
 

 

 
Comment – We agree that some formal technical guidance or re-wording of the current 
regulations is need.   
 

 

 
Comment – We agree that some formal technical guidance or re-wording of the current 
regulations is need, but we do not agree with the mechanism and approach presented in 
the proposed policy.  
 



 

   
Comment – The use of buffers has never been used as a BMP for septic systems. The 
Permeable barrier has never been field tested or demonstrated in Pennsylvania.  The 
policy does not seem to recognize the existing BMPs we use site-specific testing, primary 
and reserve disposal area, more advanced treatment including aeration, numerous 
horizontal isolation distances, and the use of trained SEOs and where necessary soil 
scientists.  
 

 
 
Comment – PADEP has a long history of developing guidance that ultimately 
implemented as if it was a regulation.  The proposed guidance is not consistent with 
current law and does not address specific questions and concerns that were identified in 
the original legal action.   In addition, the guidance treats HQ and EW watersheds the 
same, where the regulations to not permit this treatment. 
 

 
Comment – there is a significant inconsistence in what is said and what is written for this 
policy.  The policy states one answer, but suggests it could apply to existing systems via 
repairs in the document and in webinars.  We did not create the conflict the authors of the 
policy created this situation. 
 

 



Comment – This green space credit is not clearly stated in the guidance and the points 
system is based on a lot by lot approach.  If the point system is used, it should be applied 
to the subdivision as a whole and not individual lots.  This appears to be a rethinking of 
the approach that is not outlined in the proposed policy. 
 

 
 
Comment – Based on numerous analyses, the cost will go up.  This cost may be the need 
to have a larger lot size to obtain all of the credits or install a more advanced treatment 
system.  At a minimum, it appears the base cost would increase by about  $ 10,000.00 or 
more. 
 

 

 
Comment – These depends on the effectiveness of the guidance document.  The proposed 
guidance would drive up cost, creates significant uncertainty, and as proposed would be 
further challenged in court.  We agree that guidance must be defendable.  This proposed 
guidance is NOT defendable or attainable.  
 

 
Comment – These is not the approach mentioned in the original guidance documents, but 
this is the approach that is needed. 
 



 
 
 

 
 
Comment –The guidance as proposed does place a significant burden that is beyond 
current law for individuals in HQ watersheds and creates a standard of Zero Impact in 
both HQ and EQ watersheds. This standard is not achievable and beyond was is 
technically feasible and can be proven. 
 
 

 
Comment – We are planning to submit formal comments, but we are glad to see some 
positive changes in the guidance.  
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