

MEMORANDUM
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Mark S. Mitman

Date:
October 30, 2008
Subj:
Chapter 73a Comments
-- DRAFT --
Cumulative sub-committee comments on the proposed draft Chapter 73a regulations:
Subchapter A. GENERAL
§73a.1 Definitions

Filter Units add a definition of a disk filter.  Disk filters are not defined but are required in Drip Dispersal System. (Miller)


Individual residential spray irrigation system see if the definition could be expanded to include commercial and industrial uses with flows up to say 2,000 gpd.  These systems have been approved for over 10 years, now have a history of use and the use thereof should be expanded. (Miller)

Industrial waste. It would be simpler to define Industrial waste as being anything other than Domestic wastewater.  (Losco)


Lift pump has a narrow definition and does not include conveying sewage to a drain filed that is located at a higher elevation than the treatment tank.  This definition should be expanded to include the situation cited here. (Miller)


Light weight equipment is defined in terms of gross weight or maximum ground pressure.  Why both, we need only the ground pressure component since a 25,000 pound machine with a ground pressure of 6.5 psi will do no more damage than a 15,000 pound machine with the same ground pressure.  A 250 pound person with a size 12 shoe will have a ground pressure of approximately 3.5 psi. (Miller)


Limiting zone remove (v) saprolite, inclusion of saprolite would eliminate any system deeper than 36 inches in SE Pa. (Miller)

Limiting Zone:  section (iv) states “Any stratum or soil condition that is so slowly permeable that it effectively limits downward passage of effluent” --  clarification is needed to address “so slowly permeable”; some interpret  this to included a failed percolation test; if so, what rate is considered “so slowly permeable”:  (Ahern)

Limiting Zone:  section (v) now includes “saprolite” as a limiting zone and saprolite is also defined in the definitions section;    the definition provided is different than the definition by NRCS and as such appears to have more liberal interpretations;  (Ahern)

Limiting Zone . Identification of a limiting zone should allow, in cases of possible mis-identification of redoximorphic features, the installation of shallow monitoring wells to identify actual water tables. These monitoring wells would need to be monitored by an SEO, qualified soil scientist, geologist or engineer daily for one year during a year of normal or above normal precipitation.  (Losco)

Large Volume on lot disposal system this definition should be added to this chaper and should be the same as found in Ch. 72a. (Miller)


Manure this term is used in the regulation but is not defined.  The term sewage is so broad as to include the term manure. (Miller)

Municipality this definition should be the same as found in Act 537 and that definition should be the same as the one found in the MPC. (Miller)


Rock outcrop This definition is too broad.  You could have a surface rock meet this definition.  There should be additional language that speaks to the rock being part of and connected to the bedrock system. (Miller)


Saprolite this definition is the same as any C horizon material found in SE Pa.  There is no justification for this definition and it is not even consistent with the definition provided by USDA-NRCS.  Finally it is directly opposed to the practice found in NJ and MD where in the case of NJ there is no maximum depth of a proposed system as long as there is a 4 ft zone of treatment and an additional 4 ft zone of disposal. (Miller)

Saprolite is defined in too subjective of a manner and could be applied to nearly any soil that the individual likes. I have been unable to find the term “isovolumetrically” in any geology or soil science text book or dictionary, nor by Google search. A more objective and replicable definition is needed that can be independently verified. Saprolite, by its very nature would not be soft and friable but firm (USDA-NRCS definition). I suggest the following “Firm weathered bedrock that retains the fabric and structure of the parent material that is not seriously modified by any of the soil forming processes, is devoid of organic matter and biological activity and retains a bulk density of greater than or equal to 2.50 grams per cubic centimeter.”(Losco)

Saprolite is common in the SE portion of the state and by defining it as a limiting zone will reduce the areas of suitable soils particularly in Chester County.  Why is the DEP including saprolite as a limiting zone, and, do they have documentation to support this conclusion?  (Goman)


Sewage facilities this section is still wrought with confusion.  Why not define in terms of total gallonage and who issues the permit.  If DEP issues the permit then the land application manual is used to design the system, if not these regulations.  Also what if the water is land applied but the design does not depend on soil “renovation” for water treatment.  Finally what about conventional spray irrigation which historically has been a part 2 permit, designed under the requirements of the Land Application Manual but does rely on renovation by the soil?  They got to do better then this. (Miller)


System designer why is this term defined.  It is used nowhere else in the regulatons and it is defined for what purpose?  Itsn’t it the responsibility of the SEO to ensure that all applicable standards are met? (Miller)

System Designer. “……and ensuring all applicable standards are met”; isn’t this the responsibility of the SEO;    and I did not see where the term “system designer” was used elsewhere in the regulations other that definitions;   (Ahern)

Undisturbed soil this is very broad and does not allow for restoration of soil properties such as the tilling of compacted soil to restore soil structure and permeability.  Once disturbed, the site is considered disturbed for ever and the passage of a perc test either before or after tillage does nothing to remove the disturbed label from the soil. (Miller)

Undisturbed soil.  The phrase “that would adversely affect the soil’s hydraulic or renovative capacities” should be added to the first sentences also in this definition; (Ahern)

Undisturbed soil is overly broad and could be construed to be any soil that is walked or driven over. Soil that has been truncated by having overlying horizons removed should not be a part of this definition.  (Losco)

§73a.3 Minimum horizontal isolation distances

73a.3(a)
Subsection (a); states that “All distances from stormwater retention and detention basins shall be measured from the toe of the berm” --  what is the basis for the measurement from the toe of berm and not the top of bank or high water mark that is used for streams, lakes, ponds, and other water courses?  (Ahern)
73a.3(a)(1)
Surface Drainage way is defined as any type of swale.   If this is correct where do you measure the isolation distance from?  The centerline? The toe of  berm?  The ordinary high water mark? Where do you measure from on the up-gradient side?  Spillway elevation? 100 year storm water surface elevation? (Brower)
73a.3(b)
Subsection (b); regarding isolation distances from tanks. there is no referenced isolation distance to “surface drainageway” in this section from tanks;  since it is defined and used separately in subsection (c) of this section, it is assumed that it is not considered part of “other surface waters”;  this should be clarified;  (Ahern)
73a.3(c)
The minimum isolation distances to a drain field are faulty in as much as 100‘ to open bore holes, non-drinking water wells and geothermal wells is excessive.  Especially as it relates to non-drinking water wells as you would have to locate monitoring well at least 100’ from a drain field which may in may cases be impossible.  Further there is no reduction in these requirements where advanced and or nutrient removal treatment systems are installed.  Increasing the isolation distance from 10’ to 25’ for surface drainage ways roads or driveways is excessive and not justified as there is no data supporting this increased isolation distance. And requiring 10’ to a properly abandoned well or borehole is also excessive.  If they are properly abandoned why not install over them and what happens where a hydrogeologic test well is drilled and the design of a community system later changes and the drain field has to be installed over the “properly abandoned test well”?  Why increase the distance from a septic system drain field to a stormwater seepage bet to 50 from 10’.  15 inches of annual recharge from a 3000 sf impervious surface is a total annual recharge of 28,050 gallons per year while discharge to a septic system on an annual basis based on 262.5 gpd is 95,812 gpd and septic systems only need to be 5 feet apart.  Where is the logic?  The same hold for the perimeter of an IRRIS spray field and why increase the distance to a property line from 25’ to 50’? (Miller)

73a.3(c)

Subsection (c): Regarding change is isolation distance from absorption area to slope >25% (from 10’ to 25’); what is the scientific basis supporting this change?  (Ahern)
73a.3(c)

The isolation distance of 100’ does not make sense for many non-drinking water wells such as monitoring wells or geothermal wells. (Losco)
73a.3(c)
The isolation distance of 25’ from roads, driveways or slopes greater than 25% does not make sense. The existing 10’ isolation distance is adequate and even excessive in some cases. (Losco)
73a.3(c)&(d)

The minimum isolation distanced from the aggregate area for an on lot system or the wetted perimeter of a spray field to stormwater management facilities has been increased from 10 to 50 feet.  This increase would necessitate larger lot sizes in some instances.  This would particularly effect those municipalities that require individual seepage beds be constructed on every lot to manage roof runoff from the house.  Is there data to support such an increase in isolation distance?  (Goman)

The same section also proposes an increase in the isolation distance from 10 to 25 feet to driveways and roads.  Again, this change may necessitate an increase in lot size.  (Goman)

73a.3(b)&(c)
In the horizontal isolation distances it refers to other surface water.   I believe that a definition of “other surface water” should be provided in 73a.1; especially since there isn’t a definition for surface water. (Brower)

§73a.4 Sewage flows

General: This entire section needs to be updated as no revisions from the currently-mandated flows are proposed.  The flows specified are archaic; they have been in the regulations since from the 1970s and have not been evaluated to take into consideration BOCA requirements for low flow plumbing fixtures.  While I appreciate the need to design on-lot systems on peak flows, the design flows for on-lot systems seriously need to be evaluated and amended to reflect current water use patterns. (Goman)

73a.4(a)
Where is the data to support these flows.  Population and per capita water use has been declining over the past 50 years.  I doubt that a condo unit produces 400 gpd even on a peak day.  The department should provide real recent water use data to support these flows. (Miller)
73a.4(a)
Sshould this say “for the design of individual and community onlot sewage systems with flows less than or equal to 10,000 gpd; as stated in the purpose subsection (73a.2) this chapter applies to …..individual onlot systems or community onlot sewage systems; (Ahern)
73a.4(a)
This is a minor point, but I wonder how many Drive-in theaters still exist or are proposed in Pennsylvania. (Losco)
73a.4(c)
Use of actual water meter readings in design should not be restricted to “nonresidential” uses but should be allowed in all situations. (Losco)
73a.4(d)
”adequately designed pretreatment units and traps to reduce greases….” Where are the design criteria for these required units?  I have not been able to find a decent design manual for a grease trap anywhere in the US or Canada. (Miller)

§73a.5 General requirement for boded systems

73a.5(b)(1) 
why must the qualified soil scientist …. not be employed by the local agency?  Isn’t this the responsibility of the local agency? (Miller)

§73a.7 Repairs  
This section has the potential to remove all decision making authority from the local SEO and give it to DEP.  Just what we need more big brother involvement in effecting a repair. (Miller)

The procedure as stated appears to imply that a property owner would not be able to consider use of a pre-classified  alternate system if a conventional system option is available;  since “pre-classified alternate systems” are demonstrated technology already approved by the Department, it would appear to be practical to consider all such alternatives to address site specific concerns.  (Ahern)

This section should address “partial” repairs;   for example-  if a permit is being issued to address a septic tank failure/collapse that simply involves its replacement, there should be no need to replace or enlarge the absorption area if it does not meet current design standards, such as depth or size, or does not meet revised isolation distances say to steep slopes (was 10’ proposed 25’);   this example obviously assumes the absorption area is properly functioning; (Ahern)

Subsequent section 73a.15 (b) requires the use of advanced treatment with nutrient removal treatment if area wells or geology dictate;  it should be clarified that the need for such advanced treatment is not be applicable to a repair of a malfunctioning system;  (Ahern)
Subchapter B. SITE EVALUATION

§73a.11 General

73a.11(b)
The SEO should still be required to make inspections within 72 hours of notification.  (Losco)

73a.11(c) 
Pennsylvania is one of the few states that allows, let alone requires that water softener backwash be discharged into septic tanks. This practice has been shown to be detrimental to drainfields and is the cause of many malfunctions. (Losco)
73a.11(c)
This section while not new makes illegal the use of laundry and water softener backwash water as irrigation water in times of draught.  This section should be revised to be responsive to times of draught and local or state declarations of draught emergency. (Miller)
73a.11(d)
This section should read “sewage treatment tank” not “treatment tank” (Miller)
73a.11(i)
This section should be removed based on the discussion found in the definition section. (Miller)

§73a.12 Limiting zone

73a.12(a)
Why are we specifying a minimum number of test pit excavations? Should that not be left to the discretion on the SEO or soil scientist? (Losco)
73a.12(a)(1)
This section states that the 2 test excavations should be “on-contour”;-  it is concurred that a minimum of 2 test pits should be done to bracket the system, but what is the reasoning behind having the test pits “on-contour”?  Many SEO’s would rather have test pits at opposite high/low corners;   since this section uses the word “should” and not “shall”, it is inherent that the SEO can use his/her discretion?  (Ahern)
73a.12(a)(1)
This section now requires two test pits per system  currently the regulations require one. Why the change and where does it stop?  Next time we’ll need one in each corner but don’t put them in the drain field as the test pit is disturbed soil. (Miller)
73a.12(a)(3)
This is the prohibition against having test pits in the absorption area.  (Miller)

73a.12(a)(3)
This section states that deep holes may not be located within the proposed absorption area.  There needs to be an exception granted for repairs.  Often there is simply not enough room on the property to repair th eon lot system without designing it over the deep hole (Goman)
73a.12(a)(4&5) Do the last sentences in each of these sections conflict with each other?  Do all spray systems need a qualified soil scientist or not? (Miller)
73a.12(a)(5)(v) Remove as there is not substantiation that saprolite should be a limiting zone. (Miller)\
§73a.13 Percolation tests

A general comment is that there are no provisions for excavating “scrapes” when running percolation test deeper that 24 or 36 inches.  Tests run at deeper depths are difficult to prepare and difficult to obtain accurate measurements. (Miller)

§73a.14 Morphological evaluation


73a.14(a)(5) 
Remove see previous comments on saprolite (Miller)
73a.14(c) 
Why d the test pits have to be on contour?  Why not opposite corners?  Why is this flexibility being taken from the designers and SEO’s for what purpose?  And what does “on contour” mean? +/- 6”, 12” 24” just what does it mean?  This section does have the potential for great regulatory abuse! (Miller)\

73a.14(c)
“For sites that do not show evidence of a seasonal high water table …..A minimum of 2 test pits shall be evaluated”    It should be defined as to what depth there is not a seasonal high water table.  Is it greater than or equal to 20 inches?  (Brower)

73a.14(c)(4)
The ILR does not seem to relate to the sizing of a drip dispersal field.  So why is it here and not in the appropriate system technology section? (Miller)
73a.14(d) 
What does “high water table or, restrictive horizons” mean?  <10”, <16”, <20”?  Just what? (Miller)

73a.14(d)
“For sites that do not show evidence of a seasonal high water table …..A minimum of 4 test pits shall be evaluated”   It should be defined as to what depth there is not a seasonal high water table.  Is it less than 20 inches?  (Brower)

§73a.15 Treatment requirements

73a.15(a)
Vertical Isolation distance chart: By definition this is the distance between the lowest potion of the absorption area and the highest limiting zone.  Ok but if I have a 20” limiting zone and I am proposing a drip irrigation system to be installed at 12” below grade I have an 8” separation, this does not meet any of the requirements shown in this chart.  How is the vertical isolation distance measured for a drip irrigation system?  Is it the same as the definition in 73a.1?  Or is it strictly the vertical isolation distance between the ground surface and the limiting zone? (Brower)
73a.15(b)
Speaks to nutrient removal but the term was never defined in the definition section. (Miller)

73a.15(b)
This section states that all systems proposed in areas with “known geological conditions may contribute to the potential for groundwater pollution”  will require advanced treatment with nutrient removal.  This means an on lot sysystem in any area of the state underlain by limestone geology would be required to produce an effluent of 10mg BOD, 10 mg suspended solids, plus reduce nitrogen to below 10 mg per liter and phosphorus to below 1 mg per liter.  This means big bucks for the treatment train necessary to achieve limits.  (Goman)
73a.15(b)
Requires advanced treatment. This requirement needs much consideration and clarification for implementation; there are numerous concerns regarding  “where the Department has documented that the water quality of water supplies within ¼ mile exceeds 10 ppm nitrate-nitrogen; (Ahern)
-  this requirement should not be based on any single well;

-   historical records or current water quality records?

- within ¼ mile of the property or the proposed system?    It would seem illogical to have the requirement within ¼ mile of the property since it would penalize large lots and have no scientific basis; (Ahern)

-   drainage area should be a consideration and not simply distance

-   land use should be a consideration and not simply distance;  one well next to a cow barnyard should not implicate the areawide groundwater quality

-  how does the Department document this and how does the SEO have this documentation available to them; how does the project consultant and system designer have this documentation available to them?

-  does water supplies include monitoring wells, agricultural use wells, water quality records from abandoned wells?

-  what quality assurance is provided for such water quality records that are dictating such major treatment requirements?

-   is finding a water supply that exceeds 10 ppm of nitrate-nitrogen grounds for revoking a sewage permit already issued?

-   is there any consideration given to the findings of a preliminary hydrogeologic evaluation and nitrate dispersion plume analysis that may have been undertaken as part of the sewage facility planning approval for the project?

-  the second part of this proposed requirement “ and/or the Department or local agency has determined that known geological conditions may  contribute to the potential for groundwater pollution from the system”  also needs much consideration and clarification;  (Ahern)

-  the “geologic conditions” of concern should be defined;   

-   the word “may” should be replace with “ have been documented to”

- why does this section include a determination by the Department and/or local agency and the prior determination is just by the Department?

-  other factors should be considered along with the geologic conditions, such as the system size, land use in the area (ie;  large lot zoning verses small lot/cluster)

-  is there any consideration given to the findings of a preliminary hydrogeologic evaluation and nitrate dispersion plume analysis that may have been undertaken as part of the sewage facility planning approval for the project?

-   should not this determination be made at the planning stage by a PA registered professional geologist?

-   this should be a planning issue and not permit issue; 

- there is currently no “advanced treatment with nutrient removal” system or system component that is approved by the Department for use in onlot systems;   if this regulation becomes effective, there is no means of compliance. (Ahern)

Subchapter C. BUILDING SEWERS

§73a.21 Specifications

This whole section is potentially in conflict with the UCC.  References to pipe material strength etc. should refer to the UCC.  Restrictions to materials by the local agency should be removed to be consistent with the UCC.  Just refer to the UCC on those issues addressed by the UCC and only address those issues not addressed by the UCC. (Miller)

73a.21(c) 
Is 6” pipe necessary for flows over 1,000gpd and is this consistent with the UCC? (Miller)

73a.21(j) 
this section should refer to the new ASTM standard for water tight concrete tanks only and eliminate all of the verbiage found here. (Miller)

Subchapter B. PRIMARY TREATMENT
§73a.31 Standards for septic tanks

General comment that there is no section that covers plastic tank standards. (Miller)

73a.31(a)(4) 
This section changes the configuration of multiple septic tanks from series to parallel.  How are the flows to be effectively split among multiple septic tanks in parallel with out clogging of the distribution system?  And is this the most effective treatment scheme?  DEP should check Metcalf and Eddy treatment book on different order reactions. (Miller)

73a.31(b)(1)(iv) This section should refer to the ASTM standard cited above in addition to the NCMA. (Miller)

73a.31(b)(2) 
Remove in its entirety and replace with the ASTM standard cited above. Plus this field testing requirement will add days to a typical system installation especially if not all of the tanks can be installed simultaneously. (Miller)


73a.31(b)(5) 
This section is redundant with (a)(4) (Miller)
73a.31(b)(6) 
Not necessary if below a perched water table and probably not necessary for septic tanks in general. (Miller)

73a.31(b)(7) 
If rectangular or cylindrical is better why not eliminate circular in total. (Miller)

73a.31(c)(7) 
Redundant with 73a21(j). (Miller)

73a.31(e) 
Just using the manhole access does not provide for removing debris from a clogged inlet baffle therefore the 4” access should be provided in all cases. (Miller)

73a.31(d)(3) 
If the tank is designed for H20 loading why can not the tank be installed in a driveway or parking lot? (Miller)

73a.31(f) 
Is this really necessary?  How many tanks are going out of level. (Miller)

73a.31(g)
Should the maintenance requirements for all systems be in another chapter?  Isn’t 73a a design chapter not a design and operation chapter? (Miller)

73a.31(2)  
Standards for septic tanks.  This question really applies to all tanks that require a water tight test.  “The tanks shall be water tight after installation.”  What defines installation.  Tank in the ground? Tank in the ground with inlet and outlet piping?  Tank in the ground with inlet and outlet piping and backfilled?    (Brower)

Subchapters E, F, AND G related to TREATMENT

As part of the maintenance for each level of treatment beyond primary treatment, an annual effluent sample is being required;   the definition of a malfunction includes “ any sample exceeding 150% of the required treatment level for the component”;    (Ahern)

-  a single sampling event should not constitute a malfunction;  and if so, is one subsequent sample sufficient to show compliance?

-   what is the scientific justification for the 150% for a single annual sample to be considered a malfunction;  
Subchapter E. SECONDARY TREATMENT

73a.41, 42, 43, 44, 60  Maintenance for Secondary Treatment: I think Maintenance is a good thing however I have 2 comments:
1) Why should the homeowner be required to annually sample a component of their septic system that has “passed” DEP’s testing and/or NSF’s that has allowed it to be in the regulations.  Should we already be assured that the component will meet certain effluent limits on a continual basis?  (Brower)
2) What is the protocol that an SEO, Homeowner, etc suppose to flow if one of the required samples comes back unsatisfactory, which by 73a.1 definition is classified as a malfunction?  73a.7 repair of a malfunction doesn’t really apply to this situation. (Brower)

(a) this is a definition,  secondary treatment was already defined so why again?  Remove. (Miller)


(c) see previous comment about maintenance. (Miller)

§73a.42 Aerobic treatment unit.


73a.42(e) 
Will this section void the warranty on the treatment unit? And isn’t there a better way and if the treatment unit is concrete why not use the ASTM standard cited previously. (Miller)

73a.42(f) 
If these units pass NSF testing without an effluent filter then why add one, would this void the warranty and in some cases the filter would have to be installed in a crock outside of the unit. (Miller)

73a.42(g) 
See comment on pea gravel for septic tanks, (Miller)

73a.42(i) 
Maintenance again should be in its own chapter  (Miller)
73a.43 & 

73a.63

Both sections deal with media filters and propose different loading rates to achieve either secondary (section 43) or advanced (section 63) treatment.  The only difference is the loading rates on the filter.  It would be worth checking with a wastewater engineer to see if these loading rates will achieve the required treatment or are they again proposing standards with o scientific justification – see saprolite comment above.  I did check DEP wastewater facilities manual and neither application rate agreed with that manual.  This same loading rate difference is also contained in section 73a.44 and 73a.64 in regards to buried sand filters. (Goman)

   §73a.43 Free access media filters.


73a.43(a)(3) 
See comment regarding septic tank material. (Miller)

73a.43(a)(4) 
See previous comment concerning pea gravel. (Miller)

73a.43(a)(11) See previous comment re ASTM standards for water proof tanks etc. and the comment regarding plastic tanks. (Miller)

73a.43(b) 
Why isn’t filter media defined in § 73a.1.  there is no need for repetitive sections which describe filter media. (Miller)

73a.43(c)(3) 
Isn’t coarse aggregate defined in § 73a.1?  Why again?  (Miller)

73a.43(c)(12)
Again pressure testing should be handled with the ASTM standard and if left as stated here will add days to a system installation hence thousands of dollars to the cost. (Miller)

73a.43(d) 
Again maintenance should be covered in its own chapter. (Miller)

73a.43(f) 
Piping material should refer to the UCC. (Miller)

§73a.44 Buried media filters.

73a.44(b)(1&2)  Why is it that a free access filter connected to a septic tank has to be double the size of one connected to an aerobic tank (i.e. 200%)  but a buried sand filter differential is only 150% (0.8 to 1.2 gpd/sf).  Is there data to justify the differential? (Miller)

73a.44(c)&(d) Again filter media should be defined in section 73a.1.  Course aggregate is defined in 73a.1.  there is absolutely no need to repeat the definition here again and again ….. and the certification requirements can be added to the definition. (Miller)

73a.44(f) 
Piping material should refer to the UCC. (Miller)

73a.44(g) 
If we need a 2” layer of sand outside of the membrane, then why can’t the filter be installed below the top of bedrock. (Miller)

§73a.60  Proprietary components.


73a.60(b) 
Again maintenance in a separate chapter. (Miller)


73a.60(c) 
Onerous requirement. (Miller)

73a.60(e) 
This should be in Ch 72a and isn’t all of this “training” overkill. (Miller)

Subchapter F. ADVANCED TREATMENT

§73a 61. Performance standards.


73a.61(a) 
This is the definition and should not be repeated here. (Miller)


73a.61(c) 
Ditto on my maintenance requirements. (Miller)

§73a 62 Recalculating subsurface filter

The first paragraph has in previous section been at the end of the section see §73a. See my comment §73a.60 (e) above. (Miller)

73a.62(a)
See my comment about the 2” of sand in 73a 44 (g) above. (Miller)

73a.62(b) 
See my comment about sizing between free access and buried filters  here the ratio is 153%.  (Miller)


73a.62(c) 
See my previous comments about filter media. (Miller)


73a.62(d) 
See my previous comments abut piping. (Miller)

73a.62(e) 
See my previous comments about liners and installations below the top of rock elevation. (Miller)

73a.62(h) 
See my previous comments about ASTM standards for water tight tanks. (Miller)

Subchapter G. NUTRIENT REMOVAL

§73a 81. Performance standards.

73a.81(a)(b) 
These sections are definitions and as such should be in 73a.1 as the definition of Nutrient removal systems. (Miller)


73a.81(d) 
See previous comments on maintenance. (Miller)

§73a 100.  Proprietary components. (Miller)

See comments on §73a.60 

Subchapter H. DISINFECTION

§73a 102.  Chlorination

73a.102(a)
This section requires chlorination disinfection when using drip distributions.  This would kill all the beneficial bacteria and have negative consequences on the soil structure beneath the system. Permeability may be reduced thus causing premature failure of the system.  Disinfection should not be required when drip distribution is used.  (Goman)


73a.102(a) 
Why is chlorination now required for drip? (Miller)

73a.102(d)(2) 
Electrical components in a chlorine atmosphere?  Are they nuts?! (Miller)

73a.102(d)(3)
Again this should be in compliance with the UCC period which means there are no local exceptions and the remainder of this section is not needed.  The section should just read “All electrical connections are to be maid in compliance with the Pennsylvania Uniform Construction Code”. (Miller)

73a.102(d)(4)
Do the manhole and extension rings have to be part of the leak testing for a tank/ (Miller)

73a.102(d)(5, 6, and 7) See my previous comments regarding tanks, testing etc. (Miller)

73a.102(d)(8) 
Why not specify a minimum hydraulic length in terms of minutes at peak flow for this section.  Who cares if the minimum dimension is 36”?  actually a long narrow tank would work better that a square tank will result in a better disinfection rate. (Miller)

§73a 103. Ultraviolet radiation equipment

73a.103(a) 
This is too wordy and just state the minimum and the minimum should be part of a definition of Ultraviolet radiation equipment. (Miller)

73a.103(e) 
Will these valves be supplied by the UV manufacturer? (Miller)


73a.103(f) 
See my previous comments on maintenance. (Miller)

73a.103(f)(3) 
If the repair has to be completed by “qualified personnel” wouldn’t they have a spare bulb?  If not why can’t the home owner make the repair?  What is the definition of “qualified personnel?” (Miller)

§73a 110. Proprietary components.


73a.110(d) 
See previous comments about training. (Miller)

§73a 111. General.

73a.111(a & b) The plumbing requirements should reference the UCC. (Miller)


73a.111(d) 
Again refer to the UCC for materials. (Miller)


73a.111(e) 
Not necessary. (Miller)

§73a 112. Gravity distribution.

73a.112(e)(3)
Why cannot a d box be placed in a seepage bed inside the perimeter? (Miller)

§73a 113. Pressure distribution.

73a.133(b)(3)
DEP data indicates that a 2500 s.f. limit did not improve aeration of the drain field so why add this section back into the regulations in a stronger form than previously stated. (Miller)

73a.133(c)(2)
Transfer tank should be defined.  Isn’t it really a lift pump tank? (Miller)

73a.133(c)(5) 
If you need a minimum of 3 foot of head in all cases then why do you need 5/16th inch holes when using a siphon?  Also there is a redundancy with (d)(1).  This redundancy should be removed. (Miller)

73a.113(c)(6)
The last hole should be placed in the outside sweep of the elbow of the cleanout.  IF placed in the end cap as stated, it would discharge above ground. (Goman)

§73a 114. Dosing tanks.

73a.144(a)
All my previous comments about tank construction, connections, leak testing and materials apply here. (Miller)

73a.144(a)(7)
Electrical connections are governed by the UCC and this section should reflect the same. (Miller)


73a.144(b) 
My previous comments on maintenance apply here. (Miller)

§73a 115. Dosing pumps.

73a.115(b) 
…except for individual spry irrigation… Drip dispersal pumps should be added here. (Miller)


73a.115(d) 
My previous maintenance comments apply here. (Miller)

§73a.116. Flow Equalization  
Why not use this component for residential as well as commercial?  Does this section eliminate drip systems as they are timed dosed? (Miller)

73a.116(a)(1) 
Tanks are tanks and should be covered in one section that describes tank construction, materials connections and leak testing. (Miller)


73a.116(b) 
Same astm standard comment. (Miller)

73a.116(h) 
The experience in the SERO is that there is no acceptable data available to make these determinations.  And if it is an existing facility why require flow data when it is likely not available! (Miller)


73a.116(i) 
Same comment about tank leak testing. (Miller)

73a.116(l) 
Is this really necessary as these calculations are no more difficult that pressure dosing calculations. (Miller)

Subchapter J.  ABSORPTION AREAS

§73a 121. General.


73a.121(a) 
Define down slope area.  How far? (Miller)

73a.121(b) 
This is the current test and has be subject to extreme abuse by some SEO where in sites where dust was flying the site is too wet.  You need something better than this. (Miller)

73a.121(h)
Magnetic tape come on now that a bit excessive.  You already have the lateral cleanouts. (Miller)

73a.121(h) 
Requiring utility tape or similar detectable material on all distribution piping in the system seems excessive;  (Ahern)


73a.121(j) 
So we cant use HDPE, ABS or other plastic material? (Miller)


73a.121(j)(6) 
Metallic tape again come on now! (Miller)

73a.121(k)
Table A Where is the justification for this drastic increase in drain field size  the new minimum equalivent to the current 44 mpi per rate  and why the increase in size for san mound and at grade system for rates over 60 mpi as opposed to the current requirement?  Where is the performance data to justify these increases?  Tables B and C need justification.  Table D applies to what type of system?  Are you trying to include drip in table D?  if so how would it be applied?  Is there a drip table anywhere? (Miller)
73a.121(k)
Regarding minimum absorption area requirements for primary treated effluent;   what is the scientific justification supporting the drastic increase in the absorption area sizing?     (Ahern)
73a.121(k)
Tables B and C;  what data was used to develop the absorption area sizing requirements for secondary and advanced treatment systems? (Ahern)

73a.121(k)
Table A has drastically increased the size requirement for primary (septic tank) effluent.  The size required has more than doubled for the fastest percolation rates.  How were these rates determined?  It appears that they are intentionally too cumbersome to encourage designers/builders to install more advanced treatment to reduce the size of the absorption area.  Table B is to be used for systems using secondary or advance effluent.  It appears that DEP reduced the currently required absorption area by 20% when more advanced treatment is utilized.  Both of these tables need supporting justification.  Table A appears to be DEP’s attempt to discourage the use of septic tanks or increase the lot sizes when septic tanks are used, while Table B is DEP’s attempt to force the use of advanced (and more expensive) technology.  (Goman)

§73a 122. Trenches

73a.122(b)(3)
Why can’t this distance be reduced if the width of the trench is reduced.  See the Maryland regulations as an example. (Miller)

73a.122(b)(6)
Is this necessary with ¼” holes in pressure dosed.  Do you mean to apply this requirement to gravity systems also? If so why?  These cleanouts are ugly and could be stopped below the grade and use a galvanized plug in stead of a plastic plug so you can find the laterals with a metal detector. (Miller)
73a.122(b)(6)
Requires end cleanouts to grade; there have been numerous instances where such cleanouts become a maintenance concern and are often damaged during routine lawn mowing;  consideration should be given to allow the cleanout extension to terminate below grade particularly if magnetic tape is installed for locating;  same applies to seepage bed section  (Ahern)

73a.122(b)(9)
This section requires the designer inspect the installation of all trench systems and verify their installation.  Isn’t this what the SEO is there for?  In the current version of the regulations the designer is required to verify the installation of trenches on steep slopes (15-25% slope).  The proposed regulations would require designer inspections regardless of slope.  This would serve to increase the cost of installation and design of the systems. (Goman)

73a.122(c) 
Proposing a change to the depth of the bottom of absorption areas from 36 inches to 24 inches;   what data was used to justify this change? (Ahern)

73a.122(c)(3) 
Why the change to a maximum depth of 24” from the current 36” (Miller)

73a.122(c)(5) 
Not necessary the term is defined and just require coarse aggregate. (Miller)

73a.122(c)(10)
  Is 8” enough cover?  What happens when someone drives a car over the system?  It will happen. (Miller)

§73a 123. Seepage beds  
My comments from the trench section apply here also. (Miller)


73a.123(b)(8) 
See cleanout comment in the previous section. (Miller)

73a.123(b)(9)
Trench design.  The septic system designer shall inspect the instillation and verify that to the best of his knowledge…..”  

1) Who is responsible for notifying the designer that the systems is being installed and when?  Should these inspections be coordinated by the local SEO with the designer?

2) Why does the designer only have to verify these types of systems and not others? (Brower)


73a.123(c)(2) 
Not necessary as coarse aggregate is already defined. (Miller)


73a.123(c)(6) 
Again 8” enough cover? (Miller)

§73a 124 Elevated sand mounds

73a.124(a) 
Why only to 90 mpi on 12-15% slopes.  Doesn’t the increase in the L to W ratio from 4:1 to 6:1 address this? (Miller)

73a.124(b)(3)
Coarse aggregate is already defined so again I ask why provide specs here? (Miller)

73a.124(b)(i) 
5’ as measured how? (Miller)


73a.124(b)(6)(iii)   Isn’t pressure dosing required always? (Miller)

73a.124(b)(7) 
A statement should be added that this does not apply to replacement areas. (Miller)

73a.124(b)(7) &

73a126(b)(8) &

73a.127(b)(6)
These sections specify that multiple-elevated sand mounds, at-grade absorption area or shallow LZ at-grade systems, cannot be designed hydraulically upgradient or downgradient from one another to avoid the potential of the system hydraulically overloading the other – unless the potential for such an  impact is shown to be non-existent by the applicant.  These sections do no give a distance mounds and/or at-grade systems can be from one another without the applicant proving the systems won’t impact one another.  This could mean endless and unnecessary hydrogeologic studies to prove a no-adverse impact.  A realistic distance needs to be specified before a study needs to be conducted – 25 feet, 50 feet?  In a previous section the minimum distance between “active on-lot systems” is 5-feet. (Goman)

73a.124(b)(7)
Discusses the location of multiple absorption areas placed hydraulically upgradient or downgradient from each other;    the term “hydraulically upgradient or downgradient from each other” can be an expansive distance;    at what distances and under what conditions should this cease to be a factor in system location;  (Ahern)

73a.124(b)(8)
This is redundant as it is covered under trenches and seepage beds.  The structure of the regulations falls apart here as all absorption areas are either a bed or trench.  It is the vertical profile of the system that changes.  This structure should be reworked. (Miller)


73a.124(c)(1 & 2)  Are these two sections in conflict with each other? (Miller)


73a.124(c)(10)  What does “in the area of” mean? (Miller)

73a.124(c)(15) This decreases the slope of the berm from 2:1 to 3:1 for system up to 12% and from 3:1 to 4:1 for slopes up to 15%.  Does this mean that all of he current sand mounds will or have failed or is this just a whim.  AGAIN where’s the data on failures and the reasons therefore. (Miller)

§73a 125 Open bottom media filter beds and trenches

What happens if the perc fails at 24 inches, the proposed maximum depth for a “conventional” system.  You are not allowed to install at 36” so do you have to waste a perc at 36” before testing deeper?  What happens if the 36” passes?  Is there no option for a passing 36” deep test? (Miller)

73a.125(c)(2) 
Is redundant and not required. (Miller)

§73a 126 At-grade absorption area

Can’t this section and the sand mound section be combined?  Why can’t there be an on grade sand mound? (Miller)


73a.126(a)(2) same perc comment as sand mounds (Miller)


73a.126(b)(3,4)   This already covered in the distribution section (Miller)


73a.126(b)(5)
Coarse aggregate already defined. (Miller)


73a.126(c)((4,5,6)  See similar comments on the sand mound section (Miller)

§73a 127 Shallow limiting zone at-grade absorption area

Do we really need a specific training course for every system?  The heading on table D should refer to this type of system. (Miller)


73a.127(b)(5,6,7)   Are all redundant and can be eliminated. (Miller)


73a.127(b)(8)(i) fix typo ©(4) (Miller)


The second section b is actually section c so for:

(c)(1,2) are these sections in conflict with each other. (Miller)

(c)(4) same slope comment as for sand mounds. (Miller)

§73a 128 Drip distribution system


First there is no sizing chart for this.  Second for drip and the previous section there is no credit given for secondary or advanced treatment?  see American Onsite’s table for sizing with BOD and TSS <10 mg/L as well as the state of Wisconsin’s sizing requirements  if stone based absorption area sizes can be reduced why not drip?  My previous training comment applies here also. (Miller)

73a.128(a)(3)  
Why add the additional 2”  the typical dose volume for drip is ~30 gallons. (Miller)

73a.128(b)(1) Why do not these regulations already covered aerobic units?  Where is the need for this additional step?  If the unit meets NSF standard 40 then it should be ok to use with drip.  Also if you are not going to use the drip manufacturers sizing chart why then require that they approve the aerobic tank?  Is this manufacturer specific.  Is Geoflow tubing now approved? (Miller)

73a.128(b)(3) 
Drip distribution system.  “…maintaining a minimum scouring velocity of 1 foot per second….”  Why is this number lower than the 2 feet per second required in DEP’s Domestic Wastewater Facilities Manual. (Brower)

73a.128(b)(5)(ii) Netafim, the tubing manufacturer for American now has tubing with built in check valves, so why this requirement if you use tubing with check valves. (Miller)

73a.128(b)(5)(iii) Americans loading rate for secondary effluent is higher than this so why this restriction? (Miller)

73a.128(b)(5)(iv) why every 2 feet, Netafim has spacing available at 12” 18” and 24”.  Why increase the minimum tubing separation from 1’ to 2’ why the statement about 10% and how would you check this requirement? (Miller)

73a.128(b)(5)(v) this will never happen unless there are parameters by which the increase in horizontal load can be increased.  Provide those parameters. (Miller)

73a.128(b)(5)(viii) too vague under what conditions,  this is a cop out for the seo’s  if a designer has passed the design course then they should be able to design end of discussion. (Miller)

73a.128(d) 
Same maintenance comments about a separate chapter (Miller)

§73a 129 Individual residential spray irrigation system


(b)(3) why secondary?  Where is the data that indicates that septic effluent does not work? (Miller)


(b)(15) why increase the storage from 3 days to 5 days? (Miller)


(d) same O&M comments as in previous sections. (Miller)

Subchapter K.  ZERO DISCHARGE COMPONENTS
The standards for the holding tanks should be limited to sizing only.  Construction materials etc should have been covered previously in a generalized tank section. (Miller)

§73a 146 Evapotranspiration system


(f) what about self incrimination? (Miller)


(g) again put maintenance in its own chapter (Miller)

# # #


















