storage?

The method currently utilized for biosolids end use. Note: If more than one alternative is
used, please provide percentage of material used in each method, and seasons used for each.

Season: rS:gr;hq fhmﬁ;p fell

% Composting Season:
3 %% Incineration Season:
7 % Land Application Season:




¢ List vour Blosolids General Permit Number:

Expiration Date:

¢ Please complete the following tzble for fand application sites:

Land Application Site Location Acres

Attach additional sheets if necessary

©  Please attach a copy of a topgraphic map(s) indicating the location of cach site.
24, Do you analyze biosolids for pollutants (metals)? [ Yes ﬁg No
IF yes, attach 3 most recent analysis.
25.  Have you conducted a Form 43-TCLP analys'is on biosolids? {Zf Yes "l No
If ves, attach most recent analvsis results.

26. Indicate which, if any, of the Vector Attraction Reduction Options listed in the Federal
Part 503.33 or Pennsylvania Chapter 271.933 regulations is used at your WWTP to stabilize
biosolids.

Df\,r f{"i" ?0 d[u/j a'){,ﬁ( ﬁﬁa%@f '/Af‘”[ 7"5 % 74:1 'r[n_-/ S [’\‘{—S
7 wa e

27.  Indicate which, if any, of the Pathogen Reduction Alternatives listed in the Federal Part
503.32 or Pennsylvania Chapter 271.932 regulations is used at your WWTP to stabilize
biosolids.

Lry b T2 dlonss  and Greate Thau 75 % 5 ofiels

28.  Have you conducted a fecal coliform analysis on your biosolids? [} Yes % No
If yes, attach most recent analysis results.

29.  What are the most important factors in determining methods for blosolids end use?
Rank in order from 1 - 6 with 1 being most important. WWTP Staff Decision Makers

Cost & /
Reliability A H
Regulatory Complexity i 2
Environmental Stewardship 3 5
Staff Limitations / &
A

Public Acceptance )




30.

3.

33.

34

36.

37.

38.

Does your WWTP experience problems with processing odors? [[] Yes E No

Biosolids storage odors? [} Yes ﬁ No

Daoes your biosolids program have more than one end use option? 7 Yes % No

How important is it for your WWTP to move toward Class A biosclids?

L] Very }& Not Very [ Sometime in the future [} Never

How concerned are you with the following biosolids processing and end use options?

Public Acceptance L} Very m Somewhat
Phosphorus limits on Class B Application {1 Very ,m Somewhat
Future of Class B Options (1 Very /M Somewhat
Availability of landfill g/ Very [0 Somewhat

[T} Not Very
[0 Not Very
[] Not Very

[] NotVery

Would your municipality consider serving as a “regional biosolids processing” center?

[ Yes g\ No

Would your municipality consider investing in biosolids processing, storage, and end use

options to develop a “regional biosolids processing” center?

ﬁ Yes [J No

Would your municipality consider sending solids to a “regional biosolids processing” center?

ﬁ Yes [J] No
What would influence your decision to do so?

w Cost [] Ease 1 Reliability

Does your WWTP have capacity in the following unit processes to handle additional flows/

loads? NO
[J Recycle Flows [ Digestion (] Thickening [7 Dewatering

Please return survey form to:
Material Matters, Inc,
P.O. Box 224
Elizabethtown, PA 17022

[J Storage




. . Page | of 4
® Mierobac Laboratories, Inc. e

CAMP HILL DIVISION .
STATE CERT ID.

209 Senate Ave, Suite 105
Camp Hill, PA 17011 PA# 2 11-615303
NY# 1
- 4-12
(717)' 763 05?2 Pax' {7y 21 69 EPA# PAGGO2S
Cherie Casari, Lab Director
www.microbac.com E-Mail: camphill@microbac.com
CHEMISTRY - MICROBIOLOGY - FOOD SAFETY - CONSUMER PRODUCTS
WATER - AIR - WASTES - FOOD - PHARMACEUTICALS - NUTRACEUTICALS
CERTIFICATE OF ANALYSIS
BURNHAM BOROUGH WWTP Date Reported 7/12/2005
DAVE RHINEHELDER Date Received 6/22/2005
200 FIRST AVE. Sample ID 050601118
BURNHAM,PA 17009 Invoice No. 49811
' Cust # 004431
CustP.O. #

Cust Permit #

Subject SLUDGE DRYING BED 6/20/65
Sampled By: DFR Date 6/20/2005 Time 14:55
Test Result Date Time Tech Method

B'S 7/8/2005 RWS SWB46 8082
CLOR 1016 <1240 ug/kg 7/8/2005 RWS SW846 8082
0CLOR 1221 <1240 ug/kg 7/8/2005 RWS SW846 8082
WCLOR 1232 <1240 ug/kg 7/8/2005 RWS SW846 8082
WOCLOR 1242 <1240 ug/kg 7/8/2005 RWS SW846 8082
tOCLOR 1248 <124 ug/kg 7/8/2005 RWS SWB46 8082
20CLOR 1254 <1240 ug/ka 7/8/2005 RWS SW846 8082
!OCLOR 1260 <1240 ug/ka 7/8/2005 RWS SW846 8082
"ANIDE, REACTIVE <0.12 mg/kg DRY 7/5/2005 KNT  SW-846 7.3.3
EE LIQUIDS <1 % 6/23/2005 GLF  SW-846 9095A
NITABILITY >80 DEGREE C 6/23/2005 TLS  SW-B46 1010
; 6.81 pH UNITS 6/23/2005 16:51 OB  SW-B46 9045C

trofeum Hydrocarbons <62 mg/kg Dry 7152005 RWS EPA 1664A (M)
LIDS, TOTAL 81.0 % DRY WT. 6/23/2005 GLF  SMI18TH 2540G
HIDS, VOLATILE 49.1 % DRY WT. 6/23/2005 GLF  SM1BTH 2540G
LFIDE, REACTIVE <12.4 mgjkg DRY 7/5/2005 KNT SW-846 7.3.4
LP EXTRACTION 1 6/22/2005 GLF

LP ZERO HEAD SPACE EXTRCT 1 6/22/2005 GLF

M METHOD A LEACHATE PROD 1 6/22/2005 GLF

MP RECD 20¢ 6/20/2005 1455  EAP

nple Properly Preserved? NA 6/20/2006  14:55 EAP

P LEACHATE HERBICIDES
5~TP SILVEX
-D

<5.001 mg/L
<0.001 mg/L

71772805
7/7/2005
7/7/2005

SiM
SIM
SIM

SW-846 8151A

The data and information on this, and other accompanying documents, represent only the sample(s) analyzed and (s rendered upon condition
that # Is not to be reporduted wholly or in part for advertising or other purposes without approval from the izboratory.

USDA-EPA-NIOSH Testing  Food Senitation Consulting  Chemical and Microbiological Analyses and Research

MEMBER

AC]L



® Microbac Laborateries, Inc.

CAMP HILL DIVISION
209 Senate Ave, Suite 105
Camp Hill, PA 17011

(717) 7630582 Fax (717) 214-1269

Cherie Casari, Lab Director

Page 2 of 4

STATE CERT ID.
PA#21-133

NY# 11650
EPA# PAQD028

www.microbac.com  E-Mail: camphill@microbac.com

CHEMISTRY. - MICROBIOLOGY * FOOD SAFETY - CONSUMER PRODUCTS
WATER - AIR - WASTES : FOOD - PHARMACEUTICALS : NUTRACEUTICALS

BURNHAM BORCUGH WWTP

DAVE RHINEHELDER
200 FIRST AVE.
BURNHAM.PA 17009

Subject SLUDGE DRVYING BED 6/20/05
Date 6/20/2005 Time 14:55

Sampled By: DFR
Test

Result

Date Time

Tech

CERTIFICATE OF ANALYSIS

Date Reported 7/12/2005
Date Received 6/22/2005
Sample ID 0506-01118
Invoice Nao. 49811
Cust # 004431
CustP.O. #

Cust Permit #

Method

ZLP BNA ORGANICS

71812005 KNT SWB846 8270C
fRIDINE <0.04 mg/L 7/8/2005 KNT
METHYLPHENOL <(,04 mg/L 7/872005 KNT
‘METHYLPHENOL <0.04 mg/L 7/8/2005 KNT
XACHLOROETHANE <0.04 mg/L 7/8/2005 KNT
[TROBENZENE <004 mg/L 7/8/2005 KNT
TXACHLORCBUTADIENE <0.04 mg/L 7/8/2005 KNT
4,6-TRICHLOROPHENOL <0.04 mg/L 7/8/2005 KNT
4,5-TRICHLOROPRENCL <0.04 mg/l. 7/8{2005 KNT
4-DINITROTOLUENE <0.04 mg/L 7/8/2005 KNT
XACHLOROBENZENE <{.04 mg/L 7/8/2005 KNT
INTACHLOROPHENOH, <0.2 mg/L 7/8/2005 KNT
LP LEACHATE PESTICIDES 7/1/200% RWS SW-846 BOB1A
ILORDANE, TECHNICAL <20 ug/L 7/1/2005 RWS
IDRIN <4.0 ug/L 7/1/2005 RWS
mma-BHC (LINDANE) <4.0 ug/l 7712005 RWS
PTACHLOR <40 ug/L 7/1/2005 RWS
PTACHLOR EPOXIDE <4.0 ug/L 77172005 RWS
TTHOXYCHLOR <4.5 ug/L 77172005 RWS
XAPHENE <80 ug/L 7/1/2005 RWS
SENIC, TOTAL <1 mg/L 6/30/2005 KNT EPA 200.7
RIUM, TOTAL iCP 0.25 mg/L 6/27/2005 TLS EPA 200.7
DMIUM, TOTAL <0.1 mg/L 6/29/2005 KNT SM 18TH 3111B
ROMIUM, TOTAL ICP <0.02 mg/L 6/27/2005 TLS EPA 200.7
AD, TOTAL ICP 0.1 mg/L 6/27/2005 TS EPA 200.7
RCURY, TOTAL <0.001 mg/L 6/29/2005 TS SM 18 3112B
The dota and information on this, and other accompanylng docaments, represent only the sampie(s) analyzed and is sondered upen condition MEMBER
that it Is rlot to be reporduced wholiy or In part for advertising or other purposes without approval from the laboratory. m
USDA-EPA-NIOSH Testing  Food Sanitetion Consuitina  Chemical and Microbioloaital Analveas and Recearch A
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® Microbac Laboratories, Inc. REeS O

CAMP HILL DIVISION
209 Senate Ave, Suite 103 - STATE CERT ID,
Camp Hill, PA 17011 PA#21-133
(717) 763-0582 Fax (717)214-1269 g;’f#l éfo%ozs
Cherie Casari, Lab Director
www.microbac.com  E-Mail: camphill@microbac.com
CHEMISTRY * MICROBIOLOGY - FOOD SAFETY - CONSUMER PRODUCTS
WATER « AIR - WASTES - FOOD ' PHARMACEUTICALS - NUTRACEUTICALS
CERTIFICATE OF ANALYSIS
BURNHAM BOROUGH WWTP Date Reported 7/12/2005
DAVE RHINEHELDER Date Received 6/22/2005
200 FIRST AVE. Sample ID 0506-01118
BURNHAM PA 17009 Invoice No. 49811
Cust # 004431
Cust P.O. #
Cust Permit #
Subject SLUDGE DRYING BED 6/20/05
Sampied By: DFR Date 6/20/2005 Time 14:55
Test Resuit Date Time Tech Method

Ef ENIUM, TOTAL ICP <0.1 mg/t 6/30/2005 TLS  EPA 200.7
ILVER, TOTAL <0.1 mg/L 6/29/2005 KNT EPA 200.7
OPPER, TOTAL ICP 0.46 mg/L 6/27/2005 TLS EPA 200.7
ICKEL, TOTAL ICP 0.09‘mg(1. 6/27/2005 TLS  EPA 2007
NC, TOTAL FLAME 12.26 mg/l. 6/28/2005 TLS SM 1B 31118
P DIGESTION i 6/27/2005 LS

AME DIGESTION F 6/27/2005 TLS

f, FINAL TCLP LEACHATE 5.29 pH UNITS 6/23/2005 GLF  SW-B46 90408
{, INITIAL TCLP LEACHATE 6.86 pH UNITS 6/22/2005 GLF  SW-846 90408

JDGEDRYING BED

el

IMONIA NITROGEN 756 my/L 6/27/2005 GLF  SM 19TH 4500D
EM. OXYGEN DEMAND 2400 mg/L. 6/29/2005 GLF  SM 18TH 5220D
LIDS, TOTAL 6620 mg/L 6/30/2005 13:53 GLF SM 18TH 25408
H, LEACHATE <5 mg/L 7/5/2005 RWS EPA 16644

P VOLATILE ORGANICS 7/7/2005 RWS 5Ws46 8260
YL CHLORIDE <0.04 mg/L 7/7/2005 RWS
-DICHLOROETHENE <1 mg/L 7{7/2005 RWS
STONE <1.0 mg/L 71712005 RWS
LOROFORM <0.1 mg/L 7772005 RWS
‘BON TETRACHLORIDE <31 mg/l 7/7/2005 RWws
[ZENE <0.1 mg/L 7/7/2005 RWS
The data and Information on this, and other accompanying documents, represent anly the sample(s) analyzed and is rendered upon condition MEMBER
that it Is not to be reporducer wholy or in part for advertising or other purposes without approval from the laboratory. m
USDA-EPA-NIOSH Testing  Food Sanitation Consuiting  Chemical andg Mirrshinlonical Analvens and Rasoarch



- . P 40f4
| ® Microbae Laboratories, Inc. ageto

CAMP HILL DIVISION .
209 Senate Ave, Suite 105 STATE CERT ID,
Camp Hill, PA 17611 PA#21-133
(717) 763-0582 Fax (717) 214-1269 gﬁ#ﬁf@%ozg
Cherie Casari, Lab Director
www.microbac.com  E-Mail: camphili@microbac.com
CHEMISTRY * MICROBIOLOGY - FOOD SAFETY - CONSUMER PRODUCTS
WATER - AIR - WASTES - FOOD - PHARMACEUTICALS - NUTRACEUTICALS
CERTIFICATE OF ANALYSIS
BURNHAM BOROUGH WWTP Date Reported 7/12/2005
DAVE RHINEHELDER Date Received 6/22/2005
200 FIRST AVE. : Sample ID 0506-01118
BURNHAM,PA 17009 Invoice No. 49811
Cust # 004431
Cust P.O. #
Cust Permit #
Subject SLUDGE DRYING BED 6/20/05
Sampled By: DFR - Date 6/20/2005 Time 14:55
Test Result Date Time Tech Moethod

1,2-DICHLCROETHANE <0.1 mg/L 7/7/2005 RWS
2-BUTANONE (MEK) <1.0 mg/L 7/7/2005 RWS
TRICHLOROETHENE <0.1 mg/L 7/7/2005 RWS
TOLUENE <0.1 mg/L 7/7/2005 RWS
TETRACHLOROETHENE <0.1 mg/L 7{7/2005 RWS
CHLOROBENZENE <0.1 mg/t 7/7/2005 RWS
ETHYLBENZENE <0.1 mg/L 7/7/2005 RWS
TOTAL XYLENES <01 mg/t. 7/7/2005 RWS
1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE <0.1 mg/L 7/7/2005 RWS

Silver, arsenic, cadmium, reactive cyanide and sulfide analyzed by Microbac
Kentucky Division.

Herbicides analyzed by Microbac Sima Division,

i R T G

Microbac Laboratories, Inc.

espectfully Submitted:

The data and information on this, and other accompanying dotuments, represent only the sampie(s) analyzed and Is rendered upon condition MEMBER

that it is aot to be reporduced wholly or it part for advertising or other purposes without approval from the laboratory. m
USDA-EPA-NIOSH Testing  Fond Sanitation Consiting  Mhamical and Microhinlasicat Anahieas sad Dacanreh A



Mifflin County

Public Sewer Plan
Biosolids Management and Wastewater Treatment System Survey

May 9, 2006

10

il

i2.

13.

14,

Name of Facility: N Um(\('jVJ . STE ¢ (}L@Q m‘\ (-L\’)

NPDES Permit Number: CC‘%ZO\\J / $ OC‘@ L{ 778

Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) Owner: QV‘C’(/) {J¢ [/Z{i ]ﬂ W/L/g}’ flzg
WWTP Operator: Wm TIZ’PE;S {g, " 753 2‘;{"‘ [ Pé'l:&'ﬁ ” w’ef—kb’ﬁ»’b

Municipality in which plant is located: F"Z’ ol'si /Z‘Z\ 7’&‘}/“} S !?' f/ﬁ

Name of Survey Respondent: [ﬂﬂM c/[z}{ ! (f
titles AL S lnniagon

Plant Address: /00 ﬁ&/f‘y\l g_)“z!.

Low, S P [704Y

Phone{wj) 242 -/¥5¢ FAX{W‘;);«‘/&M@&

E-Mail Address: £¢ *’Cwlqe f-}wsnwtf/l. “fp e g L
1= 7
Wastewater Treatment Plant Design Capacity: 5?}(? Vit mgd ﬁﬂ’f
2005 Average Flow: 240 000 med
7
Projected 2010 (5 year) Flow: 26 E A@ngd
4

Number of WWTP's in your system: A

TS0 J00 W t
£

Mumczpal:nes that contribute wastewater to WWTP: 53'/# A2 /C’:.&WSA /‘s

Jrin wﬁé@ Jesrnie

2005 Flow from each Municipality (mgd) ﬁjf&/{/ﬁ/ ﬁgl;ﬁ) / ‘3}‘ ‘/C/‘Q\_j} }3 D -

.vamﬁ{ ﬁ‘r/{t’ﬂﬁ«i BE g ch Lp &

Do you accept septage? K] Yes ] No

If yes, 2005 volumes accepted: / Q; 4O 3(-"Q %ML?

Do you accept other outside wastes? Bd Yes [] No

If yes, how much in 2002 30, 000 _q ol

Do you have Pretreatment Program? E Yes [] No

1f yes, 2005 flow from Industrial Sources: ‘?Q PR A jﬁﬂ -




15.  Pleasc complete the following for each unit process used at your WWTP.

a. Primary Clarification [ Yes El No Number of Units:

Circular dimensions: diameter_______{ft.}  depth: RN

Rectangular dimensions: length: (ft.y width: (fr.y  depth: (It
b. Treatment Process

Conventional Activated Stadge ] Yes [] No Number of Reactors:

Circular reactor dimensions: diamcter, (fr.y depth: ___ _  (ft)

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: (fr.y width: (fr.y depth: (ft.y
[™1 Medhanical acration [™} Fine Bubble {1 Course Bubble ] Other
Extended Aeration Activated Studge [ Yes [] No Number of Reactors:

Circular reactor dimensions: diameter; {ft.y  depth: {ft.)

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: (ft.y  width: {ft.y  depth: (e
{1 Mechanical acration ™ Fine Bubble 1 Course Bubble 1 Other
Sequencing Batch Reactor B Yes [ No Nurmaber of Reactors: é
Circular reactor dimensions: diameter; (fr.y depth: (ft.

3RO 000 5,,/ % 3,3 y 0

Rectangular reactor dimendions:  length: Y () width: £Y (fr.y  depth: AL (fes
[ Mechanical acration ﬁ Fine Bubble {1 Coursc Bubble 1 Other
Trickling Filters T Yes [[I No Number of Reactors:

Circular reactor dimensions: diameter; (ft.) depth: (fr.)

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: {fr.)  widdh: (ft.) depth: {ft.y
] Maechanical acration [0 Fine Bubble [] Course Bubble ] Other
Rotating Biological Contactors i1 Yes [ No Number of Reacters:

¢. Secondary Clarification [0 Yes [ No Number of Units:

Circular reactor dimensions: diameter; (ft.)y depth: {ft.)

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: ) width: (ft.)  depth: (ft.)




d. Nutrient Removal 1 Yes m No
[] Biclogical Nutrification (] Biological Denutrification [0} Biclogical Phosphorus Removal

{1 Gther

e. Disinfection

B Chemical (type) Q}\ lﬂ}fj Nni. [Z'l? Hltraviolet (UV) D-?D J?D g E

f. Solid Digestion/Stabilization i
Vepim ) ConpusT e
[Z Acrobic Digestion {1 Ancrobic Digestion [ Composting [] Lime

1 Other

g. Solids Management
Thickening  [J Yes (3 No 1 Gravity ™ Mechanical [ Solids %

[l Other

Dewatering ;g Yes i1 No Number of Units / Size i QZ»L'}Z?‘/;
ﬁ Belt Press [] Frame Press [ Centrifuge [ Vacuum Filter [J Drving Bed
P
Average percent solids achjeved /2 %

Docs the plant process biosolids from anather plant? ﬂ Yes [ No

h. Biosolids End Use
[ Land Fill [ ] Land Application E Cﬁ?nﬁsting [ Incineration

Docs the plant send biosolids to another plant for processing? ] Yes C@ No

1. Septage and Waste Receiving ] Yes [] No
How does Septage/ waste enter the WWTP? @’ Head of plant [} Digesters [[1 Other

If other, where? Number of Permitted Haulers

j- Identify day-to-day operational issues that need to be addressed by Capital Improvements.




6.

17.

19,

Plant Lc)ading (please provide data for the single plant identified by the NPDES permit number on
line I. You may receive separate surveys for other plants in your utility.

Pleasce identily the average influent concentration levels of conventional pollutants.

2005 55, {/ﬁ‘/j/ t Design fﬂ//’”’ﬂ’ f

2. BOD, 435 g WL LA

b, TSS %M_ﬂ_ mg/L - Bé o omg/L

¢. Nitrogen - mg/L e mg/L

d. Phosphorus e g/ L — o mg/h

Effluent quality: ’ -

¢. BOD, L5 mgL 25wy BO7 A
LTSS 725 st _ B  myt pesmT”
g. nitrogen mg/L mg/L

h. phospherus g/ mg/ L

Does your WWTP consistency meet NPDES Permit Limitations? m Yes 1 No

If no, list reasons wh}f not,

Collection System (Collection system may serve multiple plants, if so, please note).
E Separate  [] Combined

Has a Sanitary Sewer Evaluation Survey (S8ES) been completed on the collection system within the last five
years? 7] Yes i1 No

Y ] by i
How many customers are served by the collection system?__ o o)

I
Please rate vour collection system with regard to Infiltration & Inflow (I&1).

i None (ﬁ Minor L] Mederate  [[] Sigmificant [ Severe

Currently, are there any plans for extension of the collection network? Yes

Mo
If yes, where? (,:.gJ\McJ {1 Y~don . 7‘7{”& @&ﬁ?[’ 7722 Sﬁf@(éfw ,

/\[C%() Dﬂ%/ﬁﬂm@ﬁ Pfﬂ:},cj) QUi /Utii’lé o %’(Z, -

Pamp Stations (List wrt}nn your collection sys!em) Total Number

Name Capacity Number Run Time Age

gpm Gal. Per day of pumps Daily (hrs.) ycars

# Tyl pﬂ S95 070 & S5 4T

G5 B Mo ISR 02Y 2. /gz;fﬁ

(continued on next page)




Mame Capacity Number Run Fime Age
gpm Gal. Per day of pumps Daily {hrs.) years
- ﬁgz TRac /e o6y GO “ /:5’“%;/8 .
7 Rpan fecol o5/ .0Bo Z /g“ngm ,
#8_ fuve/ oy 265,259 2 [SUR.
& . . v ol
T me,/»é Lopod __ 2/36% 223 4 & /5%;1( .
{continue on separare sheet rfnecessar)) <@
RD Ruin gy o3iy okl 2 75 g

A0 ASE

Ho»\ many pump stations listed above have grmdcrs or gr inder pumps?

20.  Biosolids Production and Quality

Biosolids Production for 2605

If Liquid Total Gallons
Average % Total Solids
Average % Total Volatile Solids
Total Dry Tons
If Dewatered Total Wet Tons r/ 9 é’

/S Ve

Average % Total Solids

7/ Ta

Average % Total Volatile Solids __

S & At 22 Towe G

Total Dry Tons

#1 "%ﬁ”ﬂm

(,‘3.@)4@@/@/‘5(

Describe any seasonal xa{a{mn in bloqlohds production and ;,nc.iude then @Xlznun Jcnths

of pioductzon /}M‘,

w’-éfﬁ

”4?/&4”{,; -D/ﬂfc' }_,z Ao T et

?Zf’('./. }éﬂﬁ;{-{c’s m:f ./é’,sz(/@;z ,%fm.../
21, Do youhave liquid sto rage of biosolids at your WWTP? m Yes [ 1 No

If yes, how many months of storage? YA D&ﬁf‘@ ot ”yﬁ?ﬂﬁ,{%
Do you have dewatered storage of biosolids at your WWTP? E} Yes 1 No

If yes, how many months of storage? & /7755"&’%4

23,  The method currently utilized for bicsolids end use. Note: If more than one alternative is

used, please provide percentage of material used in each method, and seasons used for cach.

M % Landfll Season:
@/ a, % Composting 1528 st if-'f’,kﬁ’pf\'f/:/l\ Season: -»ﬂ,fz/)', ?{ / ///
| % Incineration Season:
] . % Land Application Season;




e List your Biosolids General Permit Number:

Expiration Date:

»  Please complete the following table for tand application sites:

Land Application Site Location Acres

Attach additional sheets if NeCcessary

24,

5.

26.

27.

28,

29.

e Please attach a copy of a topgraphic map(s) indicating the location of cach site.
Do you analyze biosolids for pollutants {(metals)? {l-¥es 7 No
If ves, attach 3 most recent analysis,
Have you conducted a Form 43-TCLP analysis on biosolids? MS [ No
I ves, attach most recent analvsis results.

Indicate which, if any, of the Vector Attraction Reduction Options listed in the Federal
Part 503.33 or Pennsylvania Chapter 271.933 regulations is used at your WWTP to stabilize

e s sl

Indicate which, if any, of the Pathogen Reduction Alternatives listed in the Federal Part
503.32 or Pennsylvania Chapter 271.932 regulations is used at your WWTP to stabilize
biosolids.

A/g‘é'/)[;x; 766‘/(« ’ﬁ: 'ZlL

ey

Have you conducted a fecal coliform analysis on your biosolids? @/g’é/s [] Mo
If yes, attach most recent analysis results,

What are the most important{ factors in determining methods for biosolids end use?

Rank in erder from | — 6 with 1 being most important. WWTP Staff Decision Makers

Cost o
Reliability

Regulatory Complexity

Environmental Stewardship

Staff Limitations

Public Acceprance




306.

3L

33

34

36.

37.

38,

i

C </ f@ﬁ}f}

Does your WWTP experience problems with processing odors? [ Yes (] No
Biosolids storage odors? [] Yes [El No
Does your biosolids program have more than one end use option? @ Yes ] Mo

How important is it for your WWTP to move toward Class A biosolids?

m Very [] Not Very 1 Sornetime in the future (] Never

How concerned are you with the following biosolids processing and end use options?

Public Acceptance (& Very [} Somewhat ] Not Very
Phosphorus limits on Class B Application {1 Very @ Sornewhat [1 Mot Very
Future of Class B Options (] Very (4 Somecwhat [} NotVery
Availability of fandfili P Very 1 Somewhat 1 Not Very

Weould your municipality consider serving as a “regional biosolids processing” center?

¥
K] Yes [ No

Would your municipality consider investing in biosolids processing, storage, and end use

options to develop a “regional biosolids processing” center?

ﬁl Yes [] No

Would your municipality consider sending solids to a “regional biosolids processing” cenieny

@1 Yes [ No

What would influence your decision to do so? jﬁ A TZFE{M‘“

b
E Cost M Easc %Rciiaf)ility

Does your WWTP have capacity in the following unit processes to handle additional Jows/

|
loads? :Df,avzmoéb ond 7%& /fm(,‘:zmﬁ éﬂ;‘”!}dﬂé—éﬁ«(z 2
[} Recyele Flows [ Digestion [] Thickening [J Dewatering [} Sworage

Please return survey form to:
Material Matters, Inc.
P.O., Box 224
Elizabethtown, PA 17022

IE;;

l

f
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COMMUNITY BUILDING - 80 HUDSON AVENUE - LEWISTOWN, PA 17044 - (717) 248-4383 - Fax (717} 248-3537

70 MATERIAL MATTERS, INC.
FROM: BOROUGH OF JUNIATA TERRACE
SUBJ: WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM SURVEY

MIFFLIN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

DATE: MAY 24, 2006
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(SURVEY ENCLOSED)



_Material Matters, Inc Mifflin County WWTP Contact List May 9, 2606
NPDES Municipal | Address | City State | Zip | Contact Contact last | Phone 717
Municipality Permit Agency or 1" Name | Name area code
Name
PAQ028088 | Brown Twp | 7748 SR | Reedsville | PA 17084 | Jerry Middlesworth | 667-6711
Brown Twp Municipal 655
Authority
- Brown Twp PA .
PA0038920 | Burnham 200 1 Burnham PA 17009 | David Rhinehelder 248-6351
I Borough Avenue Christian | Hassinger
urnham .
Authority
Burnham PA
PAGD32051, 100 Lewistown | PA 17044 | Larry Craig 242-1838
a : PAOOR4T78 Helen
yranvilic
Twp - Street
Granville PA
Twp
PA0022268 | Juniata 80 Lewistown | PA 17044 248-4383
Juniata Terrace Hudson
Terrace Borough Avenue
_ PA
PA0026280 | Lewistown | 2 East Lewistown | PA 17044 | Michael Dippery 2422823
Lewistown 3% Sireet
L PA |
PAGQ28983 « McVeytown | PO Box | McVeytown | PA 17051 | Steven Boozel 899-7436
Borough 321
McVeytown Authority
PA
PA0024708 | Union Twp | PO Box | Belleville PA 17004 | Alfred Fultz 935-5202
Union Twp Municipal 5625
Authority
b PA !
PAQ0O83330 | Wayne Twp | 3055 McVeytown | PA 17051 | Rodney Fleck 899-7430 or
Mifflin Ferguson 814-542-9796
Wayne Twp County Valley
Road
PA




Material Matters, Inc Mifflin County WWTP Contact List May 9, 2606

Non
Municipal
Plants
Beacon John Suchan 814-842-2511

Lodge Camp PA

Reeds Gap
State Park B

Mifflin Barl Weaver 242-0267

County
School i
District PA ]

Steve Wagner 667-3622
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Biosolids Management and Wastewater Treatment
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Rettew Associates
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Mifflin County

Public Sewer Plan

Biosolids Management and Wastewater Treatment System Survey

May 9, 2006

10

11

12.

13.

14.

Name of Facility: ?U&TA\& ‘ \ é@\m\iﬁw ?L\\‘\’\% CB\\J’\\\&”{JU

NPDES Permit Number: N//Q

Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) Owner: JQ\?\J N \ £ \ O § T\UB

WWTP Operator: ai A
Municipality in which plant is located: pin
Name of Survey Respondent: Eert & wiaver A%
Title: Grems it Tewgimie  Sitld Forma
NM Address: Lol He Yo Sypgt Lewibbepmy Po 11ev4
Phone:Cni1y 2421 ¢35y FAX: (7111) 241-2100
E-Mail Address:
Wastewater Treatment Plant Design Capacity: ~iry mgd
2005 Average Flow: __~ {-” mgd
Projected 2010 (5 year) Flow: ~ {1y mgd
Number of WWTP’s in your system: » [n

Municipalities that contribute wastewater to WWTP:

o~ ! >

2605 Flow from each Municipality (mgd) o [

Do you accept septage? [1 Yes 4 No

If yes, 2005 volumes accepted:

Do you accept other outside wastes? ] Yes {4 No

If yes, how much in 2005?

Do you have Pretreatment Program? [ Yes [X] No

If yes, 2005 flow from Industrial Sources:




15.

Please complete the f{)i]owing for each unit process used at your WWTP.

a. Primary Clarification [] Yes ] Neo Number of Units:
Circular dimensiens: diameter; (ft.) depth: (fr)
Rectangular dimensions: length: (fr.y  width: (fr.y depth: (ft.)

b, Treatment Process

Conventional Activated Siudge {1 Yes {] No Number of Reactors:

Circular reactor dimensions: diamecter; (fr.y  depth: (ft.y
Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: (fr.)  width: (ft.y depth: {ft)

71 Mechanical acration ™ Fine Bubble ] Course Bubble [0 Other
Extended Aeration Activated Sludge [] Yes [] No Number of Reactors:
Circular reactor dimensions: diameter; (fr.y depth: {fr.)

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: (ft.)  width: (ft.}) depth: (ft.)

[ Mechanical aeration {1 Finc Bubble ] Coursc Bubble [ Other
Sequencing Batch Reactor [J] Yes [] No Number of Reactors:

Circular reactor dimensions: diameter; (ft.y depth: {(fr.)

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: {ft.y  width: (ft)  depth: (fr.)
1 Mechanical acration [] Fine Bubble [} Course Bubble ] Other
Trickling Filters 1 Yes [] No Numbecr of Reactors:

Circular reactor dimensions: diameter; {ft.)  depth: {ft)

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: {ft.)  width: (fr.) depth: (fr.)
[} Mechanical acration 1 Fine Bubble ™1 Course Bubble {1 Other
Rotating Biological Contactors [J Yes [ No Number of Reactors:

c. Secondary Clarification O Yes [7] No Number of Units:

Circular reacter dimensions: diameter; (ft.) depth: (ft.)
Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: (lt.) width: (ft.) depth: {ft.)




d. Nutrient Remowval ] Yes [] No
[ Biological Nutrification [J Biological Denutrification ] Biological Phosphorus Removal

[ Other

e. Disinfection

(] Chemical (type) [T Ultraviclet (UV)

f. Solid Digestion/Stabilization
] Acrobic Digestion [] Ancrobic Digestion (1 Composting [0 Lime

] Other

g. Solids Management

Thickening ] Yes 7 No [ Gravity 1 Mechanical [ Solids %
[} Other
Dewatering [} Yes 7 No Number of Units Size

[} BeltPress [ Frame Press [ Centrifuge  [] Vacuum Filter [0 Drying Bed
Average percent solids achieved %%

Does the plant process biosolids from another plant?  [7] Yes ] No

h. Bigsolids End Use
] Land Fill [ Land Application [] Composting 7 Incineration

Docs the plant send biosclids to another plant for processing?  [] Yes [ No

i. Septage and Waste Receiving 7 Yes [ No
How does Septage/waste enter the WWTP? [T} Head of plant ] Digesters [ Other

If other, where? Number of Permitted Haulers

j- Identify day-to-day operational issues that need to be addressed by Capital Improvements.




16,

18,

19,

Plant Loading (please provide data for the single plant identified by the NPDES permit number on
line I. You may receive separdte surveys for other plants in your utility.

Please identily the average influent concentration levels of conventional pollutants.

2065 Design

a. BOD; . mg/L mg/L
1. TSS mg/L L myg/L
¢. Nitrogen mg/L mg/L
d. Phosphorus mg/L mg/L
Efflucnt quality:

¢, BOD;, mg/L mg/L
f. TSS mg/L mg/L
g. nitrogen mg/L mg/L
h. phosphorus mg/L mg/L

Does your WWTP consistency meet NPDES Permit Limitations? ] Yes [ No

If'no, list reasons why not,

Collection System (Collection system may serve multiple plants, if so, please note). s+ vt
TTA L TRl
PO

Separate  [[] Combined

Has a Sanitary Sewer Evaluation Survey (SSES} been completed on the collection system svithin the fast five

years? Yes [1 No

How many customers are served by the collection system? Apgre »
Pleasc rate your collection system with regard to Infiltration & Inflow (1&1).

(] None [ Mincr Moderate [} Significant 1 Severe
Currently, arc there any plans for extension of the collection network? Yes [J No

If yes, where?

Pump Stations {List within your collection system) Total Number I
Name Capacity Number Run Time Age
gpm Gal. Per day of pumps Daily (hrs.) years
Tlueo, e, Tt s 30,000 Z‘ Cppetd Y HES s

(continued on next page)




Name Capacity Number Run Time Age

gpm Gal. Per day of pumps Daily (brs.) years

{continue on separate sheet if necessary)

How many pump stations listed above have grinders or grinder pumps?

20.

21,

22.

23.

o O

Biosolids Production and Quality

Biosolids Production for 2005

If Liquid Total Gallons

Average % Total Solids

Average % Total Volatile Solids

Total Dry Tons

If Dewatered Total Wet Tons

Average % Total Solids

Average % Total Volatile Solids

Total Dry Tons

Describe any seasonal variation in bioslolids production and include the maximum months
of production:

Do you have liquid storage of biosolids at your WWTP? [ Yes [] Ne

If yes, how many months of storage?

Do you have dewatered storage of biosolids at your WWTP? [ Yes [J No

If yes, how many months of storage?

The method currently utilized for biosolids end use. Note: If more than one alternative is
used, please provide percentage of material used in each method, and seasons used for each.

[ % Landfill Season:
J % Composting Season:
I % Incineration Season:
[ % Land Application Season:




*  List vour Biosolids General Permit Number:

Expiration Date:

°  Please complete the lollowing table for land application sites:

Land Application Site Location Acres j

\

Attach additional sheets if necessary

24,

25,

26.

28.

29.

*  Please attach a copy of a topgraphic map(s) indicating the location of cach site.
Do you analyze biosolids for pollutants (metals)? ] Yes [J No
i ves, attach 3 most recent analysis.
Have you conducted a Form 43-TCLP analysis on biosolids? [] Yes [J No
If ves, attach most recent analysis results.

Indicate which, if any, of the Vector Attraction Reduction Options listed in the Federal
Part 503.33 or Pennsylvania Chapter 271.933 regulations is used at your WWTP to stabilize
biosolids.

Indicate which, if any, of the Pathogen Reduction Alternatives listed in the Federal Part
503.32 or Pennsylvania Chapter 271,932 regulations is used at your WWTP to stabilize
bhiosolids.

Have you conducted a fecal coliform analysis on your biosolids? [ Yes [ No
if ves, attach most recent analysis results.

What are the most important factors in determining methods for biosolids end use?

Rank in order from 1 — 6 with 1 being most important, WWTP Staff Decision Makers
Cost

Reliability

Regulatory Complexity e
Environmental Stewardship e U
Staff Limitations e e

Public Acceptance




30.

3L

33

34

35.

36.

37.

38,

Does your WWTP expcriencc—: probfems with processing odors? [] Yes ] No
Biosolids storage odors? [ Yes [ ] No

Does your biosolids program have more than one end use option? (7 Yes [ No

How importantis it for your WWTP to move toward Class A biosolids?

[ Very ] Not Very {1 Somectime in the futurc M} Never

How concerned are you with the following biosolids processing and end use options?

Public Acceptance {1 Very ] Somcwhat [} Not Very
Phosphorus limits on Class B Application 1 Very [l Somewhat [7 Not Very
Future of Class B Options [J Very ] Somewhat [ Not Very
Availability of landfill 3 Very [} Somewhat (] Not Very

Would your municipality consider serving as a “regional biosolids processing” center?

1 Yes [ No

Would your municipality consider investing in biosolids processing, storage, and end use
options to develop a “regional biosolids processing” center?

1 Yes ] No
Would your municipality consider sending solids to a “regional biosolids processing” center?

] Yes [ No

What would influence your decision to do so?

1 Cost ™ Easc [ Reliability

Does your WWTP have capacity in the following unit processes to handle additional flows/
loads?

[J Recycle Flows ] Digestion M Thickening [ Dewatering [1 Storage

Please return survey form to:
Material Matters, Inc.
P.O. Box 224
Elizabethtown, PA 17022




Mifflin County

Public Sewer Plan

Biosolids Management and Wastewater Treatment System Survey

May 9, 2006

10

11

12.

13.

14.

L £ WISTOWN WASTEWATER TREATMgT FLanT

Name of FaciIity:

P
NPDES Permit Number: 00L& 3

wey O Toid)
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) Owner: 60 ot rZ F L'E IA),_T,S 79 Wt

WwWTP Operator: %Q RAOMG i’i O; Lé\,JIS‘TO\A} N

LE T o 1

Municipality in which plant is located:

Mrcnage 3. DrpPery

Name of Survey Respondent:

Sufpre OF WAaSTRWATER

Title:
Plant Address: WasHzNETe? AVE. LxrendED
LEwtstrows A 17044
Phone: 7 /7T-24%-28232 FAX: 717248079 4

E-Mail Address: }'fmxw)tv)w&@ qts‘vf:nr(L[,/\@;t'

2.84

Wastewater Treatment Flant Design Capacity:

2005 Average Flow: l.e§ mgd

mgd

e
Projected 2010 (5 year) Flow: %, Q 48 mgd

Number of WWTP’s in your system: i

60!2’.0‘&64 QO lEWzsTou ,u)>

Municipalities that contribute wastewater to WWTP:

GRANVIUWE Tusf. + @éﬁﬁ:y Twst.

{io 57 D ON s
2005 Flow from each Municipality (mgd) kLo As A‘Q( éb TIMATRD E)%S eb ébb

LEWISTOWUN = {03 MCD  GRandIuwe - 0.0 MG Déﬂﬁy - 0.4 M¢p

Do you accept septage? IZ’/Yes [ No
O Cawons

If yes, 2005 volumes accepted:

Do you accept other outside wastes? | Yes IE/NO

If yes, how much in 2005?

Do you have Pretreatment Program? [ Yes E/No

If yes, 2005 flow from Industrial Sources:




15.  Please complete the following for each unit process used at your WWTP.
a. Primary i i IZ( Jumt its: 2
. ary Clarification Yes ] No Number of Units:
Circular dimensions: diameter; (ft.y  depth: ()
;- .
Rectangular dimensions: length: b (fry  width: f & (fe.y depth: 19 (ft.)
b, Treatment Process
Conventional Activated Sludge E/Yes [} No Number of Reactors;
Circular reactor dimensions: diameter; {fr.y  depth: {ft)

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: 6O (fr.y  width: 30 (fr.y  depth: i{ ey

"] Mechanical acration [™ Fine Bubble @/CourscBubble 1 Other

Extended Aeration Activated Sludge {] Yes B/No Number of Reactors:

Circular reactor dimensions: diameter; (ft.) depth: (f)

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: (Fr.y  width: (fr.)  depth: {fr.)
7] Mechanical acration [™] Fine Bubble [71 Coursc Bubble [7 Other
Sequencing Batch Reactor [J Yes [B/No Number of Reactors:

Sﬁ*cuiar reactor dimensions: diameter; (ft.) depth: (ft.)

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: (fr.y  width: (t.y  depth: {ft.)
[] Mechanical acration {1 Fine Bubble {1 Course Bubbic [} Other
Trickling Filters [ Yes [E/No Numbecr of Reactors:

Circular reactor dimensions: diemeter; (ft.y depth: {fr)

Rectangular reactor dimenstons:  length: {fr.y width: (fr.) depth: {fr.)

7] Mechanical acration [} Fine Bubble {1 Course Bubble [} Other
Rotating Biological Contactors [} Yes B/NO Number of Reactors:

c. Secondary Clarification B/Yes 7 No Number of Units: Z
Circular reactor dimensions: dizmeter; 6% (ft.y depth: iz {ft)

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: (ft)  width: (fr.)  depth: {ft.)




d. Nutrient Removal [0 Yes [Z]/No
[1 Biclogical Nutrification {1 Biological Denutrification {1 Biological Phosphorus Removal
1 Ot Note: We Age 20 THe Fooess Or Sanpuns pModtioraNe « RePorsing TR »TF
Ither . .
To YA OEP

Nore We g O 0wy 09-531¢ S00TuN Hybo Céatpdrron iz

e, Disinfection

r, s Lok :
Ei/ Chemical (type) Salzan HFP cALotITE [} Ultravielet (UV)

f. Solid Digestion/Stabilization
1 Acrobic Digestion E{Aucrobic Digestion [] Composting (7 Lime

[ Other

g. Solids Management

Thickening ] Yes E{\?o [ Gravity ™ Mechanical [} Solids %
[ Other
Dewatering mCS 3 No Number of Units Z Size ! Meref. Fg‘é&’ (2‘)

@/B{_‘It Press [ ] Frame Press [ Centrifuge Il Vacuum Filter i Drying Bed
Avcrage percent solids achieved i% %

Does the plant process biosolids from another plant? [ Yes EI/NO

h. Biosotlids End Use
lLand Fill [] Land Application {1 Composting ] Incineration

Does the plant send biosolids to another plant for processing? [} Yoy No

i. Septage and Waste Receiving Ei/Yes 1 No

How does Septage/ waste enter the WWTP? B/Hcad ofplant [} Digesters [[] Other

if other, where? Number of Permitted Haulers

H
1

|

j- Identify day-to-day operational issues that need to be addressed by Capital Improvements.

We e T THE Progss OF LPGRADING TRE ENTrpie Averodic Digesszon Syser.
THE MATN FutuRE CAPTIAC TMPROVEMENT PROSET Watdd) &€ For THE CuesAreqre
Ev.»%] Procean . ARERs Rrédered Ey THEs Woddd B¢} Aeparzon Sy TEm SIS
Ca:zfﬁﬁ:r;&ﬂof\} meﬁy CUALTFTCATION & SLaDGE PE.OCE&::J&@/DJ’S[;QS.%(.

7 7 7




17.

18.

19.

Plant Loading (please provide data for the single plant identified by the NPDES permit number on
line I. You may receive separate surveys for other plants in your utility.

Please identify the average influent concentration levels of conventional pollutants.

2005 Design

a. BOD, 22 gL mg/ L
L. TSS 7"4‘8 mg/L mg/L
c. Nitrogen NIA _ mg/L b/ A mgL
d. Phosphorus N gt N/A gt
Effluent quality:

¢. BOD, 4 mg/ L 25 mel
£ TsS 3 mgL 3 mgn
¢. nitrogen MR gL MR g

h. phosphorus _’Jﬁ,_ mg/L N/ﬁ mg/L

Does your WWTP consistency meet NPDES Permit Limitations? E(Yes [} No

if no, list reasons why not,

Collection System (Collection system may serve multiple plants, if so, please note).

B/‘Scpamtc [1 Combined

Has a Sanitary Sewer Eyaluation Survey (SSES) been compieted on the cellcction system within the Jast five
years? [ ] Yes No

How many customers are served by the collection system?

Please rate your collection system with regard to Infiltration & Inflow (I&I).
[} None [} Minor ] Moderate {Z{Signiﬁcant [7 Severe
Currently, are there any plans for extension of the collection network? [J Yes [E/No

If yes, wherc?

0

Pump Stations {List within your collection system) Total Number

Name Capacity Number Run Time Age
gpm Gal. Per day of purmnps Daily (brs.) years

(continued on next page)




Name Capacity Number Run Time Age
gpm Gal. Per day of pumps Daily ¢hrs.) vears

{continue on separate sheet if necessary)

How many pump stations listed abeve have grinders or grinder pumps?

20.  Biosolids Production and Quality
Biosolids Production for 2005

If Liquid Total Gallons

Average % Total Solids

Average % Total Volatile Solids

Total Dry Tons

If Dewatered Total Wet Tons 8 06

19°/> (&#f ) 83 %(D;&) Bebs)

Average % Total Solids

Average % Total Volatile Solids

Total Dry Tons <07

Describe any seasonal variation in bioslolids production and inciude the maximum months
of productiomn:

21. Do you have liquid storage of biosolids at your WWTP? [ Yes B/No

. . ; -7
If yes, how many months of storage?

22, Do you have dewatered storage of biosolids at your WWTP? 1 Yes E/NO

If yes, how many months of storage?

23.  The method currently utilized for biosolids end use. Note: If more than one alternative is
used, please provide percentage of material used in each method, and seasons used for each.

[}E“(‘ 00 % Landfill Season:
[ % Composting Season:
™ % Incineration Season:
I % Land Application Season:




¢ List your Biosolids Genreral Permit Number:

Expiration Date:

*  Plcasc complete the fo%!m'.-ing table for land application sites:

Land Application Site Location Acres

L

Attach additional sheets if necessary

e Please attach a copy of a topgraphic map(s) indicating the location of each site.
24, Do you analyze biosclids for pollutants (metals)? [] Yes 840
If yes, attach 3 most recent analysis,
25, Have you conducted a Form 43-TCLP analysis on biosolids? Eﬂ'es [§ No
If ves, attach most recent analysis results,

26.  Indicate which, if any, of the Vector Attraction Reduction Options listed in the Federal
Part 503.33 or Pennsylvania Chapter 271.933 regulations is used at your WWTP to stabilize
biosolids.

/'} NEROLy C D:‘(:e STr0nd

27.  Indicate which, if any, of the Pathogen Reduction Alternatives listed in the Federal Part
503.32 or Pennsylvania Chapter 271.932 regulations is used at your WWTP to stabilize
biosolids.

ANeRobz< Dycesrron

28.  Have you conducted a fecal coliform analysis on your biosolids? [] Yes Eﬂ\lo
If yes, attach most recent analysis results,

29.  What are the most important factors in determining methods for biosolids end use?

Rank in order from 1 -6 with 1 being most important. WWTP Stalf Decision Makers
Cost I
Reliability ! 6
Regulatory Complexity 4 3
Environmental Stewardship 2 5
Staff Limitations s 4

4 2

Public Acceptance




30.

31,

32.

33

34

35,

36.

37.

38.

Does your WWTP experience problems with processing odors? [] Yes [B/No
Biosolids storage odors? [] Yes [] No ’}/ﬂ

Does your biosolids program have more than one end use option? L] Yes E?_(I\o

How important is it for your WWTP to move toward Class A biosolids?

O] Very B/Not Very {7 Sometime in the future 7 Never

How concerned are you with the following biosolids processing and end use options?

Public Acceptance E‘]/Vcry ] Somewhat L] Not Very
Phosphorus limits on Class B Application B/Vcr_v [7] Somewhat [] Not Very
Future of Class B Options [{Vcr}j [T} Somewhat [ Not Very
Avallability of tandfil [Z‘I/Ver}; [l Somewhat [J Not Very

Would your municipality consider serving as a “regional biosolids processing” center?

[ Yes No

Would your municipality consider investing in biosolids processing, storage, and end use
options to develop a “regional biosolids processing” center?

[Z/Yes 1 No

Would your municipality consider sending solids to a “regional biosolids processing” center?

E/Yes [ No

Yhat would influence your decision to do s0?
Eﬁ:ost I{Easc Eﬂ%cliabihty

Does your WWTP have capacity in the following unit processes to handle additional flows/
loads?

{] Reeycle Flows  [J Digestion [] Thickening [ Dewatering [0 Storage

Please return survey form to:
Material Matters, Inc.
P.Q. Box 224
Elizabethtown, PA 17022




‘ A NAL w’ c‘a" whwrws erneslyeicerficls. e oy o
P Laporarory NELAP Aceredited &

s premones PA 22-293
e e SER!IICES, Ine.  wipacto ny 11759 -

A ——————— AL

X2 Rogwood Lane - Middletown, PA 17057 Phone: 717-944-5531 Feol: 717-844.3450

Certificate of Amnalysis
April 11, 2006

Michael Dippery Lab ID#: 9643499
Borough of Lewistown
2 RBast Third Street

Lewistown, PA 17044
Page: 1 OQf 7

Project Name: FORM 43 ANALYSIS POH#: 13670
Workorder ID: 8ludge Cake,BFP Discharge

.This report relateg only to the sample{s) as received by the labcoratory. Laboratory
reperts may not be reproduced, except in full, without the written approval of the

Laboratory.

ALLET is a NELAC accredited laborateory. ALSI certifies that all applicable test results
meet the requirements of NELAC. All drinking water and wastewater analyses comply with
the methodology reguirements of 40 CFR Parts 141 and 136 respectively. For an

inventory of our NELAC accreditations and Scope of Work, please visit ocur website at
www.analyticallab.com or contact your ALSI project coordinator for a complete listing. If
vou have any questions in reference to this laboratory report, please contact your ALST
project coordinator or the laboratory manager listed at the beottom of this report at 717-
944-5541. .

Unless otherwise noted, all guantitative results for soils are reported on a dry weight
basis. Samples collected by ALSI personnel are done so in accordance with the procedures
set forth in the ALSI Field Sampling Plan.

A result of ND indicates that the analyte was Not Detecied at the Reporting Detection
Limit (RDL). The RDL, by default, is eguivalent to the Practical Quantitation Limit (PQL)
or may be eguivalent to the Method Detection Limit (MDL), if specifically requested by
the customer.

Qualifier Flags - These flags may follow individual regults for a specific analyte
U - Indicates that the analyte was not detected
J - Indicates an estimated value between the MDL and PQL

Mote: This cover letter and the attached Chain-cf-Custody document is included as part of
the Analytical Report and must be retained as a permanent record thereof.

flow | Zirny

Alan J. Lopez
Laboratory Manager



pa—e. ANALYTICAL

—— v, araiveicaliab.con

e~ e | AR ORATORY NELAP Accredited

PA 22-29%

= rome SERVICES, INC. 1 pacio ny 11759

———— A CT————

34 pogwood Lane - Middletown, BA 17057 Phone: 7§7-944-554Ff  Eax: FI17-944-1330

Certificate of Analysis
Lpril 11, 2006

Michael Dippery Lab ID #: 9643489001

Borough of Lewistown Received: 03/24/06 17:00
2 East Third Street Discard: ¢4/25/06
Lewistown, PA 17044

Page: 2 0Of 7

Project Name: FORM 43 ANALYSIS PO#: 13670
Workorder ID: Sludge Cake,BFP Discharge COC Number:
Sample ID: Sludge Cake, BFP Discharge Matrix: Solid
Date Collected: 03/23/06 16:30 Collected by: Collected by Customer
Analysils Parametexr Regult Onitg RDL Method Completed Prep Date By Untr

TCLP VOLATILE ORGANICS

Benzene NI ug/L 2¢.0 SWe46 82660R 04/07/06 08:13 04/07/06  KIM
2-Butanone (MEK) ND ug/L 200 5W846 82608 04/07/06 08:13  04/07/06 KILM
Carbon Tetrachloride ND ug/ L 20.0 SW846 BI60R 04/07/06 08:13 04/07/06  KLM
Chlorobenzene ND ug/L 20.0 SW846 82508 04/07/06 08:13  04/07/06 KiM
Chloroform ND ug/L 20.0 SW846 8260B 04/07/06 §8:13  04/07/06 KIM
1,2-Dichloroethane ND ug/L 20.0 SW846 82608 04/07/08 08:13 04/07/08 EKLM
1,1-Dichloroethene ND ug/L 20.0 SW846 8260B 04/07/06 08:13  04/07/06 KIM
Tetrachloroethene ND ug/L 20.0 SWB46 B260RB 04/07/06 08:13  04/07/06 KLM
Trichloroethens KD ug/L 20.0 SW846 82608  04/07/06 08:13  04/07/06 KIM
vinyl Chloride ND ug/L 20.0 SWB46 8260B 04/07/06 08:13  04/07/06 KLM
PCB'S

Aroclor-1016 WD mg/kg 1.59 5W846 8082 04/07/06 07:20  03/30/06 JJH A
Arcclor-1221 ND mg/kg 1.89 SWa46 8082 04/07/06 97:10  03/30/06 JJIH A
Arcclor-31232 KD mg/kg 1.59 SW846 8082 c4/07/06 07:10 03/30/06 JJH A
Aroclor-1242 ND - mg/kg 1.59 SW846 8082 Q4/07/06 07:20  03/30/06 JIH A
Aroclor-3248 ND mg/ kg 1.59 SWB46 80B2 04/07/06 07:20 03/30/06 JJH A
Aroclor-1254 ND mg kg 1.5% SWBAE 3082 c4/07/06 07:10  03/30/06 JJH A
Aroclor-1260 NI mg/kg 1.59 SWB46 E082 04/07/06 07:10 03/30/06 JIH A
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e SERVICES, INC. niracio ny 11759

S — 34 Dogwood Lane - Middietewn, PA 17057 Phone: 717-944-5531 Fwx: 717-944-1430

Certificate of Analysis
April 11, 2306

Michael Dippery - Lab ID #: 9643495001
Borough of Lewistown Received: 03/24/06 17:00
2 Hast Third Street Discard: 04/25/06

Lewistown, PA 17044
Page: 3 0Of 7

Project Name: FORM 43 ANALYSIS PO#: 13670
Workorder ID: Sludge Cake,BFP Discharge COC Number:
Sample ID: Sludge Cake, BFP Discharge Matrix: BSolid
Date Collected: 03/23/06 16:30 Collected by: Collected by Customer
Analysis Parameter Regult Units RDL Method Completed Prep Dakte By Cntr

WET CHEMISTRY

Cyanide, Reactive ND mg/kg 10.0 SW-846 7.3CN  03/07/08 13:38 03/25/06 SLP A
Cyanide, Total 1.28 ma/ kg 1.26 BWB46 9012A 03/30/06 15:16  03/30/06 SLP A
Free Liguids Negative SW846 2095 04/04/06 06:40 04/04/06 EDL A
Ignitability See comment SWE46 1030 03/27/06 08:00 03/27/06 JTR A
Moisture . 80.2 % 0.1 SM20-2540 G 03/26/08 13:15  03/26/06 MBW A
pH 2.3 7.62 pH_Units SWZ246 90450 03/25/08 02:30 (©3/25/06 JJ8 A
So0lids, Total vVolatile 65.2 % 1.0 8M20~2540 G 03/26/06 13:15  03/26/06 MBW A
Sulfide, Reactive 8.40 mg/kg 6.25 5W846 7.3 03/27/06 11:00 .03/25/06 JTR A
Total Petroleum ECO's(NonPolar) 2500 mg/kg 1010 EFA 418.1 03/29/06 13:20 ©32/29/06 CJP A
Total sclids 19.8 % 0.1 EM20-2540 G 03/26/06 13:15 03/26/06 MBW A
TCLP METALS

Arsenic, Total ND mg /L 0.220 SWe46 60108 04/10/06 23:22 04/06/06 DXK A
Barium, Total ND mg/L 0.580 SWB46 6010B c4/10/06 23:22 04/06/06 DXK A
Cadmium, Total ND mg/L 0,110 SW846 £010B 04/10/06 23:22 04/06/06 DXK A
Chromium, Total NI mg/L 0.110 SWB4E 6010B 04/10/06 23:22 04/08/06 DXK A
Copper, Total N me /L U.010 SW846 60108 04/10/06 23:22 p4/06/06 DXX A
Lead, Total WD wg /L 0.110 SWE46 60108 04/10/06 23:22 04/06/06 DXX &
Yercury, Total ND mg/ L G.002 SWB46 T470A 03/30/06 14:12 03/29/06 NAH A

- According to Pa/USEPA reguiations, this sample is nol considered fo be ignitable. (Ref 40 CFR 251,21)
- The solid pH measured in water was 7.615 at 22.4 degrees C.
- This sample was received at the labaratory after the holding lime for pH had expired.
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—_— Ser VICES, INC. ns pacio ny 11759 SF

34 bogwood Lane - Middletown, BA 17057 Bhone: 717-9448-553Y Fene: F17-244-$430

Certificate of Analysis
April 11, 2006

Michael Dippery Lab ID #: 5643459001
Borough of Lewistown Received: 03/24/06 17:00
2 Egst: Third Street Discard: 04/25/06
Lewlstown, PA 17044 -

Page: 4 Qf 7

Froject Name: FORM 43 ANALYSIS PO#: 13670
Workorder ID: Sludge Cake,BFP Discharge COC Number:
Sample ID: Sludge Cake, BFP Discharge Matrix: Solid
Date Cocllected: 03/23/06 16:30 Collected by: Collected by Customer
Analysia Parameter Regult Units RDL Method Compieted Prep Date By (Cntr

TCLP METALS {eontinued)

fiekel, Total 0,06 mg/L .02 SW846 &010B 04/10/06 23:22 04/06/06 DXK &
3elenium, Total ND mg /L 0.22 SWB46 6010B 04/30/06 23:22 04/06/06 DXX A
3ilver, Total ND mg/L 0.110 BW848 60108 04/10/06 23:22 04/06/06 TDXK A
Zinc, Total 1.91 my /% 0.33 §W846 50L0B 04/10/06 23:22 04/06/06. DXK A
FCLP SEMI-VOLATILES

a/p-Crezol NI ug/L 4a0Q BWB46 8270C 03/31/06 17:50¢ 03/28/06 TTR A
>-Cresol {(2-Methylphenol) ND ug/L 200 SWB46 8270C 03/31/06 17:50 03/28/06 TTR A
L,4-Dichlorobenzene ND ug/L 160 SW346 8270C 03/31/06 17:50 03/28/06 TTR &
2, 4-Dinitrotoliuene ND ug/L 40 5wW84s B270C 03/31/06 17:50¢ 03/28/06 TTR A
{exachlorobenzene NP ug/L 40 SWB46 8270C 03/3:/06 17:50 03/28/06 TTR &
iexachlorchbutadiene ND ug/L 100 SW84& 8270C 03/31/06 17:50 03/28/06 TITR A
{exachloroethane ND ug/L 100 SW846 B270C 03/31/06 17:50 03/28/06 TTR A
jitrobenzene ND ug/L &0 swWg46 8270C 03/31/06 17:5¢  03/28/06 TTR A
entachlorgphencl ND ug/L 500 SWB46 B8270C 03/31/06 17:50 03/28/06 TTR A
*yridine ND ug/ L 200 sWe46 B270C 03/31/06 17:50 03/28/06 TTR A
1,4,5~Trichlorophenol ND ug/L 200 SW84E 8270C 03/31/06 17:50 03/28/06 TITR A
?,4,6-Trichlorophencl ND ug/L 200 8W845 8270C 03/31/06 17:50 03/38/06 TTR A
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— ERVICES, INC. wipaowo nynrse ¢ | 6 ) O
— 243 Dogwood Lane - Middietown, BA 17057 Phone: 717-844-55481  Feax: 717-94453-1430
Certificate of Analysis
April 11, 2006
Michael Dippery Lab ID #: 9643495001
Borough of Lewistown ) Received: 03/24/06 17:00
2 Eést Third Street Discard:; 04/25/06
Lewistown, PA 17044
Page: 5 Of 7
Project Name: FORM 43 ANALYSIS PO#: 13670
Workorder ID: Sludge Cake,BFP Diacharge COC Number:
Sample ID: Sludge Cake, BFP Discharge Matrix: Solid
Date Collected: 03/23/06 16:30 Collected by: Collected by Customer
Analysisg Parameter Result Units RDL Method Completed Prep Date By Cntr

TCL.P PESTICIDES

gamma-BHC {Lindane} ND ug/L 1.00 5W848 BCB1A 03/30/06 20:11  03/29/06 XKJH A
Chlordans joel ug/ L 20.0 SW846 8081A 03730706 20:11  03/29/06 XKJH &
Endrin ND ug/L 1.00 SW346 8081R 03/30/06 20:311  03/2%/06 KIH A
Heptachlor ND ug/L 1.00 SW846 BO8BLA 03/30/06 20:11 03/22/06 KJH A
Heptachlor Epoxide WD ug/L 1.00 SW846 80813 03/30/06 20:11  03/28/06 RJH A
Methoxychlor ND ug/L 1.00 SW845 B0BLA 03/30/08 20:11  03/29/06 XJIH A
Toxaphene ND ug/L 40.0 SWe46 #081A 62/30/06 20:11  03/29/06 XKJH A
TCLP HERBICIDES

2,4-D ND ug/L 4.0 Swg4e 8151A 04/03/06 12:04 03/30/06 KJIH A
2,4,5-TP {Silvex) ND ug/L 4.0 5W846 B151A 04/03/06 12:04  03/30/06 KJH 2
ASTM LEACHATE

Ammonia, Free (Non-Distilled) 26.5 ng/L 0.10 SM20-4500F 04/05/06 15:15 04/05/06 NJIW A
Chemical Oxygen Demand {COD} 261 mg /T 18 EPA 410.4 04/03/06 11:00 04/03/06 JTR A
Total Petroleum HC's(NonPolar) 3,7 mg/L 0.7 EPA 418.1 C04/03/06 13:30 04/03/06 CJP &
Total Sclids 483 mg/L 5 SM20-2540 04/03/06 33:30 03/27/06 KMW A
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R
— 34 Dogwood Lane - Middletown, PR I705F Bhone: 717-844-554% Fe: 717-944.1430
Certificate of Analysis
April 11, 2006
Michael Dippery _ Lab ID #: 9643499001
Borough of Lewigtown Received: 03/24/06 17:00

2 East Third Street

3 Discard: 04/25/06
Lewistown, PA 17044

Page: 6 Of 7

Project Name: FORM 43 ANALYSIS ’ PO#: 13670
Workorder ID: Sludge Cake,BFP Discharge COC Number:
Sample ID: Sludge Cake, BF¥P Discharge Matrix: Solid
Date Collected: 03/23/06 16:30 Collected by: Collected by Customer
Analysis Parametey Result TUnits RDL Method Completed Prep Date By COntr

ASTH LEACHATE PREP

Final pH £.96 pH_Units D3987-85 03/27/06 13:45 03/27/06 SDL A

TCLP LEACTATE |

Extractiosn Fluid Used 1 sW84e 1211 03/27/06 14:00 03/27/06 SDL A
Final pH %.23 pH Units SW846 1311 03/27/06 14:00 03/27/06 SDL A
Preliminary pH after DI water §.43 pH_Units SWEB46 1311 03/27/06 14:00  03/27/06 SDL A
Preliminary pH after HCL 1.73 pH_Units SWB46 1311 03/27/06 14:00 03/27/06 SDL A
Surrcgates Result Onitg Recovery Limits

2,4, 6-Tripromophenol 1240 ug/L 61.8% {26 - 135}

L.2-Dichloroethane-d4 506 ug/L B4.3% {50 ~ 152}

Dibromofluoromethane 506 ug/L B4.4% (63 ~ 137)

2,4-Dichlorophenylacetic acid 111 ug/L 111.0% (62 - 178)

Toluene-ds 588 ug/L 93.0% (8¢ - 128)

Decachlorobiphenyl 044 mg/ kg 56.0% (30 ~ 138)

Decachleorobirhenyl 38.8 ug/L 77.8% .(30 - 150)

2-Fluorckiphenyl £85 ug/L 68.5% (31 ~ 110}

2-Flucrophenol 863 ug/L 43.1% (7 ~ 84)

Jitrobenzene-ds 7258 ug/L 72.5% (34 - 128)

“henol-ds 579 ug/L 28.0% (5 - 64)
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Certificate of Analysis
April 11, 2006

Michael Dippery Lab ID #: 9643453001

Borough of Lewigtown Received: 03/24/06 17:00
2 East Third Street Discard: 04/25/06
Lewistown, PA 17044

Page: 7 Of 7

Project Name: FORM 43 ANALYSIS _ PO#: 13670
Workorder ID: 8ludge Cake,BFP Digcharge COC Number:
Sample ID: Sludge Cake, BFP Discharge Matrix: Solid
Date Collected: 03/23/06 16:30 Collected by: Collected by Customer

Surrogates (continued) Regult Unite Recovery Limits
4-Bromofluorockbenzene 480 ug/L 30.1% {76 - 125}
Tetrachloro-m-xylene .08s mg/kg 112, 0% {30 - 138)
Tetrachloro-m-xylene 38 ug/L 75.9% {32 - 1i12)
Terphenyl-dl4 754 ug/L 75.4% (44 - 123}
Commentg:

The ASTM leachate was filtered through a 0.6 to 0.8 micron pore size filter after rotation,

This sample was analvzed at a dilution in the 8082 PCB analysis due to sample matrix interferencs. Repeorting
limits were adjusted accordingly. JJH 4/7/08

This repdrt relates only to the sample as received by the laboratory, and may only be

reproduced in full. ! :

Alan J. Lopez
Laboratory Manager



Mifflin County
Public Sewer Plan
Biosolids Management and Wastewater Treatment System Survey
May 9, 2006

[

6.

. Loy AP
Name of Facility: f\'fic \h;’/?:‘h’r-'ut-“f\ Lol 4

NPDES Permit Number:

i

: RN S A0 o
Wastewater Treatment Plant {WWTP) Owner: )‘n(‘, L’}/ }—C'*-—LL"'\ S e A-t'-r\{" {/a < ‘J 7

W < Ry YV o
WWTP Operator: /,/}\(Ln »\(_1.4( %q'z“\'\c . \ '“\vx'cf‘-\"'u VA \\‘\LL 'mfz}_,_t o
NS
2

Municipa]it)' in which plant is located: Y\‘\(‘-k' & ;_;:f'!\’:‘ﬁ"\w L A

Name of Survey Respondent: U vy v _Joh 4
Title: (2 Tun
Plant Address: 25 - Sewild o AJun 5T

£ t/’;;,’/j‘éw,u‘ [ y 2077

Phone: 7y > EF¢ D¢, FAX: )T E99 - L2

——

E-Mail Address:

. o
Wastewater Treatment Plant Design Capacity: HQC" S mgd

2005 Avcrage Flow: & 37 mgd
Projected 2010 (S year) Flow: __ & & & ot mgd
Number of WWTPs in your system: i

Municipalities that contribute wastewater to WWTP: Mg l/(y F Gt~ B LA
Fd

2005 Flow from each Municipality (mgd) £1.73

Do you accept septage? [ Yes [d No

if yes, 2005 volumes accepted:

Do you accept other outside wastes? [] Yes [4 No

H yes, how much in 20052

Do you have Pretrecatment Program? [] Yes A No

If ves, 2005 flow {rom Industrial Sources:




Please complete the following for each unit process used at your WWTP,

5.
a. Primary Clarification Yes ] No Number of Units:
Circular dimensions: diameter: (fty  depthn (e
Rectangutar dimensions; length: (ft.)  width: _(ft) depth: ()
b, Treatment Process
Conventional Activated Sludge X Yes [} No Number of Reactors: Z }
Circular reactor dimensions: diamcter: (ft.)  depth: i)
L o Sl
Rectangular reactor dimensions; lergth: [S (fry width: /5 (it depth: NG

(4 Mechanical acration

™ Fine Bubble

[d Course Bubble

Extended Aeration Activated Sludge

[ Yes

[ No

Number of Reacrors: _

Circular reactor dimensions:

Rectanpular reactor dimensions:

diameter: (It}
(fe.)

length:

1 Mechanica! acration

"] Finc Bukble

Sequencing Batch Reactor

[ Yes

Circular reactor ditnensions:

diameter: (fr)

Rectangular reactor dimensions:

1 Mechanical acration

lcngth:

{1 TFinc Bubble

Trickiing Filters

Circular reacior dimensions:
Rectangular reactor dimensions:

L] Mechanical acration

diamerer:

] Yes

{1 Finc Bubble

length: fr.)

M Course Bubble

[ Other

depth: il
width: Al depthe (g
i1 Course Bubblc 1 Other
M No Nuraber of Reactors:
depth: ift)
(i) width: (fr.;  depth: 1)
(1 Course Bubble 1 Other
3 No Number of Reactors: o
{fr.)  depth: (fr.}
width: ifr) dcpth: o (T

Rotating Biological Contactors [ Yes [ No Number of Reacrors:

¢. Secondary Clarification ¥ Yes [ No Number of Units: ),

Circular reactor dimensions: diameters / 2 6 (fi) depth: Al

Rectangular reactor dimensions: length: (fy width ey depthe (fe)




d. Nutrient Removal 1 Yes [ No

N Biological Nutrilication [0 Biological Denurtrification [71 Biclogical Phosphorus Remoyal \
1 Other
e. Dsinfection I
[7F Chemical {type) C/, (7 Ultravielet (UV)

e

{. Sohd Digestion/Stabilization

Acrobic Digestion (0 Ancrobic Digestion [ Composting (] Lime
7 Other

g- Solids Management

Thickening  [J Yes ] Neo M Gravity ™ Mechanical ] Solids %
7 Other
g Dewatering 7 Yes M No Number of Units o S0
} ) BeltPress T3 Frame Press [ Centrifuge [ Vacuumn Filter B Drying Bed
Average pereent solids achieved %o
Does the plant process biosolids from another plant?  [T] Yes @ No
h. Biosolids End Use
1 Land Fill B Land Application L] Composting [ Incineration
Docs the plant send biosolids to another plant for processing? T} Yes 3 No
I. Septage and Waste Receiving [ Yes ¢ No
How does Septage/ waste enter the WWTP? g Head of plant  [J Digesters [] Other
Wother, where? Number of Permitted Haulers _

——

j. Identify day-to-day operational issues that need to be addressed by Capital Improvements,

C"/L Y jjd-r*'\
-

R




Plant Loading (please provide data for the single plant identified by the NPDES permit number on

tne . You may receive separate surveys for other plants in your utility.

Please identily the average influent concentration levels of conventional pollutants.

2005 Design
a. BOD, . 3/8 9 mg/L

Iy, TSS / 39{_:__ myg/L / 7/

¢, Nitrogen 2748 mg/L
d. Phasphorus Ve mg/L

Eifluent quality:

c. BOD, w‘mﬁ‘?"‘\‘}___mg/L 3 a

£ TS // b mg/L (’_Q___
g. nitrogen e mg/l mm_,:L?M

h. phosphorus 4 _mg/L SO

Does vour WWTP consistency meet NPDES Permit Limitations? B Yes O

If no, list reasons why not,

No

mg /L,

mg/L

my/L
mg/ i
mg/L

mg/d L

_wmg/L /)(C‘;/a//ﬂ’

o
&

L~

|

9700 bJ

Cellection System (Collection system may serve multiple planes, if so, please note),

(4 Seperaie ] Combined

Has a Sanitary Sewer Evaluation Survey (SSES) been completed on the collection system within the Jast five

vears? [T Yes (A4 No

G657

How many customers are served by the collection systerm?

Please rate vour collection system with regard to Infiltration & Inflow (1&T}.

[ None 1 Minor 5 Moderate [ Significant ] Severe
Currently, are there any plans for extension of the collection network?  {#] Yes 3 No

if ves, whcrc?___g"]/,‘b-’f,t '7;,7{0

Pump Stations (List within your collection system)  Total Num ber A
Name Capacity Number Run Time Age

gpm Gal. Per day of pumps Daily (hrs.) vears
Wiy /Y8 100460 A 3.0 /O
Jower (Lo TFagecJen STpT eqas e

(:'onr!mwd an next page)




e

Name Capacity Number Run Time Age

gpm Gal. Per day of pumps Daily (hrs.) years

{continue on separate sheet if necessory)

How many pump stations listed above have grinders or grinder pumps? /

20,

~J
A

Biosolids Production and Quality

Biosolids Production for 2005

LA Coe
I Liguid Total Gallons / ’
Average 95 Total Solids + é\j
g (4" ) : . s 1. h_}/ﬁ)ﬂ’
Averege % Total Volatile Solids 7z
S0

Towl Drv Tons

I Dewarered Total Wer Tons

Average %% Total Solids

Averege %o Total Volatile Solids

Taral Dry Tons

Describe any seasonal variation in bioslolids production and include the maximum months

of production:

Do you have liquid storage of biosolids at your WWTP? [[] Yes [4 No

It ves, how many months of storago?

Do you have dewatered storage of biosolids at your WWTP? [ ] Yes [ No

1 ves, how many months of srorzpe?

The method currently utilized for biosolids end use. Note: If more than one alternative is

used, please provide percentage of material used in each method, and seasons used for cach.

5 %% Landfill Season:

] % Composting Season;

] %9 Incincration Season;

(4 /¢ % land Application Season: Al S S
e 7




FPrc 08 (63335

+  List your Blosolids General Permit Number:

Expiration Date:

*  Please complete the foilowing teble for fand application sites:

Land Application Site Location Acres

W
e
8

| I B

J
F [P lamk (B (i 13 p Yo 'Tw'p
L

e ]
I
S S S

Atiach additional sheets if necessary
¢ Please attach a copy of a topgraphic map(s) indicating the location of cach site,
24, Do you analyze biosolids for pollutants {metals)? [ Yes [] No
Fves, artach 3 most recent analysis.
25, Have yvou conducted a Form 43-TCLP analysis on biosolids? [} Yes 1 No
If ves, attach most recent analysis results,

26, Indicate which, il any, of the Vector Attraction Reduction Options listed in the Federal
Part 503.33 or Pennsylvania Chapter 271.933 regulations is used at your WWTP to stabilize
biosolids.

Sy STp5J e T e

27.  Indicate which, il any, of the Pathogen Reduction Alternatives listed in the Federal Part
503.32 or Pennsylvania Chapter 271,932 regulations is used at your WWTP to stabilize
biosolids,

o 5Tm0, T e

28, Have you conducted a fecal coliform analysis on your bioselids?  [F Yes [ No
If ves, attach most recent analysis results,

29. What are the most important factors in determining methods for biosolids end use?

Rank in order from [ — 6 with | bemg most important. WWTP Staff Decision Makers

Cost ; __MC’ — S A
Reliability o ___i.ﬂ._

Regulatory Complexity / —
Environmental Stewardship 3 o~
Staff Limitations 7 =
Public Acceptance I w/u____




36.

3l

33.

34

36,

37

38.

Does your WWTP experience problems with processing odors? [ Yes [ No
Biosolids storage odors? [} Yes [# No

Does your biosolids program have more than one end use option? 3 Yes = No
How important is it for your WWTP to move toward Class A biosolids?

1 Very 7 Not Very Semetime in the futurg [3 Never

How concerned are you with the following biosolids processing and end use options?

Public Acceptance 3 Very [ Somewhat [ NotVery
Phosphorus limits on Class B Application [J Very [ Somewhat [0 Mot Very
Future of Class BB Ontions 0 Very [ Somoewhat 7 NotVery
Availability of landfill Pl Very [ Semcwhat L] NotVery

Would your municipality consider serving as a “regional biosolids processing” center?
[ Yes 4 No

Would your municipality consider investing in blosclids processing, storage, and end use
options to develop a “regional biosolids processing” center?

[l Yes [A No

Would your municipality consider sending solids to a “regional biosolids processing” center?

" Yes [ No
What would influence your decision to do so?
[A Cost [T Ease 3 Reliahility

Does your WWTP have capacity in the following unit processes to handle additional flows/
loads?

L4 Recvele Flows [ Digestion [J Thickening [} Dewatering [] Storage

]_ Please return survey form to:
l Material Matters, Inc.
P.G. Box 224
Elizabethtown, PA 17022




FAIRWAY LABORATORIES, INC.

2019 Ninth Avenue
P.O. Box 1925
Altoona, Pennsylvania 16803

www. fairwaylaboralonies. com

{814) 846-4306 FAX: {B14) 946-8791

I——Mchytown Water Autherity ¢/o Steven M Boozel General
Box 321 Project Number:  [none] Reported:
McVeytown PA, 17051 SB FPHO7/05 11:50
Project Manager: Steve Number of Containers: 7

[ |

ANALYTICAL REPORT FOR SAMPLES

rSampie 4]

Laboratory ID

Matrix

Date Sampied

Date Received }

SLUDGE FECAL/DIGESTER 01

SLUDGE FECAL/BIGESTER (2

SLUDGE FECAL/DIGESTER 03

SLUDGE FECAL/DIGESTER 04

SLUDGE FECAL/DIGESTER 03

SLUDGE FECALDIGESTER 06

SLURGE FECAL/DIGESTER 07

5131022-01

5131022-02

5131022-03

5131022-04

5331022-05

5131022-06

3131022-07

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

10/27/05 12:25

10427705 12:27

10/27/05 12:29

1G/27/05 12:31

10/27/05 12:33

10/27/05 12:35

10/27/05 12:37

10/27/05 1710

F0/27:05 11010

FH205 171G

10/27/05 17:10

1027703 17:10

10727105 1710

W0/2705 1710

Fairway Laboratories, Inc.

Reviewed and Submitted by

- o
I g

Michael P. Tyler
Laboratory Director

The results in this report apply (o the samples analyeed in accordance with the chain of
cusiody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its ennirery

Pags | of 9



FAIRWAY LABORATORIES, INC.

2019 Ninth Avenue
P.C. Box 1925
Altcona, Pennsylvania 16603

www.fairwaylaboratories.com

(814} 946-4306 FAX:. (814) 948-8791
MeVeytown Water Authority o/o Steven M Boozel Project: General
Box 321 Project Number:  [none] Reported:
MeVeviown PA, 17051 Collector; SB 1107/05 11:50
Project Manager. Steve Number of Containers: 7
Client Sample ID: SLUDGE FECAL/DIGESTER 61 Date/Time Sampled: 10/27/05 12:25

Laboratory Sample ID: 5J31022-01 (Water)

Laboratory

Reporting n Date / Time
Analyte Result Limit Units Analvzed Method Analysi
Micrebivlogical Parameters by APHA Standard Methods
iecal Coliforms <69900 69900 CFU/g 16/27/05 1719 SM 92220 je
Fa irway Laboratories, Inc. The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in uccordance with the chain of

custody document. This analvtical report musi be reproduced in is enfirety.

Rcuieweg}_gnd Submiited by:
—— u\

Michael P. Tyler
Laboratory Director Page 2 of 9




FAIRWAY LABORATORIES, INC.

{814) 946-4308

2019 Ninth Avenue
P.O. Box 1825
Altoona, Pennsylvania 16603

www.fairwaylaboratories.com

FAX: (814) 946-8791

rMeVeytown Water Authonity ¢/o Steven M Boozel

Box 321

MoWeviown PAL 17051

Project:

Proiect Number:

(eneral

fnone]

Collector:  SB

Reported:

1HAG7/05 11:50 ]

‘L’i’rq sor Manager: Steve Number of Containers: 7 \
Client Sample [): SLUDGE FECAL/DIGESTER 62 Date/Time Sampled: 10/27/05 12:27
Laboratory Sample ID: 5J31022-02 (Water)

l Laboratory

i ) Reporting ‘ Date / Time

L.-x.m:yzc Resuft Limit Units Analyzzd Method Analyst |

Microbiological Parameters by APHA Standard Methods
Feoal Coliforms <54100 54100 CFUrg 10/27/05 17:19 Sh 92220 Je

Fairway Laberatories, inc.

Revizwed and Submitted by

Fe
. VR

Michael P. Tyler
Laboratory Director

The resulis in this report dpply 1o the samples analized in accordance wih the chain of
cusiody documenit. This analytical report must be reproduced in s entirery

Page 3 of 9



FAIRWAY LABORATORIES, INC.

2019 Ninth Avenug
PO, Box 1926
Altoona, Pennsylvania 16803

www.fairwaylaboratories.com

(814} 046-4308 FAX: (814) 948-8791
McVeytown Water Authority c/o Steven M Boozel Project:  General
Box 321 Project Number:  [nong] Reperted:
MoWeytown PA. 17051 Collector:  SB HIA7/05 11250
Project Manager: Steve Number of Containers: 7
Client Sampte ID; SLUDGE FECAL/DIGESTER 03 Date/Time Sampled: 10/27/05 12:29

Laboratory Sample ID; 5J31022-03 (Water)

Laboratory

Reporting Bate / Time
Analyte Result it Linits Analvzed Method Analyst i
Micrebiglogical Parameters by APHA Standard Methods
Feecal Coliforms <53800 53800 CFU/g FORM03 174y SM Q222D je

Fairway Laboratories, Inc, The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in gecordance swith the chain of

custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in s entiren

Reviewed and Submitted by:

et [

Michael P. Tyler
Laboratery Director Page 4 of &




FAIRWAY LABORATORIES,

2015 Ninth Avenue
P.O. Box 1825
Altocna, Pennsylvania 16603

www.fairwaylaboratories.com

INC.

(#14) 946-4308 FAX: {814) 948-8791
MceVeyiown Waler Authority ofo Steven M Boozel Project:  General —\
Boa 321 Project Number:  [none] Reported:
MeVeviown PA. 17031 Collector: SB OG5 11:50
Project Manager: Steve Number of Containers: 7

Client Sample ID: SLUDGE FECAL/DIGESTER 04 Date/Time Sampled: 10/27/G5 12:31
Laboratory Sample ID: 5J31022-04 (Water)
Laboratory
Reporting Bate / Time
Anaiyle Result foimit Linitg Analyzed Method Analyst j
Microbiclogical Parameters by APHA Standard Methods
Fecal Coliforms 54100 341060 CFuig 10/27/05 1719 SwM 92220 Je

Fairway Laboratories, Inc.

custody document, This analytical report must be reproduced vy entireny

Rev.ewed and Submitted by:

..... e
Michael P. Tyler
Laboratory Director

The results in this repori apply to the samples analyzed m aocordunce wuh ithe chain of



FAIRWAY LABORATORIES, INC.

2019 Ninth Avenue
P.O. Box 1925
Altoona, Pennsyivania 16603

www. fairwaylaboralorigs.com

(814} 946-4308 FAX. {814) 946-87%91
MceVeviown Water Authority o/o Steven M Boozel Project:  Ceneral
[Bux 321 Project Number:  [nonej Reporied:
MeVestown PAL 17051 Collector.  SB YHOTAE 1150
Project Manager: Steve Number of Containers: 7
Client Sample ID: SLUDGE FECAL/DIGESTER 05 Date/Time Sampled: 10/27/0512:33
Laboratory Sample ID: 5J31022-05 (Water)
F Laboratory
i Aralvie Resuit Rap(;flt:g‘g{ Units Dﬁ;ﬁéygﬂt Method Analyst

Microbiotogical Parameters by APHA Standard Methods
Fecal Coliforms 33800 33800 CFLL

=3

127705 1719 SM 92220 je

Fairway Laboratories, Inc. The resufis in this report apply 1o the samples anufyzed in aocordance with the chain of
custody document. This analynical report must e reproduced in s entreiv

Reviewed and Submitted by:

Michael P. Tyler
Laboratory Director Page 6 of 9



FAIRWAY LABORATORIES, INC.

2319 Ninth Avenue
P.O. Box 1825
Altcona, Pennsyivania 16603

www.falrwaylaboralories.com

{814) 946-4308 FAX: {814) 945-8781
MeVeyvtown Water Authority /o Steven M Boozel Project:  General
Buw 321 Project Number:  [none} Reported:
MoVevtown PA, 17031 Collector:  SB 1107405 11250
Prafect Manager: Steve Number of Containers: 7
Client Sample ID:  SLUDGE FECAL/DIGESTER 06 Date/Time Sampled: 10/27/05 12:35

Laboratory Sample 1D: 5J31022-06 (Water)

Laboratory

Reporting Date / Time
| Anahe Result Limit Units Analyzed Method Analyst
Microhiological Parameters by APHA Standard Methods
Feeat Cohforms <33800 53800 CFliin {G/R27435 17119 Sh 922210 i

Farrway Laboratories. Inc. The results in this report apply 1o the samples analyzed in accordance wil the chuin of

custedy document. This analvocal report must be reproduced 1 liy entirely.
Re*iewed and Submitted by:

e - _} /f‘q-‘—‘:.--J—’v

Michael P. Tyler .
Laboratory Direclor Page 7 of 9



FAIRWAY LABORATORIES, INC.

2019 Ninth Avenue
F.O. Box 1825
Altoona, Pennsylvania 16603

www. fairwaylaboratories.com

{814) 948-4306 FAX: (814} 846-8791
McVeytown Water Authority ¢/o Steven M Boozel Project:  General
Bux 321 Project Number:  [none] Reported:
MceVeviown PA, 17051 Colector: 5B G703 115G
Project Manager: Steve Number of Containers: 7
Client Sample ID: SLUDGE FECAL/DIGESTER 07 Date/Time Sampled: 10/27/05 12:37
Laboratory Sample ID: 5J31022-07 (Water)

Laboratory

Reporting ) Date / Time
Analvte Result Lirnit Units Analyzed Method Analyst

Microbiological Parameters by APHA Standard Methods

Fecal Coliforms <54300 54300 Cridig F0/27/05 1719 SM 92220 je

Fairway Laboratories, [nc. The results in this report apply 1o the samples unalyzed in accordance wit the chamn of

custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in s eniirely

Reviewed and Submitted by:
- Michael P. Tvler
Laboratory Director Pa

&

e 8 af9

(1593
gt



PL NN STATE 7 (814) 863-0841 Fax {(§14) 863-4540

1 Agricultural Analyiical Services Laboratory
The Pennsylvania State University
University Park PA 16802

Analysis Report for Use of Biosolids on Cropland
October 31, 2005

Lab Sample ID: E8330
Steven Boozel Date Received: October 17, 2005
McVeytown Borough Date Sampled: 10/17/05
PO Box 321 County: Mifflin

MCVey’tOWﬂ PA 17051 Customer Sample ID:

RESULTS
pH Solids Yolatite  Tot-N  Org-N NH N b K Mg Ca Na Fe Al
— Yy % (dry weight bagis) .
7.1 177 70.01 6.53 6.50 0.02 2.17 041 0.39 383 0.58 0.67 0.78
Mn As Cd Cr Cu Pb Hg Mo Ni Se Zn PCB Reactive
Ao o cadi s L ‘ _ CN
‘ - mg'kg (dry weight basis)
3254 23 < 277 233 787.8 64.1 0.38 14 18.2 5.26 773.0 < 1.5 NR
NR-Noct Requested One dry ton of this material is equivalent to 13579 gallons of wet material or  56.5 tons of wet material

LPR_EMARY NUTRIENT CONTENT

% {dry wt basis)

Total N 6.53 0.77 dry tons of this biosolid will supply 100 Ibs of toral N.

P205 496 231 dry tons of this biosolid will supply 100 bs of P

K20 0.50

[ ANALYSIS INFORMATION FOR EPA 503 POLLUTANTS

Analyte EPA SW-846 Method* Analyst Date Time
Cd,Cu,Mo,Pb,Ni,Zn 3051 + 56010 Wenrick 10/24/03 1:15:00 PM
AS 3051 + 7060 Kline 10/24/05 12:59:06 PM
Se 3051 + 7740 Kline 10/24/08 12:59:06 PM
Hg 7470 Kline 10/18/05 10:15:59 AM
PGBs*> 8082
* (C procedures specified 1 each SW-846 method are followed. **Subcontracted to Fairway Laboratories, Inc., Altoona, PA

L RAW LABORATORY BENCH DATA FOR EPA 503 POLLUTANTS

As Cd Cu Hg Mo Ni Ph Se Zn
a‘f{}-g‘ug{‘(o) 20442 20.442 20.442 5.426 20,442 20442 20,442 20.442 20442
Analyte conc. 1n 0.008 0.006 2.84 0.37 ug/L. 0.03 0.07 0.23 0.0z 279
digest {mg/L except Hg)
Instrument detection 0.003 0.01 0.002 0.04 ug/L (.005 0.005 0.02 0.003 0.005

Hmit (mg/L except Hg)

| Optional Analyses: Results (except soluble salts) on dry weight basis

kR :
Nirrate-N Total Carbon CCE : Soluble Salts | Other:
(mgikg ) (% ) Calcium Curbonate Equivalent i (mmhbasicm) :
(%) : i
|

page 1 of 2



Miffthin County

Public Sewer Plan

Biosolids Management and Wastewater Treatment System Survey

May 9, 2006

10

11

12.

13.

14.

Name of Facility: MUN?C’APA’L Auﬂﬂpg[}\! OF TH-E' .T;wucnm b UNJ;DA\

NPDES Permit Number: ¥ 024708

Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) Owner: (QA—ME AS Age g \‘\;

WWTP Operator: A'LFUR'ED AN FU(.T?' O

Municipality in which plant is located: Lrstnpn) Towagcnp.

Name of Survey Respondent: A'LFV’-BD T, = N A .

Title: AU ToR 'ty Manacoee

Plant Address: L\ Ca L oate U S0 Box S 6%

Beuevitee PA ooy

Phone[7*7) T35 — S2o2- PAX:(717) das-2200

E-Mail Address: M l A-

Wastewater Treatment Plant Design Capacity: _¢ Lf 40 mgd
2005 Average Flow: _¢ 2@67 mgd
Projected 2010 (5 year) Flow: s 311 mgd

Number of WWTP’s in your system: j

Municipalities that contribute wastewater to WWTP: NoLE

2005 Flow from each Municipality (mgd) bsonE

Do you accept septage? @/ Yes [ No
If yes, 2005 volumes accepted: Lf:?’g.] GRLLDNS

Do you accept other outside wastes? {7] Yes !E/No

If yes, how much in 2005?

Do you have Pretreatment Program? E/Yes ] No
If yes, 2005 flow from Industrial Sources: Fﬂ‘lRMONT PRODULHT ~

075 g d

CNH AmerICl, LLL

1

.o!su%ﬁ




15,

Please complete the following for each unit process used at your WWTP.

a. Primary Clarification [] Yes EjNo Number of Units:
Circular dimensions: diameter; (ft.y depth: {1t

Rectangular dimensions: length: {(ft.) width: (fr.) depth: (ft.)

b. Treatment Process

Conventional Activated Sludge ™ Yes [} No " Nurber of Reactors:

Circular reactor dimensions: diameter; (fr.y  depth: (ft)

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: (ft.y width: (ft.y depth: (fe)
[7] Mechanical aeration [ Fine Bubble [3 Course Bubble M Other

Extended Aeration Activated Sludge 4 Yes [] No Number of Reactors: /g
To TR OROG Y (N HERETION — /Y, 518 ChfzldRK.,

Circular reactor dimensions: diameter; (fr.)  depth: {ft.y
Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: (fr.y  width: (It.)  depth: {fr.)

[7] Mechanical aeration [ Fine Bubble [l Course Bubble 3 Other
Sequencing Batch Reactor [ Yes {7 No Number of Reactors:
Circular reactor dimensions: diameter; (ft.) depth: {fr)

Rectengular reactor dimensions:  length: {ft.) width: (ft.y depth: (ft)

™ Mechanical aeration ] Fine Bubble [T Course Bubble 7 Other
Trickling Filters 1 Yes [] No Number of Reactors:
Circular reactor dimensions: diameter {t.) depth: (fr.)

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: {fry width: {ft.y depth: Tty
™} Mechanical aeration i} Finc Bubble [0 Course Bubble ] Other

Rotating Biological Contactors [0 Yes [ No Number of Reactors:

c. Secondary Clarification M Yes [ No Number of Units: (3 !

Torfie  Qogeitrtire Cfpfeery /166 600 Barions.
Circular reactor dimensions: - diameter; (fr.) ~depth: (ft.y

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: (ft.)  width: (fr.)  depth: {ft)




d. Nutrient Removal {1 Yes E”{o

{J Biological Nutrification [ Biological Denutrification [ Biological Phosphorus Removal

[} Other

e. Disinfection

@ Chemical (type) K#W//VMWV [[] Ultraviolet (UV)

f. Solid Digestion/Stabilization
EE/ACI‘obic Digestion ] Anerobic Digestion [] Composting [[] Lime

(1 Other

g- Solids Management
Thickening I‘_?( Yes [} No [ Gravity [} Mechanical ] Solids %%
O Othe /HRE2D BooS

7 /
Dewatering [ Yes M No Number of Units ¢ Size S0’ A S0
[} BeltPress [ Frame Press [ Centrifuge [  Vacuum Filter ] Drying Bed
Average percent solids achieved %

Does the plant process biosolids from another plant? [} Yes [iﬂ'/;\lo

h. Biosolids Fnd Use
E/Land Fill [] Land Application 1 Composting [} Incineration

Does the plant send biosolids to another plant for processing? [J Yes TNo

i. Septage and Waste Receiving = Yes [J No

How does Septage/waste enter the WWTP? [ Head of plant  [7] Digesters [~ Dther

Exmy Cotng Pur~SErmss IV DigssiGe ;
If other, where? &R 7@ &sne OF Lesives Number of Permitted Haulers /‘?'
€ Yo Darg Urmdq Oy Disticdnsar Stempss Duestre ¥ Y0 D/ess/mz -

j- ldentify day-to-day operational issues that need to be addressed by Capital Improvements.

I Utad RECIBYET [intte LMuyT Fone WOMRiuns~ REQuvcrzon Fi2yes
DEp g EX#etre Vo Vesp Ky Wekdps:




16.

17.

18.

19.

Plant Loading (please provide data for the single plant identified by the NPDES permit number on
line I. You may receive separate surveysfor other plants in your utility.

Please identify the average influent concentration levels of conventional pollutants. /2 4¢

2005 Tesign ~ Furied
2. BOD, A3@  mg/L RYEE  mg/l A 7o
b. TSS §51  mg/L 136 mg/l 29 ¢
. Nitrogen (rn) 36 ¢ o mg/L ALR gL
d. Phosphorus(1°P) 22.8  nen A gt
Effluent quality:

%dg; 5,8 mg/L 28 myg/L

F.TSS /0,3 mg/L 33 mg/ 1.
2. nitrogen /5’: 2 mg/L Jflz mg/L

h. phosphorus AT — i g/l &/ mg/L

Does your WWTP consistency meet NPDES Permit Limitations? {E}/Yes [ No

If no, list reasons why not,

Collection System (Collection system may serve multiple plants, if so, please note).

[{Separate . I} Combined

Has a Sanitary Sewer Evaluation Survey (SSES) been completed on the collection system within the last five
years? Iﬁ Yes [ ] No
Oty #ep TV BRTIRE SYLem ([N

How many customers are served by the collection system?

Please rate vour collection system with regard to Infiltration & Inflow (I&1).
[} None B Minor [l Moderate [ Significant M Severe

Currently, are there any plans for extension of the collection network? [] Yes M No

If yes, where?

O

Pump Stations (List within your collection systern) Total Number

Name Capacity Number Run Time Age

_gpm Gal. Per day of pumps Daily (hrs.) years

(continued on next page)




Name Capacity Number Run Time Age

gpm Gal. Per day of pumps Daily (hrs.) years

(conrinue on separate sheet if necessary)

How many pump stations listed above have grinders or grinder pumps?

20.

21,

22,

23.

Biosolids Production and Quality
Biosolids Production for 2005
If Liquid Total Galions ) 8@71!' Bco
)
Average % Total Solids 1.2 /{9
°
Average % Total Volatile Selids 7? /o
Total Dry Tons q 2. gq
If Dewatered Total Wet Tons
Average % Total Solids
Average % Total Volatile Solids
Total Dry Tons
Describe any seasonal variation in bioslolids production and include the maximum months
of production:
7
Do you have liquid storage of biosolids at your WWTP? @/Yes M No
If yes, how many months of storege? /ao $ 5.
Do you have dewatered storage of biosolids at your WWTP? @/Yes ] No
If yes, how many months of storage? !O ?Wj
The method currently utilized for biosolids end use. Note: If more than one alternative is
used, please zrovide percentage of material used in each method, and seasons used for each.
3 UtvA HAL REED BEDE — & AnivAe Swpes Revoer dimmensD ,
I % Landfili Season:
O % Composting Season:
3 % Incineration Season:
O % Land Application Season:




MUNICIPAL AUTH@M’EY OF E}NE@N TOWNSHIP
P.O. BOX 5625
BELLEVILLE, PA. 17004

TELEPHONE: (717) 935-5202
FAX: (717) 935-2200

SLUDGE DMR (3WP52) - January 18, 2006
USEPA - REGION 111

1650 ARCH STREET

PHILADELPIA, PA 19103-2029

Re: PALDZ4708
Dear Norma Green,

The Authority is attaching a deseription of the current status of the Authority’s sludge operations. The
Authority went through an upgrade to the existing WWTP in 1996 and 2000 which ncluded Sludpe Reed
Bed Technology. The Sludge Reed Beds are composed 622,500 square feet ofreed bed space, consisting
of 7,500 square feet of existing gravity shudge drying beds that have been converted to reed beds and
15,000 square feet of newly constructed reed beds. The reed beds are anticipated to dewatar 934,000
gallons of sludge per year at 2.25% solids. During 2005 the Authority dewatered 867,800 gallons at 1.2%
solids in the 9 reed beds. The Authority retains a twelve bag shudge bagger to use as a backup sludge
removal system. Therefore, with the use of the Reed Bed technology the Authority doés not Jook to be
hauling sludge off-site for af least threg vears,”

If you have any questions feel free to call us at (717)935-5202.

Sincerely Yours,

ay ( '
T b
Fred Fultz

Anthority Manager



- \ : v . Form Approvad.
MITTEE NAME/ADDRESS (Trckedy Foctfisy Mameal Lecation If Differms) RATIONAL POLLUTANT DBISCHAROE FURINATION SYSTEM (APDES) PP .
b2 : i N IHSCHARGE MONITORING BREPORT /DATR} CAE No., 2040-0004
A=
PERRIT NUMBER _ DISCHARGE HUMBER

RONITORING PERIOD
YEAR MO 1 DAY |- YEAR | MO DAY
FROMI S| i e Yo [T aeE T Ry g

FIOTE: Hesd Inetrucdons bafore cﬁmpim[ﬂf} ihis form,

PARAMETER %“m\ - QUANTITY OR LOADING . QUALITY OR CONCENTRATION || NO, [FREQUEHCY ) g apipiE
e, S— EX TYPE
o 'a<x AVERAGE MAXIMUM | UNITS MINIMURS AVERAGE MAXIMUM ™ | UNITS puALYES

SAMPLE
JRAEASUREMENT

#7
S

5 AMPLE
MEASUREMENT

SAMPLE
MEASUREMENT
coo PERMIT

SAMPLE .

T BAMPLE .
MEASURERMENT]

SAMPLE
WAEASUREMENT] . -

MEASUREMENT
PEAMIT
REGUIREMENT SRR K
- pu— i S o rzi{:]} gnder penally oflnw‘.lhxl thaby ﬂﬂ(ll!n&;il mnd all 2itscliments were
EfFITLE ?RiNCW’.ﬁ,L EXECUTIVE GEFICER prepared wnder my directlon or seperyision In seeominnce with & syslem desigied
. e se F 7 ?;Q}V ta casure that quallfied perotine? properly gether and evadusie the Information
L

siberbised. Brzed an my Inguley of ihe person or persons who manzge the system,
ar those persons dircotly responsible for gathering the Snformation, the Information

TELEPHONE

B £
[T

'
:E*‘-E-S subendited I3, to the best of my knowledge and bejfef, Srue, scourste, snd compleie, J & : - . {
; " - 1 g aware ihat there see Sgaticert penedtles for submitting Islyz Informstion, FIGMATURE OF PRINCIPAL EXEEUTWE ar N ] . R
TYPED OB PRINTED Inchsding the posslbillsy of finz snd fmprisonment for knowing vielslops, f CFFICER UR AUTHORIZED AQEHT NUKBER YEAR | MO

ENTS AND EXPLANATION OF ANY YIDLATIONS (Feforance elf pitechmonts hers)

m 3320-1 (Rev. 3/99) Previous edifions may ba ussd.

hisiswd-partform.  PASE OF



¢ List your Bjosolids General Permit Number:

Expiration Date:

»  Please complete the following table for land appiication sites:

Land Application Site Location Acres

Attach additiqnal sheets if necessary
¢ Please attach a copy of a topgraphic map(s) indicating the location of each site.
24. Do you analyze biosolids for pollutants (metals)? [] Yes & No
If yes, attach 3 most recent analysis.
25. Have you conducted a Form 43-TCLP analysis on biosclids? [] Yes B/No
If yes, attach most recent enalysis results.

26.  Indicate which, if any, of the Vector Attraction Reduction Options listed in the Federal
Part 503.33 or Pennsylvania Chapter 271.933 regulations is used at your WWTP to stabilize
tiosolids.

o f 4

27.  Indicate which, if any, of the Pathogen Reduction Alternatives listed in the Federal Part
503.32 or Pennsylvania Chapter 271.932 regulations is used at your WWTP to stabilize
biosolids.

K] 4

28. Have you conducted a fecal coliform analysis on your biosolids? [ Yes [FE"No

If yes, attach most recent analysis results.
293.  What are the most important factors in determining methods for biosolids end use?
Rank in order from 1~ 6 with 1 being most important. WWTP Staff Decision Makers
Cost
Reliability
Regulatory Complexity
Environmental Stewardship
Staff Limitations

Public Acceptance




30,

31.

32.

33.

34

35.

36.

37.

38,

Does your WWTP experience problems with processing odors? (1 Yes 5 No
Biosolids storage odors? [] Yes [E/No

Does your biosolids program have more than one end use option? {E"/Yes [ No

How important is it for your WWTP to move toward Class A biosolids?

[0 Very [ Not Very E[/Sometime in the future O Never

How concerned are you with the following biosolids processing and end use options?

Public Acceptance 4" Very ] Somcwhat [J Not Very
Phosphorus [imits on Class B Application [ Very [ Somewhat ] Not Very
Future of Class B Opticns . A Very [} Somewhat [ Not Very
Availability of landfil 7 Very [7 Somewhat [J Not Very

Would your municipality consider serving as a “regional biosolids processing” center?
O Yes ONo X Prepasiy noy

Would your municipality consider investing in biosolids processing, storage, and end use
options to develop a “regional biosolids processing” center?

[ Yes [0 No X (ooutd NEwo 3 SpPedc W/ Avrucgsng  @Rodw).
Would your municipality consider sending solids to a “regional biosolids processing” center?
L] Yes [0 No X $4m6 As AwoevE

What would influence your decision to do so?

: !j/Cost ﬁ Ease B/Reljabilit_y

Does your WWTP have capacity in the following unit processes to handle additional flows/
loads? ’

3 Recydle Flows ] Digestion i Thickening [l Dewatering ] 'Storage

Please return survey form to:
Material Matters, Inc.
P.O.Box 224
Elizabethtown, PA 17022




Mifflin County

Public Sewer Plan

Biosolids Management and Wastewater Treatment System Survey

May 9, 2006
{.  Name of Facility: Wovwe THE
2. NPDES Permit Number: /9 A /0 0532350
3. Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) Owner: WA ope TWL
4. WWTP Operator: f ()a/ Me v /27 €e K
5. Municipality in which plant is located: ZUF,V/JJ £
6. Name of Survey Respondent: Dw M,‘ % 7L /4 [ R AN ({
7. Tide: Su ﬁCfu VIS 2/
8.  Plant Address: 0S4 /’m&w’ﬁ“ VA//":/* /QCJ
/e ey %wf /ﬁ /7051
Phone: 7/7'/f?9’7§/35} FAX: 7/’7“?’?’?“’092/
E~-Mail Address: [UPUJ‘je —pr@ ’465 LUO/\ d Com
9. Wastewater Treatment Plant Design Capacity: Of mgd
2005 Average How: __¢ 005 0 mgd |
Projected 2010 (5 year) Flow: _» 0050 mgd
Number of WWTP’s in your system: I
10 Municipalities that contribute wastewater to WWTP: __ [ f’c/\*’ ¥R &
11 2005 How from each Municipality (mgd) __ 005 0
12, Do you accept septage? [} Yes [Q/No
If yes, 2005 volumes accepted:
13, Do.you accept other outside wastes? ] Yes !]/No
If yes, how much in 2005
14. Do you have Pretreatment Program? [ Yes [ﬂ/l-\lo

If yes, 2005 flow from Industrial Sources:




~

15.  Please complete the following for each unit process used at your WWTP.

a. Primary Clarification M‘/Yes 1 No Number of Units:

Circular dimensions: diamcter: (fr.y  depth: ()

Rectangular dimensions: length: [(g (ft.y width: f:@ (ft.y  depth: ZO {fr.;

b. Treatment Process

Conventional Activated Sludge EZ/Yes ™ No Number of Reactors:

Circular reactor dimensions; diameter: (ft)  depth: {ft.)

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: / 5’ (Fe.y  width: _ { 'é (ft.) depth: __ J Qr (fr)
] Mechanical acration [[] Finc Bubble [ﬂjom—se Bubble [0 Other

Extended Aeration Activated Sludge [} Yes IE/NO Number of Reactors:

Circular reactor dimensions: diameter; (fe.y  depth: (fr.y
Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: (ft.y  width: (fe.) depth: {ft.y

(] Mechanical acration (] Finc Bubble [} Coursc Bubble [l Other
Sequencing Batch Reactor [} Yes Q/No Number of Reactors:

Circular reactor dimensions: diameter: (fr) depth: (ft.y

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  Jength: (fr)  width: (fty  depth: {ft.)
(] Mechenical acration [} Fine Bubble [ Course Bubble [Tl Other
Trickling Filters 1 Yes [QfNo Number of Reactors:

Circular reactor dimensions: diameter; {fty  depth: (ft.

Rectangular reactor dimensions:  length: (ft.y width: (fr.y  depth: (ft.)
[] Mechanical acration [Z1 Finc Bubble [] Coursc Bubble [ Other
Rotating Biological Contactors I Yes [ﬂo Number of Reactors:

. Secondary Clarification ™ Yes [E/I\IIO Number of Units:

Circular reactor dimensions: diameter; (ft.) depth: )

Rectangular reactor dimensions: icngth: (ft.)  width: {fr.)  depth: {fe.)




d. Nutrient Removal [1 Yes [7] No
v
Biological Nutrification [ Biological Denutrification ] Biological Phosphorus Removal

] Other

e. Disinfection

] Chemical (type) <A, [J Ultraviolet (UV)

f. Solid Digestion/Stabilization
E(crobic Digestion (1 Arcrohic Digestion { ] Composting [} Lime
1 Other

g. Solids Management
Thickening Yes (7] No [J Gravity [ Mechanical ] Solids Qi %

1 Other

Dewatering E}/‘{cs ] No Number of Units Size
[J BeltPress [ Frame Press [ Centrifuge [T Vacuum Filter [} Drying Bed

Average percent solids aclieved _ g %

Does the plant process biosolids [rom another plant? [} Yes %G

h. Biosolids End ise
[} Land Fill [ Land Application [ Composting ] Incineration

Docs the plant send biosolids to another plant for processing? Yes [] No

i. Septage and Waste Receiving [3 Yes [ No
How docs Septage/ waste enter the WWTP? @/Hcad of plant ] Digesters [] Other

If other, where? Number of Permitted Haulers

j- Identify day-to-day operational issues that need to be addressed by Capital Improvements.




16.

17.

18.

19.

Plant Loading (please provide data for the single plant identified by the NPDES permit number on
line 1. You may receive separate surveys for other plants in your utility.

Please identify the average influent concentration levels of conventional pollutants.

2003 Design

-~ sl
a. BOD. o~ mg/L / 0 mg/L

r

h. TSS mg/L { (:) mg /1,

JURE— -~ f’g
. Nitrogcn mg/L mg/L

_“‘-_—‘h._'hn‘. ———— e
d. Phospho;‘us — g/ - omg/L

Efflucnt quality:

¢. BOD, 3 ’ 0 mg/L / D mg/L
£ TSS 5.5 men [0 mgst

g. nitrogen O . 3% mg/L 5! 3 mg/f_

S —

h. phosphorus - mg/L mg/L

Does your WWTP consistency meet NPDES Permit Limitations? Yes [0 No

If no, list reasons why not,

Collection System (Collection systemn may serve multiple plants, if so, please note}.

[ Separate \EJ Combined

Has a Sanitary Sewer Evaluation Survey {SSES) been completed on the collection system within the last five
roars? )
years? [} Yes \E] No

How many customers arc served by the collection system? ()j ?

Pleasc rate your collection system with regard to Infiloration & Inflow (1&1).

("7 None ] Minor \E} Moderate [ Significant ] Severc

Currently, are there any plans for extension of the collection network? [ YCS\E No

If)’cs,whcrc? ﬂ!f S*Tp W}/{ 5(5 (?/9\;“50/ J'f‘/ C;LOO?

Sewacr Gl 1o /’?'sc-.-m"}' [) e Pl
W/ "y \J’

Pump Stations (List within your collection system) Total Number O
Name Capacity Number Run Time Age
gpm Gal. Per day of pumps Daily fhrs.) years

{continued ont next page)




Name Capacity Number Run Time Age

gpm Gal, Per day of punips Daily (hrs.) yeass

(conrinue on separate sheet if necessary)

How many pump stations listed above have grinders or grinder pumps? D
20.  Biosolids Production and Quality
Biosolids Production for 2005
If Liguid Total Gallons Lf Co0
Average % Total Solids /~ 3 g
Average % Total Volatile Solids
Total Dry Tons ¢ 9‘*3

If Dewatered Total Wet Tons

Average % Tetal Solids

Average % Total Volatile Solids

Tetal Dry Tons

Describe any seasonal variation in bioslolids production and include the maximum months
of production:

21. Do you have liquid storage of biosolids at your WWTF? [E/Y;rs [C] No

if yes, how many months of storage?

22. Do you have dewatered storage of biosolids at your WWTP? !E/Yes [l Neo

If yes, how many months of starage? {2

23, The method currently utilized for biosolids end use. Note: If more than one alternative is
used, please provide percentage of material used in each method, and seasons used for each.

5 % Landfill Season:
M % Composting Season:
[ % [ncineration Season:
[ % Land Application Seascn:

othéle " shpde Gap ITP

5




Lo Gy L

e List vour Biosolids General Permit Number:

Expiration Date:

*  Please complete the fr)fio\‘ving table for land application sites:

fand Application Site Location Acres

Attach additional sheets if necessary

*  Please attach a copy of a topgraphic map{s) indicating thJocation of cach site.
24. Do you analyze biosolids for pollutants (metals)? [] Yes\@ No

if ves, attach 3 most recent analysis.
25.  Have you conducted a Form 43-TCLP analysis on biosolids? [ Yes \E] No

If ves, attach most recent anmalysis results.

26. Indicate which, if any, of the Vector Attraction Reduction Options listed in the Federal
Part 503.33 or Pennsylvania Chapter 271.933 regulations is used at your WWTP to stabilize
biosolids.

27.  Indicate which, if any, of the Pathogen Reduction Alternatives listed in the Federal Part
503.32 or Pennsyvlvania Chapter 271.932 regulations is used at your WWTP to stabilize
biosolids.

28.  Have you conducted a fecal coliform analysis on your biesolids? [ ] Yes \E No
If ves, attach most recent analysis resuits,

29.  What are the most important factors in determining methods for biosolids end uge?
Rank in order from 1 — 6 with 1 being most important. WWTP Staff

Decision Makers
Cost

Reliability

Regulatory Complexity

Environmental Stewardship

Staff Limitations

Public Acceptance




30.  Does vour WWTP experience problems with processing odors? ] Yes \I] No
Biosolids storage odors? [ Yes \EZ] No

- . 3 3 \
31, Does your biosolids program have more than one end use option? [} Yes ™E] No

32, How important is it for your WWTP to move toward Class A biosolids?

L3 Vvery ] Not Very ! Sometime in the future \EZ] Never

33. How concerned are you with the following biosolids processing and end use options?

Public Acceptance [J Very \[\1'3 Somewhat 1 NotVery
Phosphorus limits on Class B Application [0 Very \ﬂj Somewhat ] Not Very
Future of Class B Optjons O Very Somcwhat [} NotVery
Availabitity of landfil} T Very \T:] Somewhat {71 Not Very

34 Would your municipality consider serving as a “regional biosolids processing” center?

[J Yes No

35.  Would your municipality consider investing in biosolids processing, storage, and end use
options to develop a “regional biosolids processing” center?

[ Yes No
36.  Would your municipality consider sending solids to a “regional biosolids processing” center?

[ Yes E No

37. What would influence your decision to do so?
\ED Cost [] Ease ] Reliability

38.  Does your WWTP have capacity in the following unit processes to handle additional flows/
loads?

\Eﬂ Recvcle Flows  [] Digestion ) Thickcning\ﬁ} Dewatering {J Storage

Please return survey form to:
Material Matters, Inc.
P.O. Box 224
Elizabethtown, PA 17022
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