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KISKIMINETAS TOWNSHIP
Armstrong County, PA

ACT 537 SEWAGE FACILITIES PLAN
Orchard Hills Area

Chapter 1: Plan Summary

1.1 General Scope

This update is being completed by Kiskiminetas Township (Township) which is proposing to
provide public sewage (wastewater) collection and conveyance system for the populated areas
in the Orchard Hill and Spring Church Areas within the Township, which lie to the east of
Apollo Borough. . The new collection/conveyance system will connect to an existing sanitary
system located along Old State Road. The existing collection/conveyance system eventually
connects to the Kiski Valley Water Pollution Control Authority (KVWPCA) sewer system, which
ultimately delivers sewage totheir regional treatment plant located in Allegheny Township,
Westmoreland County.

1.2 Previous Wastewater Planning

Kiskiminetas Township original Act 537 was completed and approved in June 1980. A small
portion of the township was gravity sewered along Old State Road at Jackson Road and Sugar
Road approximately 2,500 feet SW of the intersection with Eckman Road, and the general
area of McKinstry Hill Road east to the Kiskiminetas River and Apollo Borough. This area
services approximately 145 residential homes, business, and churches or 310 EDUs. A map
of the existing sanitary sewer system is provided in Appendix B.

1.3 Proposed Service Area

1.3.1 The proposed service area of this plan covers unsewered areas of the Township in the Orchard
Hill and Spring Church Areas along and surrounding Old State Road and State Route 56. Within
the proposed service area, approximately.720 single family homes currently utilizing onlot
septic systems will be provided with public sewer service. An additional 215 lots within
the Pine Valley Mobile Home Park; as well as, the Apollo-Ridge Schools, where sewage
is currently collected and treated in two separate small package plants, will have their
sewage flows captured by the collection and conveyance system proposed in this plan. A
planning area map is provided in Appendix B2. This proposed update to the Act 537 Plan
has been reviewed and noted as compliant with the Armstrong County Comprehensive Plan.
A copy of the County Planning Commission and Farmland Preservation review letters are
provided in Appendix C.

1.3.2 The proposed lots to be served under this plan update currently use individual onlot septic
systems, except as noted above. The densely populated areathat is currently unsewered was
determined to have significant failing and suspected to be failing onlot systems; a certified sewage
enforcement officer conducted an evaluation of each system by completing a door-to-door
survey and performed testing on select onlot systems. Chapter 4 summarizes the operations
of these individual on-lot septic systems. Additional results of the on-lot septic system survey
can be found in Appendix D.

1.4 Public Sewers Alternatives

Based on topography, natural, and manmade features within the updated planning area, four
alternative public sewer collection and conveyance systems were evaluated.



1.4.1 Alternative One: Would consist of gravity sewers extending from the existing sanitary

1.4.2

system terminus along Old State Road near Kirkman Lane up to and along Patterson Road.
Gravity sewerswould also be extended along all major roads within the proposed plan
extension:

e Jackson Road to the southeast.
e Wright Road,

¢ Kings Road,

e Sugar Hollow Road,

e Eckman Road,and

e Metzer Road.

The Pine Valley mobile home park is located on the northern-western portion of the project
area and will also be connected into the proposed system. The topography indicates thata
pump station will be needed ata low point near the intersection of Jackson Road and Kings
Road. It is proposed that afour-inch force main will pump sewage to a manhole located
northwest of the pump station, where sewage would then flow by gravity to the existing
Township system.

Additional gravity sewers would run along Old State Road just before the intersection with
State Route 56. Sewers would extend along State Route 56 and surrounding areas including
Elwood Lane, Balsiger Road, Sportsman Road, Gi Road, Lutheran Church Road and Cole
Road as well as Ridge Road, Birch Street, Oak Street, Evergreen Road, and Maple Drive.

A second and third pump stations with a forcemains,estimated to be approximately 4-inch
in diameter, is proposed in this phase to convey the wastewater to the gravity sewer on
State Route 56 near the intersection with Ridge-Road and at the Apollo Ridge School.

Due to topography in the far eastern section’ of the planning area, individual grinder pumps
are proposed along Ridge Road, Laurel Way, and Ross Lane to provide public sewers in
these areas.

A general layout schematic shown in a map provided in Appendix B. Estimated costs are
also provided in Appendix B.

Total Costs of Alternative One

Total costs for Alternative One include $34.245M in construction without contingency
($41.094M wicontingency) and $4.923M in soft costs (administration, debt service, legal,
engineering, permitting, and construction observation and administration); totaling $46.017M
with contingency.

Alternative Two: Would be similar to Alternative One with the extension of gravity sewers
in the western and central sections of the planning area, but with the following differences:

e To minimize stream and wetland impacts along Rattle Run, the north central area
around Elwood Lane would be serviced with lower pressure grinder pump
systems, as well as,

e The eastern section of State Route 56 (starting just east of Ridge Road) includes
Clark Street, EIm Street, Birch Street, Oak Street, Maple Drive. Ross Lane, and
Laurel Way will also be serviced by lower pressure grinder systems.
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1.4.3

144

1.5

e A second pump station just south of State Route 56 and west of Clark Street would
be eliminated in this alternative, the pumpstation at the School would remain.

A general layout schematic shown in a map provided in Appendix B. Estimated costs are
also provided in Appendix B.

Total Cost of Alternative Two

Total costs for Alternative One include $32.601M in construction without 20% contingency
($39.121M wi/contingency) and $4.709M in soft costs (administration, debt service, legal,
engineering, permitting, and construction observation and administration); totaling $43.830M
with contingency.

Alternative Three: Alternate Three is a hybrid of Alternative One. The gravity sewers,
lower pressure system along Laurel Way, and both pump stations as described for Alternative
One would also be present in Alternative 3 with the exception of the gravity sewer servicing
the Elwood Lane area and running along Rattling Run would be eliminated and the low-
pressure grinder system. Three pumpstations would still be required in this alternative.

A general layout schematic shown in a map provided in Appendix B. Estimated costs are
also provided in Appendix B.

Total Cost of Alternative Three

Total costs for Alternative Three include $33.206M in construction without contingency
($39.845M w/contingency) and $4.787M in soft costs (administration, debt service, legal,
engineering, permitting, and construction observation and administration); totaling $44.634M
with contingency.

Alternative Four: Alternate Four would consist'of limited gravity sewer in the north-western
and eastern portion of the planning area and‘utilizing lower pressure sewer systems within the
remainder of the planning area.

A general layout schematic shown in a map provided in Appendix B. Estimated costs are
also provided in Appendix B.

Total Cost of Alternative Four

Total costs for Alternative One include $36.571M in construction without contingency
($43.886M wi/contingency) and $5.225M in soft costs (administration, debt service, legal,
engineering, permitting, and construction observation and administration); totaling $49.111M
with contingency.

Comparison of Alternatives

A comparison of the cost associated with the four alternatives is summarized in Table 1
below. All the alternatives are feasible with respect to providing public sewer to the
communities within the planning area. Alternatives One and four were eliminated based on
high construction costs.

Alternative Two did provide some benefit to the Authority by removing a pumpstation to
operate and maintain, and had lower construction costs than Alternatives Three, but higher
O&M costs. Alternatives Two and Three have comparable hard and soft costs, but
Alternative Two has a significantly lower twenty year present worth and provides for a
reasonable balance of utilizing low pressure system compared to overall collection and
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conveyance system. Alternate 2 is the recommended option as it has the lowest 20 year
present worth, yields the lower monthly user fee, as well as provides for a reduced
environmental impacts and permitting requirements, as the portion of the gravity
collection/conveyance system along Rattling Run is eliminated.

TABLE 1.51
Alternative Cost Comparison
Total C Estimate 20 Year Uniform Estimated
Alternative W 0&M Present Annual User Costs
(Millions) | (Millions) Worth Cost ($/EDU)
(Millions) (Millions)
1 $46.017 $0.145 $47.750 $4.00 $143
2 $43.830 $0.181 $45.997 $3.85 $139
3 $44.634 $0.150 $46.421 $3.88 $139
4 $49.111 $0.227 $51.825 $4.34 $156

Notes:

1.- Estimated User costs are based on a PENNVEST 30-year loan @1.00%, no grant funding, and 1,245
EDUs within the planning area.

2.- Discount Rate of 5.50 was used to determine Present Worth

Table 1.5.2
Summary of Benefits and Detractions
Alt : O :
Alternative Benefit Detraction
1 e Mostly Gravity Sewer e Highest Construction Costs
e Less Residential Grinder Pumps | e Topography Dependent
e Lowest O&M Costs e Three PS to Maintain
2 e Lowest Construction Cost e Higher O&M
e Lower Stream Impacts e Topography Dependent
e Two Pump Station (PS) e Forcemain at School (Idle in
e Balance Total Grinder Pumps summer)
3 e Lower O&M Costs e Three PS to Maintain
e Lower Stream Impacts e Topography Dependent
4 e Lower Construction Costs e Highest O&M Costs
e Least Topography Dependent e Three PS to Maintain
e Lowest Stream Impacts e Highest Grinder Pump Usage

Based on these analyses, the preferred option is Alternative Two.

1.6 Proposed Funding Method and User Costs

1.6.1 For this Plan, financing from Pennsylvania Infrastructure Investment Authority
(PENNVEST) is proposed. This agency coordinates the needs with the PA Department of
Environmental Protection. Loan rates are established based on median household income in
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1.6.2

1.6.3

1.6.4

1.7
171

1.7.2

1.7.3

1.74

1.7.5

1.7.6

1.7.7

Armstrong County and non-repayable funds will most likely be offered to make the project
feasible.

With the assumption that financial assistance will be secured from PENNVEST, a user rate of
$65.00 per EDU per month will be targeted as shown in Table 8-2 in Appendix B, as this will
cover O&M costs and provide for adequate surplus for unforeseen projects.

These user rates could change to some extent depending upon (a) non-repayment amounts, (b)
the interest rate on the assistance offered by PENNVEST, (c) term for repayment of loan, and
(d) amount of initial contribution (tap-in fee).

Connection and Taps Fees: Currently, Township residents that are required or elect to connect
to the existing or proposed sanitary collection and conveyance system are required to pay the
following connection, distribution, inspection, and capacity (set by KVWPCA) fees:

e Connection - $2,125
e Distribution - $1,250
e Inspection - $ 125 per inspection pass/fail
e Capacity - $ 851 (KVWPCA fee)
Total due at TAP permit request - $4,226

Institutional Arrangements

The Township already owns and maintains an existing sanitary sewer system. The existing
system has adequate hydraulic capacity to handle sewage (wastewater) flows as described in
Chapter 5 of this plan.

With the proposed project, all the flows produced from this project will be collected/ conveyed
from the Townships’ collection system into.the KVWPCA’s collection/ conveyance system.

Treatment of collected wastewater will ‘occur at the existing regional wastewater treatment
plant, which is owned and operated by the KVWPCA (operating under NPDES Permit
#PA0027626).

A legal service agreement between the Township and the KVWPCA has been in place for
several years. KVWPCA has provided letter of available capacity and Operational Year 2023
Chapter 94 report, both are found in Appendix G.

An Authority has been organized (May 2022) to implement the project and existing system.
The Authority will need to secure interim financing to prepare the design of the system
(through professional Engineers), secure required permits, obtain bids, secure final financing,
and construct the proposed project. The Authority will also need to secure legal counsel to
secure easements and/or required properties for the pump stations.

The Authority will have to prepare an adequate budget for the operation and maintenance of the
existing and new sewers. This budget will include the debt service payments as well as the
services of needed personnel costs, utilities, and some professional services such as
engineering, accounting, insurances and legal, etc.

Based on the actual final financing offer, the Authority will revise the current rates for the
existing customers and new sewer customers. The rates will be sufficient to generate adequate
revenue to meet the budgetary needs and provide some reserve.
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Municipal Adoption

The Township has adopted a Resolution to establish their commitment to pursue the
recommendations in this report. The adopted Resolution is located Appendix E.

30 Day Public Comment

The Township placed a Public Notice in the Leader Times on . The Act 537 Plan was on
display for public view at the Township Business office for a period of 45 days. Proof of
advertisement and summary of public comments are provided in Appendix E.

Implementation Schedule (Phase | of multiple Phase Project)

Thefollowing outlines the anticipated time frame for the implementation of the chosen
alternative.

ITEM: Approximate Date:
. Establishment of Sanitary Authority May 2022
" Advertise Plan for Public Comment JANUARY 2025
. Adoption of Plan by Township MARCH 202t
" Submission of Revised Plan to PA DEP APRIL 202!
. Plan Approval by PA DEP JANUARY 202¢
. Interims Design Loan Closing PHASE | FEBRUARY 202¢
. Authorization by Authority to begin Surveys & Design February 2026
= Complete Preliminary Design pHASE | September 2026
. Review by the Authority October 2026
. Complete Final Design and submit to PA DEP December 2026
. Approval of plans by PA DEP andtssuance of Permits July 2027
. Submit Application to PENNVEST for Financing October 2027
. Receive and accept PENNVEST offer. January 2028
. Secure Right of Ways January 2028
" Advertise for Bids March 2028
. Receive Bids April 2028
. Complete Financing May 2028
. Start Construction June 2028
. Complete Construction June 2029
. Begin Operation (start connections) June 2029

Theabove milestonesare subject to change should the project be constructed in phases due to
funding restrictions and/or requirements.
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2.2
2.2.1

2.2.2

2.2.3

224

2.25

Chapter 2: Consistency with Previous Sewage Facilities Planning

All previous wastewater plans, which involved Kiskiminetas Township (Township), are
briefly reviewed below.

Armstrong County Comprehensive Plan (2005)

Kiskiminetas Township originally adopt the previous Act 537 Plan June 1, 1980. After that
plan was accepted and approved, the existing gravity sewer system was constructed. No
municipal authority was formed, and the sewers are operated and maintained by Kiski Valley
Water Pollution Control Authority. The act has not been amended since, until the present
revision. In Spring 2022, the Township formed the Kiski Township Sewage Authority that
will be responsible for implementing the revised Plan.

The Armstrong County Planning Department reviewed this plan and found that it was in
compliance with the goals and objectives that were developed in the Armstrong County
Comprehensive Plan that was adopted in 2005. A copy of the letter from the Armstrong
County Planning Department is in Appendix C.

Consistency with Other Municipal & County Planning Documents

The Pennsylvania Municipalities planning code, Act 274 of 1968, as amended, establishes
the basic authority for the exercise of municipal land use controls in Pennsylvania. It enables
the communities to plan for community development through preparation of a comprehensive
development plan and to govern such development using land control devices.

There are commonly two types of land use control devices within a municipality: zoning and
subdivision regulations. Of the two, zoning regulations most directly affect land use patterns,
while subdivision regulations affect the way new land is physically prepared for development.

The Township has an adopted zoning ordinance and uses Armstrong County’s subdivision
regulations.

As this project is simply a sewerage extension project with no structures/facilities (except
pump stations) to be constructed, the sections under land use are not applicable in this case.
The only ordinance that may be influenced by the construction of this project is the Ordinance
section which governs lot sizes.

The County Farmland Preservation Coordinator (Appendix C) has reviewed the proposed
plan and deemed that the project is consistent with their program as long as farmland is not
permanently impacted. The two areas (called out as ASA 8 and 9 on the provided map,
Appendix F) are transected by gravity sewer lines.

The two segments in ASA 8 follow an existing access road/driveway or parallels the northern
fork Rattling Run neither impact farmland. The Northwest section of ASA 9 has two
segments that transect this area, but these segments are within residential areas and no
farmland is impacted. The eastern section of ASA 9 parallels Balsiger Road and sections of
southern form of Rattling Run. This area is forested and as such no impacts to farmland can
be noted.
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Chapter 3: Physical & Demographic Analysis

Identification of the Planning Area

The planning area is the densely populated areas along and surrounding Old State Road and
State Road 56 in Kiskiminetas Township (Township). The majority of the planning area consist
of single-family homes, several churches, a few small businesses (along the SR 56 corridor), a
mobile-home park and the Apollo Ridge School District. There are no industries in the proposed
service area.

The area starts at the intersection of Old State Road and Jackson Road (from the terminus of
the existing sewer) and continues northeast across the Orchard Hills Area of the Township along
Old State Road and SR-56 and ends at the Apollo Ridge schools. The planning area branches
off the two main roads along the way.

The planning area is clearly identified on a map provided in Appendix B2.

Physical Characteristics

The area is moderately sloping. A major portion drains to a low point on Jackson Road near
the intersection with Kings Road.

The Pine Valley mobile home park located on the north side of the project area will be
connected into the system.

Homes along Laurel Way slope away from the main. direction of gravity flow and therefore,
will need to be served by a low-pressure sewer system (i.e., grinder pumps).

The Apollo Ridge School District (elementary,”middle, and high school facilities) are all
planned to be collected into the proposed sanitary sewer system.

Topography

Elevations in the planning area range from about 1,500 at the northeast end of the area near the
schools to low points of 1,100 along Kings Road and SR-56.

Physiology & Geology

The entire planning area drains into the Kiskiminetas River. Rattling Run and Roaring Run,
along with their associated unnamed tributaries, are the two main streams that drain the planning
area. Both Runs are classified as Cold-Water Fisheries. Erosion and Sedimentation Control
BMPs will be implemented to protect the streams during construction. Eliminating the failing
onlot systems will stop degradation of the local streams and improve water quality.

Soil Types in the Planning Area

The PASDA database was used to collect soil information for the planning area in the
Township. A map depicting the soils found in the project area and relevant soil information can
be found in Appendix F.

The USGS web soil survey was utilized to determine the suitability of soils for specific types
of on-lot sewage disposal. The planning area is identified as having a very limited capacity to
function as an in-ground bed septic system. The soils in the planning area have a slight to very
limited capacity to function in a spray irrigation system. Much of the planning area is identified
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as having soils that are very limited capacity to function as a sand mound system. Overall, the
soils in the planning area are not considered to be well suited for use for on-lot systems.
Information from USGS web soil survey can be found in Appendix F.

Several of the soil types found within the planning area are considered to be soils consistent
with Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance as defined in the Federal Register,
Vol. 43, No. 21, January 31, 1978. A general NRCS soils map depicting soils and conditions
that are conducive to agriculture and farming is provided in Appendix F. There are several
parcels within the planning area that are in an Agricultural Security Area and one parcel
classified as a Preserved Farm area. A map of the Agricultural Security Areas and Preserved
Farm area within the planning area in Appendix F. A letter for the Armstrong County Farmland
Preservation Program as well as additional information on the above features can be found in
Appendix C.

On-lot septic system surveys were evaluated and assessed by Rebecca Rupurt, Certified Sewage
Enforcement Officer from June to November 2023. Per PA DEP requirements the surveyed
system encompassed slightly over 20% of the planning area. Out of 434 properties surveyed,
191 properties show confirmed malfunction of the existing on-lot sewage disposal systems. A
summary of the findings can be found in Appendix D.

The results of the on-lot septic system survey indicate that a proper public sewage collection
and treatment system is severely needed for the area.

Potable Water Supplies

The majority of the planning area is served by private:wells, as well as a public water system
owned and operated by the Municipal Authoritycof Westmoreland County; service area map
provided in Appendix F.

Wetlands/Floodplains

There are several small streams in the planning area.

Wetlands in the planning area will be avoided where possible. A detailed wetland delineation
study will be conducted as part of the design and permitting portion of each phase of
construction for the selected alternative of this plan. Should wetlands be affected, all proposed
work in the wetland will be designed in accordance with current state and federal standards and
regulations. A national wetlands inventory map is provided in Appendix F.

There will be areas that will be within the 100-year flood elevation. That may be considered
wetlands. F.I.R.M maps are provided in Appendix F.

Except for the pump station and manholes, no other structures will be located in or near the
floodplain areas. Sewer lines located in wetlands areas will be backfilled and restored to prior
wetland status as before construction. Permits necessary for such work will be secured.
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Chapter 4: Existing Sewage Facilities & Needs

Existing Facilities in the Project Area

Existing residential systems in the project area generally comprise of a septic tank and
seepage/leach beds. Based on soils mapping for the proposed service area, the soils are either
very limited and not recommended for standard septic and sand mound systems and limited
with spray irrigation. The repair of the failed/failing onlot systems is not considered a viable
alternative.

Currently, the Pine Valley mobile home park and the Apollo Ridge School District are the two
public sewage disposal facilities in the planning area. All other structures utilize on-lot sewage
disposal systems. Based on the on-lot septic system survey conducted by the Armstrong
County Sewage Enforcement Agency, a few property owners are using holding tanks as
temporary facilities until public sewers become available in the planning area. There are 12
known wildcat sewers within the surveyed portion of the planning area.

The Pine Valley Wastewater Treatment Plant permitted for 0.050 MGD and operates under
NPDES Permit No. PA 0091898. The plant can serve up to 215 available lots in the mobile
home park. Roughly 159 of the lots are currently occupied. The treatment plant was
constructed in the early 1980’s. The treatment facility discharges into unnamed tributary of
Rattling Run near 40°35'33.6"N, 79°31'57.0"W.

The Apollo Ridge School District Wastewater Treatment Plant operates under NPDES Permit
No. PA0219045. The Apollo Ridge School District treatment plant is currently permitted to
treat up to ~0.0267 MGD. CWM Environmental (CWM) is the plant operator. Flow
information for year 2019 provided by CWM. Average daily flows range from 374 GPD to
3,530 GPD. The low flows are observed during'the summer months while the higher flows are
observed during the school year. The treatment facility discharges into an unnamed tributary
of Roaring Run near 40°36'06.2"N, 79°28'35.7"W.

Problems with Existing Systems

Residential Systems

4.2.1.1  Anon-lot septic system survey conducted by Certified Sewage Enforcement Officers

from June 2021 through October 2023 showed the following. In compliance with the
PA DEP minimum 20% random sampling requirements slightly over 50% of the
planning area was surveyed and assessed. Out of 434 properties surveyed, 191
properties (44.0%) were deemed to have malfunctioning existing on-lot sewage
disposal systems that were not providing adequate sanitary water treatment. A
summary spreadsheet and mapping of the findings, and copies of the completed survey
forms can be found in Appendix D.

4.2.1.2  The survey assessment indicates that the existing on-lot systems are detrimental to

surface and groundwater resources.

4.2.1.3  Many small lots had been subdivided off prior to the Pennsylvania’s Onlot Sanitary

Regulations, and as such do not have adequate area for an existing absorption field nor
the potential for a “backup” area for future absorption area. The soils within the study
area are all not conducive to use of standard onlot absorption beds/trenches, and
intermittently acceptable for sand mound system use.
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4.2.1.4  Details of types of soils in the area and their suitability for on-lot systems are indicated

in Chapter 3 and Appendix F. The majority of the soils are very limited for the
treatment of septic tank effluent and gray water.

4.2.1.5  This leads to the conclusion that the existing systems cannot be upgraded or improved

4.2.2

to meet PA DEP regulations and some type of public collection and disposal system is
needed for the planning area.

Pine Valley Wastewater Treatment Plant

4221 As mentioned previously, the treatment plant was constructed in the early 1980’s. and

4.2.3

has been updated in 2023 -2024 and appears to be operating without issues.
Apollo Ridge School District Treatment Plant

4.2.3.1  Through conversation with the Apollo Ridge School District Superintendent/staff and

4.3
43.1

4.4
44.1

4.5
451

4.6
46.1

CWM Environmental (plant operator) there are no current issues with the plant.
However, the school district is interested and in favor of connecting into the proposed
public sanitary sewer systems.

Water Supply Survey

As mentioned in Chapter 3, the majority of the planning area is served by a public water
system owned and operated by the Municipal Authority of Westmoreland County. Therefore,
no water surveys were conducted. The public water service area map for Kiskiminetas
Township is provided in Appendix F.

Operation and Maintenance

At this time, there are no specific operation and‘maintenance requirements of on-lot systems
except those provided in Ch. 73 of PA DEP’s Regulations, nor do they maintain records of
septage disposal methods, capacities, or transportation methods.

Septage Disposal

Information about quantities septage and place of disposal is not currently available. It is
presumed that any haulers currently being used by residents in the planning area deliver the
contents to an approved disposal site (STP).

Extended Service Area

Additional areas are shown outside the proposed service area that would benefit from
connecting into a public collection/conveyance system. However, due to homes/ businesses
becoming more and more spaced apart, it is not cost effective to provide these structures with a
public connection. If any of these areas become more densely populated, then the Township
would re-evaluate this plan and determine if providing public service becomes economically
feasible.
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54.1

5.5
5.5.1

5.5.2

553

Chapter 5: Future Growth and Land Development

Current Planning Documents

Kiskiminetas Township does have a Land Use and Zoning Ordinance. The planning area for
this plan update is mostly residential and agricultural use. There are a few commercial
establishments within the area consisting of small “family” owned stores. There are no
industrial facilities within the area.

Floodplain Limitations

A review of Flood Insurance Rate Maps (F.I.R.M.) located in Appendix F shows the areas
which are within the 100-year flood elevation. All new developments will have to consider
this limitation.

Stormwater Management

Neither Armstrong County nor the Township has any Stormwater Management Ordinance;
therefore, there are no specific limitations. However, any proposed projects will comply with
all state requirements for stormwater management.

Existing Plotted Subdivisions

There are no specific plotted subdivisions. The area has not grown significantly for the last
several years, as such no consideration for local comprehensive plan or creating a municipal
subdivision regulation have been considered.

Future Growth Areas and Population Growth

The Southwestern Pennsylvania Commission’s’ Cycle 11 Forecast of Population, Households,
and Employment by Municipality, 2015-2045 and the 2020 Census provided the following
population numbers for the Township.

Year Population
2020 (Census) 4,605 persons
2025 (Est.) 4,358 persons
2030 (Est.) 4,310 persons
2035 (Est.) 4,325 persons
2040 (Est.) 4,348 persons
2045(Est.) 4,351 persons
2050(Est.)

Number of Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDUSs) in the project is roughly 935 of those 720 EDUs
will be onlot systems, 205 within Pine Valley Mobile Home Park, and 10 for the School
System.

Based on the Southwestern Pennsylvania Commission’s Population Forecast, it appears that
the planning area will experience little future growth.
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5.6.2

5.6.3

5.6.4

5.6.5

5.7
5.7.1

Estimated Sewage Flows

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the average household size in the Township is 2.35 from
the last census survey in 2020.

The flows will be calculated as follows:

o Households including the Pine Valley Mobile Home Park (total available lots), churches
and small businesses. (Due to their size, churches and small business were counted as 1
EDU each. There are no industries in the planning area).

o Apollo Ridge School District

Households:
e There are approximately 935 EDUEDUSs in project area.

e Assume an average daily per capita flow of 100 gallons per day 2.35 person per household
(per U.S. Census Bureau) per EDU

e 935 EDUs X 2.35 persons X 100 gallons/person/day = 219,725gallons/ day.
e 222,100 gallons/day X 7 days/week X 52 weeks/year = 79,979,900 gallons/year

School District

Apollo Ridge School District currently has a sewage treatment plant that serves the High
School, Middle School, and Elementary School. The treatment plant is permitted for 26,700
gallons per day. CWM Environmental (CWM) operates and maintains the school district’s
plant. Based on the 2019 flow data provided by CWM the total annual flow to the treatment
plant is 900,300 gallons. Average daily flows range from 374 GPD (during the summer
months) to 3,530 GPD (during the school year). Using the daily flow information provided by
CWAM for each month, the average daily flow spread over a one-year period is ~2,500 GPD
(900,300 gal./yr.)/(12 mo./yr.)/30 days/mo.)

Therefore, the number of EDUs calculated-for the school district facilities is 10 EDUs
(2,500GPD)/235 gallons per EDU)

Total EDUs - Therefore, total number of EDUs for the planning area is estimated at 925
(residential, churches, small business) + 10 (School District) = 935 EDUs.

Other Requlatory Considerations

There are no other Township or County regulations which affect the following:
Public ground/surface water supplies

Recreational water use areas

Industrial water use

Wetlands
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6.3
6.3.1

6.3.2

6.3.3

Chapter 6: Alternatives for Improved Facilities

Reasonable Alternatives to be Considered

A need for improved waste disposal facilities has already been established.

Following basic alternatives could be considered for this study. They are briefly described
with reasons for their acceptance or elimination.

e No action alternative

e Continued use of on-lot subsurface systems (Sewage Management)
e Use of retaining (holding) tanks

e Pressure sewers

e Small diameter gravity sewers

e Conventional gravity sewers

No Action Alternative

This alternative cannot be considered for the following reasons.
e Potential impact of malfunctioning systems on surface and ground water resources.

e Restrictions on any future growth in Kiskiminetas Township (Township). Soil conditions
would hinder issuance of permits for on-lot disposal systems.

e Negative impact on any recreational developments in the area.

Continued and Future Use of On-Lot Subsurface Systems (Sewage Management)

The Township does not currently, nor does it plan to, own or operate individual onlot systems,
SFTFs, or other non-municipal facilities. The.role of the Township in these systems has been
and will remain to be administrative and.regulatory as outlined in the Township Sewage
System Ordinance, a copy of which can be found in Appendix E. While the Ordinance does
provide inspection schedules and requirements for some types of sewage systems, there are no
provisions for regular inspection of small onlot systems. The significant number of onlot
systems currently in use make an annual or even biannual inspection of each system unfeasible.
If a majority of the systems were to be abandoned in favor of a larger municipally owned
regional or community-based system, regular inspection of remaining systems would be more
feasible. Currently, maintenance of onlot systems is the responsibility of the property owner
and repairs are made on an as-needed basis, normally after a failure is found. The reduction of
onlot systems would allow the Township to adopt a more pro-active operation and maintenance
ordinance for the remaining systems. Reference Appendix E for a detailed description of the
existing Township requirements for permitting, inspection, and testing of SFTFs, sanitary
sewers, and retaining tanks.

This alternative is not feasible since the survey of existing systems indicates many
malfunctioning and suspected malfunctioning systems. The soil conditions in the proposed
service area also clearly indicate that the soils have slow to very slow percolation rates,
therefore, have severe limitations for such systems.

A more detailed description of soil types and their limitations is in Chapter 3 of this plan. The
types of soils existing in the planning area along with their associated limitations indicate that
repairs to existing systems is also not feasible. Typical property size and natural geological
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6.4
6.4.1

6.5
6.5.1

6.5.2

6.6
6.6.1
6.6.2

6.6.3

6.6.4

features (slope, streams, wetlands) reduce the likelihood of homeowners being able to increase
their absorption fields. Also, cost would be expected to be prohibitive to install sand mound
systems were soils characteristics may be favorable.

The Township will consider developing a Septage Maintenance Plan (SMP) to ensure that the
remaining and future onlot septic systems outside the existing and proposed public sanitary
service area will be required to have scheduled and documented operation inspections and
maintenance. The ordinance will mandate inspections, require all onlot septic systems to be
pumped out on a 2-3-year cycle, and testing of the absorption field to verify proper
functionality. The ordinance will further impose penalties on homeowners that fail to comply.
New onlot systems will be required to establish bonding or escrow account in an amount
established by the Township to cover the O&M costs.

Use of Retaining (Holding Tanks)

Retaining Tanks have been utilized in commercial applications were expected flows are
estimated to be less than 800 gallons per day or if an existing on-lot system needs repaired and
there is no other viable option. They can also be used during the interim period between
funding and construction completion of a public sewer system. The use of retaining tanks is
not to be considered a long-term viable alternative under this Plan Update.

Use of Small Flow Treatment Facilities

The use of such facilities is not considered a cost-effective alternative for the following
reasons.

e Costs to the individual property owner.

e Requires continuous operation and maintenance.

e Requires permits, monitoring and testing,.and submitting reports.
e An existing public sewage collection-system is available nearby.

With these reasons, this alternative is not considered.

Use of Pressure Sewer System

These sewer systems are generally used where conventional gravity sewers are very expensive.

In these systems, each home uses a small pump to convey sewage to a pressurized main. The
pump may be (a) a grinder pump which grinds sewage to a slurry for pumping or (b) a pump
which pumps effluent from a septic tank (STEP). In the latter type, solids are trapped in the
septic tank and clear liquid is pumped. This system still requires septic tank inspection and
solids removal maintenance.

The discharge pipes and sewer mains are usually small and can be laid relatively shallow (42-
48 below grade, below the regional frost line).

The disadvantages of the system are:

e Question about ownership of pumps, private or public.

e Operation of the pump, malfunctions, and power failures.
e Maintenance of septic tanks (for STEP system).

o A 220-240-volt power supply is needed at each location for the operation of a grinder
pump.
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Small Diameter Gravity Sewers

These sewers are designed to convey the effluent from an existing septic tank (or a separate
retaining tank) located ahead of each connection to a public sewer. Since floatable and large
solids are separated, the public sewer can be somewhat smaller in size and could be laid at
flatter grades. Therefore, costs could be somewhat lower than conventional sewers.

A major disadvantage of this alternative is the cost of updating existing septic tanks (or
constructing new tanks) and cleaning them out on a regular schedule.

For this reason, this alternative is not considered.

Conventional Gravity Sewers

These sewers are governed by a minimum size of sewer (usually 8") installed at a certain grade
required to obtain a self-cleaning velocity. Access manholes are needed at every change of
grade, a change in direction, or junction of two sewers.

These sewers are usually designed to serve the basement of a residence or structure by gravity.
Therefore, these sewers can sometimes be deep below ground.

Depending upon topography, pump stations may be needed to lift sewage from low areas up to
a point from where sewage will flow by gravity.

Due to the factors stated above, this type of system is usually more expensive than other
systems, especially when structures are apart from each other and length of sewer per residence
becomes large.

The advantage of this system is that with few exceptions, each residence or structure is served
by gravity. Backup pumps and standby power is usually provided at lift stations and
maintenance personnel are familiar with operations.

Therefore, this system is preferred by the municipalities and the customers unless it is very
expensive compared to other systems.

Alternatives Considered

Based on the explanation above, the following alternatives were considered for the planning
area described in Chapter 3 of this plan.

e Alternative 1 - Conventional gravity sewer system (with small localize area of low-
pressure system along Ridge Road, Laurel Way, and Ross Lane).

e Alternative 2 — Combination conventional gravity sewer system and low-pressure system.

e Alternative 3 — Conventional Gravity with additional low-pressure systems to decrease
impacts to Rambling Run.

e Alternative 4 — Hybrid expanded low-pressure sewer to keep sewer system almost
completely with public right of way.

Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4 are shown on the maps provided in Appendix B.

Each alternative will include these three components: collection, conveyance, an treatment.
Treatment will be provided by KVWPCA.

Potential for Regional Planning: This applies to each alternative since a portion of the
Township is already serviced by a Regional Facility owned and operated by Kiski Valley
Water Pollution Control Authority (KVWPCA). The new system would flow through the
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6.9.6

7.1
711

7.1.2

Authority’s collection/conveyance system and eventually end up at the KVWPCA treatment
facility.

Extension of existing system: This also applies to each alternative. Existing collection system
can be easily extended to serve the proposed service area with treatment provided at the
Regional Facility mentioned above.

Constructing new facility: This also applies to each alternative. Malfunctions of existing on-
lot systems have been documented and repairs are not feasible due to unsuitable soil conditions
(Soils maps Appendix F). Therefore, a new public collection system will be needed.
Collection/conveyance within Township boundary will be provided by the Sewer Authority.
Conveyance system and treatment (outside the Township) will be provided at the Regional
Facility owned and operated by Kiski Valley Water Pollution Control Authority.

Chapter 7: Evaluation of Reasonable Alternatives

Alternatives
No-Action

This alternative would leave the collection, treatment, and disposal of sanitary wastewater to
the current onlot systems. The current count of failing or suspect failing onlot systems will
increase over time multiplying the risk of undesirable environmental and public health
impacts. Failure to address the immediate and present risks to the environment and public
health is unreasonable and irresponsible. Due to the large number of confirmed, potential,
and suspected malfunctioning onlot systems, this alternative was not considered.

Conventional Gravity Sewers Alternative 1

e  Gravity sewers would be extended from-the existing sanitary system terminus along Old
State Road near Kirkman Lane. Gravity sewers would also be extended on all populated
areas surrounding Old State Road including areas along Jackson Road, Wright Road,
Kings Road, Sugar Hollow Road, and Metzer Road; State Route 56 and surrounding
areas including Elwood Road, Balsiger Road, Sportsman Road, GI Road, Lutheran
Church Road and Cole Road; as well as Birch Street, Oak Street, Evergreen Road and
Maple Drive.

e  The Pine Valley mobile home park is located on the northern portion of the project area
and will also be connected into the proposed system.

e  The topography dictates that pump stations will be required at low points near the
intersection of Jackson Road and Kings Road, and State Route 56 near the intersection
with Ridge Road. Four-inch force mains will pump sewage to a proposed manhole
located northwest and north of the pump stations, respectively, where sewage would
then flow by gravity to the existing Township system.

o Due to topography, individual grinder pumps are proposed along Laurel Way to provide
public sewers in this area.

Based on the area mapping and except for the small area of lower pressure sewers along
Laurel Way and the two pump stations, it appears feasible that the entire service area can be
serviced with gravity collection and conveyance system. The Engineer’s opinion of probable
costs estimates that the total soft and hard construction costs are $46.017 M.
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7.1.3 Gravity Sewers and Low Pressure Forcemains Alternative 2 (Recommened Option)

o Gravity sewers would be extended from the existing sanitary system terminus along Old
State Road near Kirkman Lane. Gravity sewers would also be extended on all populated
areas surrounding Old State Road including areas along Jackson Road, Wright Road,
Kings Road, Sugar Hollow Road, and Metzer Road; State Route 56 and surrounding
areas including Balsiger Road, Sportsman Road, Gl Road, Lutheran Church Road, and
Cole Road.

e  Low pressure forcemains would be installed in the Elwood Lane area, the private road
NE of Elwood Lane, Section of State Route 56 from Ridge Road running to the NE, EIm
Street, Birch Street, Oak Street, Maple Drive, Laurel Way, and Ross Lane, as well as the
Apollo Ridge Elementary and High Schools.

e  The Pine Valley mobile home park is located on the northern portion of the project area
and will also be connected by gravity to the proposed system.

e  The topography dictates that a pump station will be required at a low points near the
intersection of Jackson Road and Kings Road. A four-inch force main will pump
sewage to a proposed manhole located northwest of the pump station where sewage
would then flow by gravity to the existing Township system.

Based on the area mapping and except for the small area of lower pressure sewers along
Laurel Way and Elwood Lane area and the two pump stations, it appears feasible that the
entire service area can be serviced with gravity collection and conveyance system. This
option presents with slightly less environmental impacts as a section of the gravity sewer
along Rattling Run is removed. The Engineer’s opinion of probable costs estimates that the
total soft and hard construction costs are slightly higher at $43.830 M.

7.1.4 Conventional Gravity Sewers and Hybrid Low Pressure Sewer Alternative 3

e  Gravity sewers would be extended fronrthe existing sanitary system terminus along Old
State Road near Kirkman Lane. Gravity sewers would also be extended on all populated
areas surrounding Old State Road including areas along Jackson Road, Wright Road,
Kings Road, Sugar Hollow Road, and Metzer Road; State Route 56 and surrounding
areas including Balsiger Road, Sportsman Road, Gl Road, Lutheran Church Road, and
Cole Road; as well as Birch Street, Oak Street, Evergreen Road, and Maple Drive.

e  The Pine Valley mobile home park is located on the northern portion of the project area
and will also be connected into the proposed system.

e  The topography dictates that pump stations will be required at low points near the
intersection of Jackson Road and Kings Road, and State Route 56 near the intersection
with Ridge Road. Four-inch force mains will pump sewage to a proposed manhole
located northwest and north of the pump stations, respectively, where sewage would
then flow by gravity to the existing Township system.

o Due to topography, individual grinder pumps are proposed along Laurel Way and in the
Elwood Lane area to provide public sewers in these areas.

Based on the area mapping and except for the small area of lower pressure sewers along
Laurel Way and Elwood Lane area, and the two pump stations, it appears feasible that the
entire service area can be serviced with gravity collection and conveyance system. The
Engineer’s opinion of probable costs estimates that the total soft and hard construction costs
are $44.634 M.
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Low Pressure Sewers and Forcemains — Alternative 4

e  Gravity Sewers would be installed from the connection with the existing sewer at Old
State Road and Jackson Road; and extend approximately 1,500 feet SE on Jackson
Road, 3,000 feet NE on Old State Road to Patterson and 1,000 feet along Patterson, and
650 feet along Wright Road NE of Jackson Road.

e  The remainder of the proposed service area, including the Pine Valley Mobile Home
Park and the Apollo — Ridge Schools, would attempt to use low pressure forcemains.

This alternative was evaluated and the ability of pumping from the eastern side of the service
to the existing gravity sewer in the western side of the township, based on the limitations of
the grinder pumps and the distances to reach from the eastern edge of the service are to the
existing gravity sewer connection (20,000 ft) is questionably feasible. The Engineer’s opinion
of probable cost for this alternative is $49.11M is deemed not reasonable.

Existing Onlot System Abandonment

Upon each residential connection to the proposed public sanitary sewer, subsequent
inspection, and acceptance by the Authority; the existing onlot septic tank (all connections
removed) will have all septic contents removed by vacuum truck and disposed of at a PADEP
permitted treatment plant, the tank will be high-pressure water cleaned, the floor of the tank
will be cracked and the tank filled with gravel or sand, prior to reburying. The tank can also
be fully removed after cleaning, concrete disposed of in accordance with state law, and the
void backfilled.

Consistency Determination

As mentioned in Chapter 6, the proposed alternatives considered for the planning area are a
pressure sewer system and conventional gravity sewer system. All technically feasible
alternatives must be evaluated for consistency with the requirements of Pennsylvania Code
Title 25, §71.21.a.5. These are discussed in the following sections.

Sections 4 and 5 of the Clean Streams Law or Section 208 of the Clean Water Act

Each of the proposed alternatives aims to improve human health and water quality in the
region by reducing the number of onlot system and privately owned treatment facilities in the
planning area. Each alternative is considered consistent with Sections 4 and 5 of the Clean
Streams Law and Section 208 of the Clean Water Act.

PA Code Title 25, Chapter 94

All alternatives involve sending flows to the KVWPCA wastewater treatment facility.
KVWPCA has confirmed that their system has the capacity to accept the flow from this
project. A copy of their letter is provided in Appendix G. The KVWPCA Chapter 94
Wasteload Management Report does not report a hydraulic or organic overload, nor does it
project one over the next 5 years. A copy of KVWPCA’s Operational Year 2023 - Chapter 94
report is also provided in Appendix G.

Title 11 of the Clean Water Act or Titles Il and VI of the Water Quality Act

Each of the proposed alternatives improves water quality in the planning area by reducing the
number of onlot system and privately owned treatment facilities. All alternatives are
considered consistent with Title 11 of the Clean Water Act and Title Il and VI of the Water
Quiality Act.
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Local and County Comprehensive Plans

The Municipality (Kiskiminetas Township, Armstrong County) is a large Township and does
not have a Comprehensive Plan. Armstrong County Department of Planning and
Development adopted a County Comprehensive Plan in 2005. A letter from the Armstrong
County Department of Planning (attached in Appendix C) indicates this plan complies with
the goals and objectives of the 2005 plan.

PA Code Title 25 Chapters 93, 95 and 102 Antidegradation Requirements

Rattling Run and Roaring Run flow through the majority of the planning area and are both
designated as a Cold-Water Fishery (CWF). They are not classified as a High Quality or
Exceptional Value waterbody. An unnamed tributary to the Kiski River is located to the
western end of the project area and is designated as a warm water fishery (WWF). All
required permits (i.e., NPDES, General Permit, etc.) will be obtained as part of the design of
the selected alternative.

State Water Plans

Each of the proposed alternatives improves water quality in the planning area by reducing the
number of onlot systems and privately owned treatment facilities. Also, the alternatives do not
involve any stream discharges in the planning area. All alternatives are considered consistent
with the State Water Plans.

PA Prime Agricultural Land

A map of the planning area was provided to the Armstrong County Farmland Preservation
Program (ACFPP) for review. ACFPP indicated Kiski Township does have an Agricultural
Security Area (ASA) and a Preserved Farm. There-a several land parcels that are ASA within
and adjoining the planning area. The Patterson-Farm is a Preserved Farm that adjoins the
planning area. A copy of ACFPP response;letter is provided in Appendix C. A map of the
ASA and Preserved Farm parcels is also-provided at the end of Chapter 3. Proposed sewers
will be designed to avoid the Patterson Farm and Farmland in the ASA parcels or designing
them in an existing road right of way. If it is determined during the design stage that sewers
need to impact ASA parcels, directional boring can be proposed in these areas. See Appendix
F.

County and Local Stormwater Management Plans

Neither Armstrong County nor the Township has stormwater management plans. All designs,
however, will be in accordance with state regulations and best management practices.

Wetland Protection

A wetlands map has been provided at the end of Chapter 3 of this plan. A wetlands
delineation study (WDS) will be conducted during the design stage of the selected alternative.
Proposed facilities will be designed to avoid any wetlands determined during the WDS. A
Joint Water Obstruction and Encroachment Permit will be applied as part of the design should
any wetlands be impacted. The design and construction will be consistent with all applicable
local, commonwealth, and federal regulations.
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Protection of rare, endangered or threatened plant and animal species

A Large Project Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) search was conducted for
the planning area. PNDI results are provided in Appendix H). No impacts were anticipated.

Historical and archaeological resource protection

The Bureau for Historical Preservation indicated there is a high probability that National
Register significant archeological sites are present within the project area. A Phase |
archeological survey was recommended. See Appendix | for a copy of the response. A Phase |
archeological study will be conducted in the preliminary design stage of the selected
alternative. Based on the findings of the initial survey, more intense study may be required.

Cost Estimate

The total costs of the three alternatives discussed above are provided in Tables 7-1, 7-2, 7-3,
and 7-4 in Appendix B.

In addition to the actual costs of construction, soft costs for engineering (design, permitting,
bidding and project supervision/management), legal costs (for acquisition of rights-of-way &
property and review of all legal documents), interest during construction and contingencies are
provided as well.

Kiskiminetas Township has formed a sanitary authority to operate and maintain the existing
and new sanitary sewer system proposed in this Plan. Table 7-4 in Appendix B provides
anticipated costs that will be incurred for operation and maintaining the new sanitary sewer
system by the Authority.

Kiskiminetas Valley Water Pollution Control Authority (KVWPCA) currently treats sewage
from approximately 310 EDUs in the Township: "All alternatives propose to extend the
existing sanitary sewer system, and utilize-the' KVWPCA wastewater treatment plant to treat
the sewage from the existing and proposed planning area. The projected number of users from
the planning area is 935 EDUSs. Therefore, the total EDUs is 1245 (310 existing + 215 Pine
Valley and School + 720 new). The current fees from KVWPCA are as follows: $15.00 per
EDU/mo. (Debt Service) + $5.25/1,000 gallons (Treatment)

Funding Evaluation

There were three main sources considered to finance each of the alternatives: PENNVEST,
Rural Utility Service (RUS), and municipal bonds.

Pennsylvania Infrastructure Investment Authority (PENNVEST)

This state authority offers long-term loans at low interest for projects, which are reviewed by
PA DEP and certified for priority funding. The rates of interest are based on the median
income in the County in which the project is located. Small grants may be offered in some
cases to make the project feasible.

Rural Utility Service (RUS)

This federal agency offers some grants and loans for projects in rural areas. The rate of

interest on a loan is generally below 5%. If the PENNVEST method of funding did not come
to fruition, RUS would be the second option for funding. This federal agency typically offers
40-year debt service terms. The debt service is calculated based on the median income of the
project area. Grants of up to 75% of the project are attainable depending on the need, median
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income, and available funds at the time the project is accepted for funding.
Public Financing

This method involves issuing tax-free Municipal (or Authority) Bonds in which the public can
invest usually through an investment firm (or firms). Rates of interest depend upon the
prevailing market for tax-free bonds.

A summary of preliminary funding terms and interest rates are shown in Table 7.5.1. When
considering the available funding alternatives, it must be noted that PENNVEST has an $11
million limit on projects that only serve a single municipality. There are two viable funding
alternatives considered in this Plan Update as outlined in Table 7.5.2.

Table 7.5.1
INTEREST LOAN
SOURCE RATE TERM
PENNVEST (1) .
(blended rate) 1.545% 20
PENNVEST (2) 1.000% 30
RUS 3.250% 40
Bond 4.000% 30

Table 7.5.2
Annual Debt ServicebyFunding Source

Total Cost $ 46,016,500 | $ 43,830,313 | $44,633,600 | $49,110,600
Financed Amount | $ 46,016,500 | $ 43,830,313 | $ 44,633,600 | $ 49,110,600
PENNVEST (1) $2,692,000 $2,564,000 $2,611,000 $2,873,000
PENNVEST (2) $1,783,000 $1,698,000 $1,729,000 $1,903,000
RUS $2,072,000 $1,974,000 $2,010,000 $2,211,000

Bond $2,661,000 $2,535,000 $2,581,000 $2,840,000
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Table 7.5.3
Total Repayment Costs by Funding Source

Total Cost $ 46,016,500 | $43,830,313 | $ 44,633,600 | $49,110,600
Financed Amount | $ 46,016,500 | $ 43,830,313 | $ 44,633,600 |$ 49,110,600
PENNVEST (1) | $53,840,000 | $51,280,000 | $52,220,000 | $57,460,000
PENNVEST (2) | $53,490,000 | $50,940,000 | $51,870,000 | $57,090,000
RUS $82,880,000 | $78,960,000 | $80,400,000 | $88,440,000

Bond $79,830,000 | $76,050,000 | $77,430,000 | $85,200,000

As noted in Table 7.5.2, Alternative 2 is the preferred alternative cost-wise. Four funding
alternatives were investigated. The analysis shows the RUS provides a longer length loan
period. However, further analysis indicates roughly 28 million more dollars in interest would
be spent over the length of the RUS loan when compared to PENNVEST(2). Based on the
median income for Kiskiminetas Township, PENNVEST indicated the affordable customer
user rate would be $65.00 per month. Due to the low interest rates, potential for grant funding
and four funding rounds per year, PENNVEST is the preferred funding option for this project,
however, all funding options will be considered and reviewed again when design is completed
and updated cost estimates (based on design) are generated.

Implementation Method

The recommended alternative may potentially be constructed in a minimum of 4 phased
projects depending on overall project cost and funding availability when design is completed.

Administrative and Legal Authority Requirements

The Township currently has the necessary administrative and legal authority for plan
implementation. They currently employ two full-time secretary/treasurer positions.
Professional services are provided by a retained solicitor, consulting engineer, and auditor.
The Township has the legal authority and administrative capability to form a new municipal
authority to implement the planning recommendations, onlot septic O&M activities, set user
fees, and purchase equipment and materials, enforce ordinances, establish, and maintain
funding for proposed system O&M costs, and negotiate agreements.

Page |23



8.1
8.1.1

8.1.2

8.2
8.2.1

Chapter 8: Costs of Alternatives

Total Project Costs

The total costs of the three considered alternatives discussed in Chapter 6 of this Plan are
provided in Tables 7-1, 7-2, 7-3, and 7-4 within Appendix B.

In addition to the actual costs of construction, soft costs for engineering (design, permitting,
bidding and project supervision), legal costs (for acquisition of rights-of-way & property and
review of all legal documents), financing costs and contingencies are provided as well.

Estimated Operation and Maintenance Costs (Less Pump Stations)

Kiskiminetas Township Sanitary Authority

8.2.1.1  The Kiskiminetas Township (Township) formed a sanitary authority in May 2022 to

8.2.2

operate and maintain the existing and new system proposed in this Plan. Table 8-1
(Appendix B) provides anticipated costs that will be required for operating and
maintaining the new sanitary sewer system by the Authority.

Kiskiminetas Valley Water Pollution Control Authority (KVWPCA)

8.2.2.1  Asdiscussed prior, KVWPCA currently treats sewage from roughly 310 EDUs in the

8.2.3

Township. The selected alternative proposes to extend off of the existing sanitary
sewer system and KVWPCA to treat the sewage from the planning area as well. The
projected number of users from the planning area is 720 EDUs. Therefore, the total
EDUs is 1,245 (310 existing + 215 Pine Valley and School+ 720 new). The current
fees from KVWPCA are as follows:

e Treatment Cost - $5.25 per 1000 gallans
e Debt Service Fee - $15.00 per month
e Capacity Fee - $851.00 per EDU (initial connection fee)

Total Annual O&M Cost (Less Pump Stations) = $ 128,100

From Table 7-5 (Appendix B):

8.3
8.3.1

8.3.2

° Alternative 1 Pump Station O&M = $ 16,900 — Total O&M = $145,000
] 20 Year Present Worth = $46,017,000

° Alternative 2 Pump Station O&M = $ 53,200 — Total O&M = $181,300
] 20 Year Present Worth = $43,830,000

o Alternative 3 Pump Station O&M = $13,700 — Total O&M = $149,600
] 20 Year Present Worth = $44,634,000

° Alternative 4 Pump Station O&M = $91,200 — Total O&M = $227,100
. 20 Year Present Worth = $49,111,000

Sources of Funding and User Rate Analysis

At this time it is considered that funding will be obtained from Pennsylvania Infrastructure
Investment Authority (PENNVEST) and alternative of RUS.

Based on the information provided by PENNVEST, the affordable rate for the Township is
currently $65.00 per EDU. PENNVEST can offer various interest rates depending on the
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8.3.3

9.1
9.11

9.2
9.21

9.22

9.3
9.3.1

9.3.2
9.3.3

9.34

9.3.5

9.3.6

affordable rate of a municipality. Table 8-2 shows the calculated user rate based on the various
interest rates available by PENNVEST. Table 8-2 is provided in Appendix B.

Based on the calculation shown in Table 8-2, a 30-year loan at 1% interest with significant
grant funding will be needed to achieve the affordable user rate for the Township.

Chapter 9: Institutional Evaluation, Implementation Schedule, Justification

Proposed Institutional Alternative

The proposed institutional alternative for sewage and management in Kiskiminetas Township
(Township) is the creation of a new municipal authority. The new authority will maintain and
operate the existing/new sanitary sewers and pump stations in the Township. A new authority
would be able to effectively finance, obtain easements, construct, own, manage, and maintain
the proposed sewage facilities within the Township boundary. KVWPCA will be responsible

for treating the sewage from the planning area.

Authority Powers

The Authority has the following powers as per Pennsylvania Municipal Authority’s Act as
amended:

e To construct, improve, maintain, repair, and operate projects.
e To enter into contracts of every name and nature necessary for its business.
e To have power of eminent domain.

e To charge cost of construction of any sewer orwater main constructed by the Authority to
properties benefited.

e Tofix, alter, charge, and collect rates and other charges in the area served by its facilities
at reasonable and uniform rates to meet-the payment of the expenses of the Authority in
administration, construction, and maintenance of the projects.

e Negotiate agreements with other parties.
More detailed description of the Powers of Authorities is available in the Act.

Administrative and Legal Activities Necessary to Implement the Plan

Adoption of this Facilities Plan: The Township has adopted the plan as per Resolution No.
provided in Appendix E

Incorporation of Authority: This will be completed after this Plan is approved by PA DEP.

Development and adoption of necessary ordinances and regulations: These ordinances and
regulations will be adopted by the new Authority that is established after the Plan is approved.

Secure rights-of-way, easements, and acquisition of lands for the project: These will be
arranged with the help of engineering consultants and the Authority Solicitor as soon as the
design is completed, and exact needs are determined.

Provide adequate financing to conduct all the activities needed to bring the project to
completion: This will be pursued after construction bids are received and more accurate needs
are determined.

Enact an ordinance to establish user rates to meet administration, operation, and maintenance
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94.1

9.5

of the project: This will be enacted after the new rates are determined.

Implementation Schedule

The following outlines the anticipated time frame for the implementation of the chosen
alternative:

Implementation Schedule (Phase | of multiple Phase Project)

ITEM:
Establishment of Sanitary Authority
Advertise Plan for Public Comment
Adoption of Plan by Township
Submission of Revised Plan to PA DEP
Plan Approval by PA DEP
Interims Design Loan Closing PHASE |
Authorization by Authority to begin Surveys & Design
Complete Preliminary Desigh PHASE |
Review by the Authority
Complete Final Design and submit to PA DEP
Approval of plans by PA DEP and Issuance of Permits
Submit Application to PENNVEST for Financing
Receive and accept PENNVEST offer.
Secure Right of Ways
Advertise for Bids
Receive Bides
Complete Financing
Start Construction
Complete Construction
Begin Operation (start connections)

Approximate Date:

May 2022
JANUARY 2025
MARCH  202°
APRIL 202

JANUARY 202¢
FEBRUARY 202¢
February 2026
September 2026
October 2026
December 2026
July 2027
October 2027
January 2028
January 2028

March 2028
April 2028
May 2028
June 2028
June 2029
June 2029

Theabove milestones are subject to change should the project be constructed in phases due to
funding restrictions and/or requirements.

Public Comments
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APPENDIX B

B1 - EXISTING SANITARY SEWER

B2 - PROPOSED AREA PLANNING MAP

B3 - SCHEMATIC OF ALTERNATIVES 1, 2,3 AND 4

B4 - COSTING COMPARISONALTERNATIVES 1, 2, 3, and 4
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KISKIMINETAS TOWNSHIP
ORCHARD HILL ACT 537 PLAN

ALTERNATIVE 1

PROJECT ESTIMATE COST

Prepared By: Senate Engineers and Surveyors/LSSE
SENATE/LSSE # 654-007-23

Date:

JULY 2024

ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE

UNIT TOTAL
No | DESCRIPTION | UNIT |QUANTITY| PRICE PRICE
1 |MOBILATION/DEMOBILIZATION LS 1 $213,300 | $213,300
2 |8" SDR26 PVC GASKETED PIPE (8-12 FT) LF 87,000 $125 | $10,875,000
3 [12" SDR26 PVC GASKETED PIPE (8-12 FT) LF 42,000 $140 | $5,880,000
4 |BORING (8" PVC Pipe x 16" Casing) LF 300 $475 | $142,500
5 [BORING (12" PVC Pipe x 24" Casing) LF 150 $600 $90,000
6 |[MANHOLES (TO 12 FT DEPTH) W/FRAME & COVER| EA 336 $7,500 | $2,520,000
7 |SERVICE CONNECTIONS/CLEANOUTS EA 682 $350 |  $238,700
8 |6" SDR 35 SERVICE LATERALS LF 27,280 $85 | $2,318,800
9 |CONNECTIONS TO EXISTING SYSTEMS EA 3 $2,500 $7,500
10 |PUMP STATION (2 LOCATIONS) LS 3 $400,000 | $1,200,000
11 |4 INCH FORCEMAINS (HDPE) LF 5,400 $75 | $405,000
12 |RESIDENTIAL GRINDER PUMPS EA 38 $24,000 | $912,000
13 |LOWER PRESSURE FORCEMAINS (HDPE) LF 3,400 $60 |  $204,000
14 |SELECT BACKFILLE 2A - (NOT PIPE BEDDING) cY 47,370 $45 | $2,131,700
15 |STREAM RESTORATION LF 350 $450 |  $157,500
16 |PAVING RESTORATION
A|25 mm BINDER - 5" DEPTH TONS| 28,300 $150 | $4,245,000
B|19 mm BINDER - 3" DEPTH TONS| 16,900 $150 | $2,535,000
C|9.5 mm WEARING - 1%" DEPTH sy 44,289 $15 |  $664,300
17 |DRIVEWAY RESTORATION
A|BITUMINUS - 8" 25mm BINDER sy 3,900 $75 |  $292,500
B|CONCRETE cY 450 $250 | $112,500
18 |TRAFFICE CONTROL LS 1 $45,000 $45,000
19 |PROJECT TRAILER LS 1 $18,000 $18,000
20 |LAWN/UNDEVELOPED ROW RESTORATION LF 120,000 $4 |  $480,000
21 |E&S PLAN IMPLEMENTATION AND MAINT. LS 1 $75,000 $75,000
TOTAL - CONSTRUCTION $35,763,300
CONTINGENCIES = 20% $7,152,700
TOTAL $42,916,000
A _|ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS LS 1 $70,000 $70,000
B_[INTEREST DURING CONSTRUCTION LS 1 $150,000 | $150,000
C |LEGAL FEES (ASSUMES LAGUDA & ROWS) LS 1 $250,000 | $250,000
D _|[ENGINEERING (8.0%) LS 1 $2,861,000 | $2,861,000
E [CONSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATION (5.0%) LS 1 $1,789,000 | $1,789,000
TOTAL - SOFT COSTS $5,120,000

GRAND TOTAL

$48,036,000




KISKIMINETAS TOWNSHIP
ORCHARD HILL ACT 537 PLAN

ALTERNATIVE 2
PROJECT ESTIMATE COST

Prepared By: Senate Engineers and Surveyors/LSSE
SENATE/LSSE # 654-007-23

Date:

JULY 2024

ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE

UNIT TOTAL
No | DESCRIPTION | UNIT | QUANTITY|  PRICE PRICE
1 |MOBILATION/DEMOBILIZATION LS 1 $199,300 | $199,300
2 |8" SDR26 PVC GASKETED PIPE (8-12 FT) LF 65,000 $125 | $8,125,000
3 |12 SDR26 PVC GASKETED PIPE (8-12 FT) LF 34,000 $140 | $4,760,000
4 |BORING (8" PVC Pipe x 16" Casing) LF 300 $475 | $142,500
5 |BORING (12" PVC Pipe x 24" Casing) LF 150 $600 | $2,175,000
6 |MANHOLES (TO 12 FT DEPTH) W/FRAME & COVER| EA 290 $7,500 |  $199,150
7 |SERVICE CONNECTIONS/CLEANOUTS EA 569 $350 | $1,934,600
8 |6" SDR 35 SERVICE LATERALS LF 22,760 $85 $7,500
9 |CONNECTIONS TO EXISTING SYSTEMS EA 3 $2,500 | $800,000
10 |PUMP STATION LS 2 $400,000 | $637,500
11 |4 INCH FORCEMAINS (HDPE) LF 8,500 $75 | $3,624,000
12 |RESIDENTIAL GRINDER PUMPS EA 151 $24,000 | $1,290,000
13 |LOWER PRESSURE FORCEMAINS (HDPE) LF 21,500 $60 | $1,749,083
14 |SELECT BACKFILLE 2A - (NOT PIPE BEDDING) cY 38,869 $45 $81,000
15 |STREAM RESTORATION LF 180 $450
16 |PAVING RESTORATION
A|25 mm BINDER - 5" DEPTH TONS | 24,400 $150 | $3,660,000
B|19 mm BINDER - 3" DEPTH TONS | 14,700 $150 | $2,205,000
C|9.5 mm WEARING - 1%" DEPTH sY 63,144 $15 | $947,167
17 |DRIVEWAY RESTORATION
A|BITUMINUS - 8" 25mm BINDER sy 3,900 $75 |  $292,500
B|CONCRETE CY 300 $250 $75,000
18 |TRAFFICE CONTROL LS 1 $45,000 $45,000
19 |PROJECT TRAILER LS 1 $18,000 $18,000
20 |LAWN/UNDEVELOPED ROW RESTORATION LF 95,000 $4 |  $380,000
21 |E&SPLAN IMPLEMENTATION AND MAINT. LS 1 $75,000 $75,000
TOTAL - CONSTRUCTION $33,422,300
CONTINGENCIES - 20% $6,684,460
TOTAL $40,106,760
A |ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS LS 1 $70,000 $70,000
B [INTEREST DURING CONSTRUCTION LS 1 $150,000 | $150,000
C |LEGAL FEES (ASSUMES LAGUDA & ROWS) LS 1 $250,000 | $250,000
D [ENGINEERING (8.0%) LS 1 $2,674,000 | $2,674,000
E [CONSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATION (5.0%) LS 1 $1,672,000 | $1,672,000
TOTAL - SOFT COSTS $4,816,000
GRAND TOTAL $44,922,760




KISKIMINETAS TOWNSHIP
ORCHARD HILL ACT 537 PLAN

ALTERNATIVE 3

PROJECT ESTIMATE COST

Prepared By: Senate Engineers and Surveyors/LSSE
SENATE/LSSE # 654-007-23

Date:

JULY 2024

ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE

UNIT TOTAL
No | DESCRIPTION [ UNIT | QUANTITY| PRICE PRICE
1 [MOBILATION/DEMOBILIZATION LS 1 $206,800 |  $206,800
2 |8 SDR26 PVC GASKETED PIPE (8-12 FT) LF 80,800 $125 | $10,100,000
3 |12 SDR26 PVC GASKETED PIPE (8-12 FT) LF 39,800 $140 | $5,572,000
3 [BORING (8" PVC Pipe x 16" Casing) LF 300 $475 | $142,500
4 [BORING (12" PVC Pipe x 24" Casing) LF 150 $600 $90,000
4 |MANHOLES (TO 12 FT DEPTH) W/FRAME & COVER| EA 309 $7,500 | $2,317,500
5 [SERVICE CONNECTIONS/CLEANOUTS EA 663 $350 [  $232,050
6 |6 SDR 35 SERVICE LATERALS LF 26,520 $85 | $2,254,200
7 |CONNECTIONS TO EXISTING SYSTEMS EA 2 $2,500 $5,000
8 |[PUMP STATION (2 LOCATIONS) LS 3 $400,000 | $1,200,000
9 |4 INCH FORCEMAINS (HDPE) LF 5,400 $75 |  $405,000
10 [RESIDENTIAL GRINDER PUMPS EA 57 $24,000 | $1,368,000
11 [LOWER PRESSURE FORCEMAINS (HDPE) LF 6,810 $60 |  $408,600
12 [SELECT BACKFILLE 2A - (NOT PIPE BEDDING) cY 44,830 $45 | $2,017,350
13 [STREAM RESTORATION EA 9 $450 $4,050
14 [PAVING RESTORATION
Al25 mm BINDER - 5" DEPTH TONs | 26,200 $150 | $3,930,000
B[19 mm BINDER - 3" DEPTH TONs | 15,800 $150 | $2,370,000
C[9.5 mm WEARING - 1%" DEPTH Sy 70,870 $15 | $1,063,050
15 [DRIVEWAY RESTORATION
A[BITUMINUS - 8" 25mm BINDER % 3,900 $75 |  $292,500
B|CONCRETE cY 300 $250 $75,000
16 [TRAFFICE CONTROL LS 1 $45,000 $45,000
17 [PROJECT TRAILER LS 1 $18,000 $18,000
18 [LAWN/UNDEVELOPED ROW RESTORATION LF 121,200 $4 |  $484,800
19 [E&SPLAN IMPLEMENTATION AND MAINT. LS 1 $75,000 $75,000
TOTAL - CONSTRUCTION $34,676,400
CONTINGENCIES - 20% $6,935,280
TOTAL $41,611,680
A |ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS LS 1 $70,000 $70,000
B |INTEREST DURING CONSTRUCTION LS 1 $150,000 | $150,000
C [LEGAL FEES (ASSUMES LAGUDA & ROWS) LS 1 $250,000 | $250,000
D |ENGINEERING (8.0%) LS 1 $2,774,000 | $2,774,000




CONSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATION (5.0%)

LS

$1,734,000

$1,734,000

TOTAL - SOFT COSTS

$4,978,000

GRAND TOTAL

$46,589,680




KISKIMINETAS TOWNSHIP
ORCHARD HILL ACT 537 PLAN

ALTERNATIVE 4
PROJECT ESTIMATE COST

Prepared By: Senate Engineers and Surveyors/LSSE
SENATE/LSSE # 654-007-23

Date:

JULY 2024

ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE

UNIT TOTAL
No | DESCRIPTION | UNIT | QUANTITY| PRICE PRICE
1 [MOBILATION/DEMOBILIZATION LS 1 $210,100 $210,100
2 [8" SDR26 PVC GASKETED PIPE (8-12 FT) LF 28,480 $125 $3,560,000
3 [12" SDR26 PVC GASKETED PIPE (8-12 FT) LF 14,030 $140 $1,964,200
4 [BORING (8" PVC Pipe x 16" Casing) LF 450 $475 $213,800
5 |[BORING (12" PVC Pipe x 24" Casing) LF 450 $600 $270,000
6 |MANHOLES (TO 12 FT DEPTH) W/FRAME & COVER| EA 405 $7,500 $3,037,500
7 |SERVICE CONNECTIONS/CLEANOUTS EA 340 $350 $119,000
8 [6" SDR 35 SERVICE LATERALS LF 13,600 $85 $1,156,000
9 [CONNECTIONS TO EXISTING SYSTEMS EA 3 $2,500 $7,500
10 [PUMP STATION (2 LOCATIONS) EA 3 $400,000 $1,200,000
11 |4 INCH FORCEMAINS (HDPE) LF 68,000 $75 $5,100,000
12 |RESIDENTIAL GRINDER PUMPS EA 380 $24,000 $9,120,000
13 |LOWER PRESSURE FORCEMAINS (HDPE) LF 33,000 $60 $1,980,000
14 [SELECT BACKFILLE 2A - (NOT PIPE BEDDING) cY 36,477 $45 $1,641,500
15 |[STREAM RESTORATION LF 350 $450 $157,500
16 |PAVING RESTORATION \ V'
A|25 mm BINDER - 5" DEPTH TONS | 16,500 $150 $2,475,000
B[19 mm BINDER - 3" DEPTH TONS| 9,900 $150 $1,485,000
C[9.5 mm WEARING - 1%" DEPTH % 37,500 $15 $562,500
17 |DRIVEWAY RESTORATION
A|BITUMINUS sY 3,900 $75 $292,500
B|CONCRETE % 600 $250 $150,000
18 |TRAFFICE CONTROL LS 1 $45,000 $45,000
19 [PROJECT TRAILER LS 1 $18,000 $18,000
20 [LAWN/UNDEVELOPED ROW RESTORATION LF 97,300 $4 $389,200
21 |[E&S PLAN IMPLEMENTATION AND MAINT. LS 1 $75,000 $75,000
TOTAL - CONSTRUCTION $35,229,300
CONTINGENCIES - 20% $7,045,900
TOTAL $42,275,200
A |ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS LS 1 $70,000 $70,000
B [INTEREST DURING CONSTRUCTION LS 1 $150,000 $150,000
C |LEGAL FEES (ASSUMES LAGUDA & ROWS) LS 1 $250,000 $250,000
D |ENGINEERING (8.0%) LS 1 $2,818,000 $2,818,000
E |[CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION (5.0%) LS 1 $1,762,000 $1,762,000
TOTAL - SOFT COSTS $5,050,000

GRAND TOTAL

$47,325,200




KISKIMINETAS TOWNSHIP
ORCHARD HILL ACT 537 PLAN

TABLE 8-1

ESTIMATED OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COST
(Less Pump Stations) ALTERNATIVE 1, 2, 3, and 4
SENATE/LSSE # 654-007-23

JULY 2024
Item Description: | Notes
Administration
Secretary Wages $ 18,000.00 A
Insurance(Major Medical, Vision and Dental) $ 2,500.00
Costs: (SS and Vacation) $ 1,975.00 B
Part Time Operator $ 20,800.00 C
Insurance(Major Medical, Vision and Dental) n/a
Costs: (SS and Vacation) n/a
Maintenance Person n/a D
Licensed back-up Plant Operator n/a E
Property Insurance $ 5,000.00
Liability Insurance $ 2,500.00
(Postage; computer supplies, etc.) $ 7,300.00 F
Plant, Pump Stations and System O&M $ 42,000.00
Utilities (Electric, gas and water) $ 2,400.00
Laboratory Expen§es (Outside Lab.) n/a
Vehicle Expenses $ 1,200.00
Plant Supplies (chemicals, etc.) n/a
Electrical Supplies n/a
Sludge Disposal n/a
Pump Stations O&M n/a
Professional Services
Engineer Attending Monthly Meetings $ 2,400.00
[Engineering Services (Ch.94 and Annual Reports) | $ 2,500.00
Legal Services $ 5,000.00
[Accounting (Audit Report) $ 12,000.00
Miscellaneous $ 2,500.00
Total Yearly Operation and Maintenance Costs $128,100.00

Secretarial work and billing ( 4hr/day X 5days/wk X 52wk/yr X $12.50/hr )
Social Security @ 7.5% Gross wage plus 2 weeks paid vacation

Plant Operator (2 hr./day X 5days/wk X 52wk/yr. X $20.00/hr.)
Maintenance Person ( 20 hr./wk X 52wk/yr. X $16.50/hr.)

Licensed back-up Plant Operator ($200/month x 12 months/yr.)

Postage @$0.50/stamp X # of customers X 12 months/yr.)

mmooOmE



KISKIMINETAS TOWNSHIP

TABLE 7-5

ORCHARD HILLS ACT 537 PLAN

20 YEAR PRESENT WORTH ANALYSIS
SENATE/LSSE # 654-007-23

Alternative 4

$47,325,200

JULY 2024
Estimated Estimated Estimated 20
Supplier Capital Cost | Annual O&M |YEAR Present
(USD) Cost (USD) | Worth (USD)
Alternative 1 $48,036,000 $ 141,980 | $ 49,732,715
Alternative 2 $44,922,760 $ 157,460 | $ 46,804,467
Alternative 3 $46,589,680 $ 145,020 | $ 48,322,724
Alternative 4 $47,325,200 $ 196,700 | $ 49,675,840
Annual Rate 0.055 NCRS 2024 Discount Rate

T Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Capital @ t=0 | $ 48,036,000 | $ 44,922,760 | $46,589,680
20 $ 1,696,715| $ 1,881,707 | $ 1,733,044

$ 2,350,640

$ 49,732,715

$ 46,804,467

$48,322,724

$49,675,840

P/A, 5.50%, 20)

P/A=

Based on 2021 Costing
Assumes no system expansion within 20 years

Assumes constant maintenance cost over 20 years

(1+)"- 1

i(1+i)"




KISKIMINETAS TOWNSHIP
ORCHARD HILL ACT 537 PLAN

TABLE 8-2

USER COST ANALYSIS FOR STUDY AREAS
SENATE/LSSE # 654-007-23

July 1, 2024
30 YR LOAN 30 YR LOAN
ALTERNATIVE | ALTERNATIVE | ALTERNATIVE | ALTERNATIVE 1% RATE 1% RATE
PENNVEST FUNDING OFFER: 1 2 3 4 (NO GRANT) (W/GRANT)
1 |[Total Projects Costs $ 48,036,000 | $ 44,922,760 | $ 46,589,680 | $ 47,325,200 | $ 44,922,760 | $ 44,922,760
2 |Proposed Financing Arrangements
A. [PennVEST Grants (90%) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 40,430,484
B. |PennVEST Loan $ 48,036,000 | $ 44,922,760 | $ 46,589,680 | $ 47,325,200 | $ 44,922,760 | $ 4,492,276
C. |Total of Financing $ 48,036,000 | $ 44,922,760 | $ 46,589,680 | $ 47,325,200 | $ 44,922,760 | $ 4,492,276
3 |Annual Revenue Needed
Debt Service Payment
A (20 years @ 1.54825% Blended Rate) $ 2,794370 | $ 2,613,260 | $ 2,710,230 | $ 2,753,020
B Debt Service Payment
" (20 years @ 1.0% Rate)
Debt Service Payment
C. (30 years @ 1.0% Rate) $ 1,854,040 | $ 1,733,870 | $ 1,798,210 | $ 1,826,600 | $ 1,733,870
Debt Service Payment
D. (30 years @ 1.0% Rate) $ 173,390
Kiski Twp Authority.
E. [Annual O &M Costs $ 141,980 | $ 157,460 | $ 145,020 | $ 196,700 | $ 141,980 | $ 157,460
(Est. O/M - See Table 7-5 and 8-1)
*1
F. |AAnnual Treatment Cost (KVWPCA) $ 497,970 | $ 497,970.|'$ 497,970 | $ 497,970 | $ 497,970 | $ 497,970
(1245 EDU's x {$15.00 +$15.00}
G.|Total Annual Revenue Needed $ 2,493,990 | $ 2,389,300 | $ 2,441,200 | $ 2,521,270 | $ 2,373,820 | $ 828,820
4 |User Costs
A. [Total Annual Income Needed $ 2,493,990 | $ 2,389,300 | $ 2,441,200 | $ 2,521,270 | $ 2,373,820 | $ 828,820
B. |Number of Users $ 1,245 | $ 1,245 | $ 1,245 | $ 1,245 [ $ 1,245 [ $ 1,245
C. |Estimated Required Annual User Costs | $ 2,000 | $ 1,920 | $ 1,960 | $ 2,030 | $ 1,910 | $ 670
D. [Estimated Required Monthly User Costs | $ 167 | $ 160 | $ 163 | $ 169 | $ 159 | $ 56
E. |Estimated Annual User Cost @ 90% $ 2,226 | $ 2,132 | $ 2,179 | $ 2,250 | $ 2,119 [ $ 740
Estimated Monthly User Rate @ 90% $ 186 | $ 178 | $ 182 | $ 188 | $ 177 | $ 62
F. |Proposed Monthly User Rate $ 190 [ $ 160 | $ 185 | $ 190 | $ 160 | $ 65
G. |Estimated Annual Income $ 2,554,740 | $ 2,151,360 | $ 2,487510 | $ 2,554,740 | $ 2,151,360 | $ 873,990
H. |Estimated Annual Surplus $ 60,750 | $ (237,940)| $ 46,310 | $ 33,470 | $ (222,460)| $ 45,170

"L KVWPCA - $15.00 per EDU/mo. (Debt Service) + $5.25/1,000 gallons (Treatment) - Assume 3,333 gallons/EDU used




KISKIMINETAS TOWNSHIP
ORCHARD HILL ACT 537 PLAN
Table 8-3
Funding Alternatives and Cost

Interest Rate

Loan Term (Years)

PENNVEST County Cap 1.545% 20
PENNVEST 1.000% 30
RUS 3.250% 40
Bond 4.000% 30
Grant % Funding 0.00%
# of Users 1245

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4
Project Cost $ 48,036,000 | $ 44,922,760 | $ 46,589,680 | $ 47,325,200
Financed Amount $ 48,036,000 | $ 44,922,760 | $ 46,589,680 | $ 47,325,200
Funding Alternatives (Yearly Debt Service)
PENNVEST County Cap| $ 2,810,000 | $ 2,628,000 [ $ 2,726,000 [ $ 2,769,000
PENNVEST $ 1,861,000 $ 1,741,000 [ $ 1,805,000 | $ 1,834,000
RUS $ 2,163,000 | $ 2,023,000 | $ 2,098,000 | $ 2,131,000
Bond $ 2,778,000 | $ 2,598,000 [ $ 2,694,000 [ $ 2,737,000
Funding Alternatives (Total Loan Amount)
PENNVEST County Cap| $ 56,200,000 | $ 52,560,000 | $ 54,520,000 [ $ 55,380,000
PENNVEST $ 55,830,000 | $ 52,230,000 | $ 54,150,000 | $ 55,020,000
RUS $ 86,520,000 | $ 80,920,000 | $ 83,920,000 [ $ 85,240,000
Bond $ 83,340,000 | $ 77,940,000 | $ 80,820,000 | $ 82,110,000
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Armstrong County Farmland

Preservation Program

120 S. Grant Ave, Ste. 2

Kittanning, PA 16201
Phone: 724-545-3628

November 21, 2019

Michael Malak

Senate Engineering Company
420 William Pitt Way
Pittsburgh, PA 15238

Re: Orchard Hill Area Act 537 Plan Study

Dear Mr. Malak:

I have reviewed your proposal for the Orchard Hill Area Act 537 Plan Study as
shown on the Kiskiminetas Township-Feasibility Study Area (Phases 1, 2, and 3
Breakdown) Map dated 12/31/2018 on behalf of'the Armstrong County Agricultural
Land Preservation (ACALP) Board. Kiskiminetas Township does have an Agricultural
Security Area and a Preserved Farm. There are multiple tax map parcels that are in the
Agricultural Security Area that are within and adjoin your project area. The Patterson
Farm is preserved and adjoins your project area. I have highlighted these areas on the
map that you provided. Your project is consistent with the Armstrong County
Agricultural Land Preservation Program as long as the project does not affect these
properties that are preserved or in agricultural security areas by impacting any farmland.

I will discuss this project with the ACALP Board on January 8, 2020.

Sincerely,

fessica Schaub

ACALP Program Coordinator




APPENDIX D

D1- ONLOT SEPTIC SURVEY ANALYSES SUMMARY MAP

D2 - SEO COMMUNITY NEEDS REPORT AND COMPLETE
INDIVIDUAL RESIDENTIAL SURVEYS

(SEE SEPARATE STAND ALONE DOCUMENT)
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S TOWNSHIP OF KISKIMINETAS
3 - ARMSTRONG COUNTY, PENNSYLVARIA

ORDINAT\K,L NG. {_’ /____

AN ORDINANCE OF TI—IE'TOWNSHIP OF KISKIMINETAS

AUTHORIZING AND GRANTING TO KISKI VALLEY WATER POLLUTION

CONTROL AUTHORITY ITS SUCCESSORS, LESSEES AND ASSIGNS

THE RIGHT AND PRIVILEGE TO INSTALL, CONSTRUCT, MAINTAIN,
- USE, REPAIR AND REPLACE AND REMOVE SANITARY SEWER '

LINES AND THE APPURTENANCES THEREOF, IN, ALONG,

UNDER AND ACROSS STREETS, ROADS, ALLEYS AND RIGHTS—

OF-WAY OF THE TOWNSHIP OF KISKIMINETAS -
BEIT ORDAINED AND ENACTED by the Board of Supervisors of the Township
: _bf Kiskiminetas and it hereby is ordained and enacied by authority of the same
as [ollows:

SECTION 1. Kiski Valley Water Pollution Countrol Authority, and its SUCCEsSs0ors,

_ iéss\ees.and assigns,_isheréby granted the right, privilege, franchise and authority
to enter upon and to therein install, lay, construct, maintain, use, repalr, replace
and remc:ve in the strects, roads, diieys_ and righis-of-way of the said Township |

the necgssary sanitary sewer lines and the reguired appurtenances therelo toc complete

' the erection and cons*i{ruciio'zj and thé;re.after_-to .opera'i_e 2 's_anit;ary sewage ?.ransporta'tion

an d treatment ;
by The Chester_Iﬁngiueers, Inc: Coneu%m; Lrgm@em of Corao oh% Pennsylvania,

the Consultling bng,mper% for said Authority's proposrd initial Construction Project
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in & safe and secure manner an;:‘; at such depth beneath the surlace of said streets,

roads, alleys and rights—ofﬂvay and in such manner as rot 1o interfere with the

gradingé, paving or impr&;vement and the proper drainage and the occupancy of other e g
utility facilities in said streeis, roads, alieys and rights-oi-way, ar*;ci iﬁ the even£

of any future change of grade in.said streets, roads, alleys and rights-ol-way or

parls thereof, said Authority, ils successors, lessees or aési-gns, shall promptly

lower or raise the tops of manholes and other structures to such depths that they

will not thereafter interfere with the grading, paving or improvement of sald sireets,

roads, elleys or rights-of-way.




SECTION 3. It shall be the duly of Kiski Valley Water Poliution Control

“Authorily, its successors, lessces and assigns, 1o complete any such work commenced

as p.romptly as practicable and to provide and mainiain at all times during the continuance
of such work or.any fulure repair or maintenance thercof proper and adequate guards,
barriers and lighls jn counection therewith. Said Authorily, its successors, lessees

and assigns, shall not al any time uunecessarily cbstruct said sireets, roads, alleys

and rights-of-way.

SECTION 4. [t shall be the duty of Kiski Valley Water Pollution Control
Authority, its successors, lessees and assigns, after causing any opening or excavation
to be made, to thorouphly and completely fill the same in accordance with the reguirements
of th-e applicable "‘i‘pwnship QOrdinance, or by puddling or tamping so as (o prevent
any settling thereafler, and replaciug the sufface of the thoroughiare as it was before
the opening al the proper grade and with the same subsurface and surlace covering
as the part of the thoroughfare adjoining the cpeninyr, without ridges or depressions,
and to.maimain the surface replaced in as good condition as it was prior to the opening
or excavation, st the established glfade and with the same kind and density of material,

until the said replacemenis have been approved by ithe Township.




SECTION 5. If the work 1n opening or in 11HL1Ng O MAINTAINLNY LHEe >udiau
of said sireets, roaés‘, alleys and rights-of~way shali’lnot be promptly or shall be
_unsknlhﬂly(mrﬂﬂpfOperhforinéowpleuﬁy'done,the'fownshhareservesthazﬁghi
-to cause the same k)be done in the manner it deems properaﬂciﬂuzexpenscthcreof
shall be charged to Kigld Valley Water Pollution Control Authority, ils successors,
lessees or assigns.

SEC‘I‘IOII\I 8. 'l’he-.lx.iiski Valley Water Pollution Coatrol Authority, its SUCCessors,
lessees and assigns, shall at all times be subject to and be governed by all the lawful
rules,.regulaﬂoﬁs and ordinances of the Township now in force or which may hereafter
ble.‘passe'éi or enacted . -insofar as the same affect or appertain {o the use and occupation
of, and excavétixg in or upon the aforesald sireels, roads, alleys and righis-of-way. ‘

SECTION 7. The Kis}qi.\f’alley Water Pollution Conirel Authority. its successors,
1ésse'es and assigns, shall save, indemni_fg,; and keep harmless lhe Township of and
fronlany.énd all damages which may accrue against the Township by reason of any
such work or occupation of the said streets, rpads,_aileys and rights-of-way as authorized

hereunder.

15



SECTION §. All ordinances or resolulions or parts of ordinances or resolutions
not in accord with this Ordinance are hereby vepealed inscfar as they aflect this
Ordinance.

ORDAINED AND INACTED into law by the Board of Supervisors of the ’I‘ou;rn.ship
of Kiskiminetas = in lawful session assembled thls/% day of “_,igf\,/‘ 1973.

TOWNSHIP OF KISKIMINETAS

y
By /LG % &,Q,UA
Chalrman,
Beard of Supervisors

(TOWNSHIP SEAL)

Attest:

&g (5 i

wship Secretary

1



. - TOWNSHEIP OrF KISKIMINETAS
ABRMSTRONG  COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA

ORDINANCE NO. ¥~ 7%

AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWNSHIP oF KISKIMINETAS

DIRECTING AND REQUIRING THE CONNECTION OF ALL OCCUPIED
BUILDINGS WITH PUBLIC SANITARY SEWERS IN THE TOWNSHIP
ON PREMISES ACCESSIBLE THERETO; DIRECTING AND REQUIRING
‘THE ABANDONMENT OF PRIVY VAULTS, CESSPOOLS AND

SEPTIC TANKS ON SUCH PREMISES; PROHIBITING THE ERECTION
AND CONSTRUCTION OF PRIVY VAULTS, CESSPCOLS AND

SEPTIC TANKS IN AND UPON SUCH PREMISES; PROVIDING
FOR THE METHOD OF CONNECTION BETWEEN OCCUPIED

BUILDINGS AND SAID SANITARY SEWERS AND FOR THE INSPECTION
THERBOF; PROVIDING FOR THE ISSUANCE OF PERMITS AND

THE PAYMENT OF TAP CHARGES THEREFOR; DEFINING UNACCEPTABLE
SANITARY SEWAGE; AND PROVIDING PENALTIES FOR VIOLATION
HEREOQF.

BE IT ORDAINED AND ENACTED by the Board of Supervisors of the Township
of Kiskiminetas , and it is hereby ordained and anacied 5y_authority of the
same as follows:

SECTION 1. Every owner of propezly in the Township of Kiskiminetas

whose property abuts upon any public sanitary sewer presently in exisience or

{o be consiructed in the {uture and which connects {c or whose property abuls upon any

sew-er constructed or to be constructed by Kiski Valley Water Pollution Control Authority
shall connect, at its own cost, the house, bullding or other siructures located on

.said property with the aforementifmed public sanitary sewers or Authority sewers {or
the purpose of disposing of all acceptable sanlfary scwage emanating from said

property.



SECUION 2. 1T shall be unlawtul for any owner, lesgsee or occupier ot
any property in tﬁe Township abutting upon any aforementicned public sanitary
sewer to employ any means, either by septic tank, céSSpool, privy vault, mine
hole or otherwise, for the disposal of acceptable sanilary sewage ot.her_than into
and through said public sanitary sewers.

SECTION 3. Where any house, building or siructure in the Township
abutling upon any aforementioned public sanitary sewer 1s now or hercafter may
be using any method for the disposal o?,gcceptab!e sanitary sewage other than through

said public sanitary sewers, it shall be the duty of the Township Secretary or the authorized

fepresentative of Kiski Valley Water Pollution Control Authority (hereinafter calied
the "Authority") to notify the owner, lesses or cccupier of such structure in writing,
either hy personal service, certified mail or registered mail, to disconnect the

same and make proper connection for the Qischarge and disposal of ail acceptable
sanitary sewage through the said public sanitary sewers, as ﬁerein provided,
within sixty (60) days after receipt of such nqtice.. Any owner or lessee or gcoupler
of a structuré.who..cannot comply with the provisions of this Section as to connection
within the sixty (80} day period stipulated above due o causes be?ond his conirel
shali apply to the Township or the Authofity within said sixty (60) day period

for & time extension of up to six (B) months in duration. Said application shall

be made on a form to be furnished by the Townsﬁip or the Authority and shall
contain a voluntary agreement on the part of the applicant under m—rhich the applicant
shall agree to commencer paying the regular monthly sewer rates immediately even.'
though actual connection to the public sanitary sewers will not be accomplished

antil some stated later date within the said six {6) months’ exiension period.

P e ST LT
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SECTION 4. No:privy vault, cesspcoi.,.se.p’tio tank, mine :'nole. or similar
feceptac;ie for human excrement shall a% the _preserit time or at any time he_.reafi':.er
he connected with the aforesaid public sanitary sewers.

SECTION 5. It shall be uhia'ﬁfql for 'anj} person , “rm or corporation
connected o any aforc—:rngntioned.p_u:bl'ic sanitary sewers to connect any roof drain
thereto or pe_rmi't any Ij:‘C)Df drain to remain connécted thereto, or to pérmifc, al\lo{v

or cause to enter into said public sanitary sewers any. storm water, foundation

drain water, spring water, surface water, or any sewage or industrial waste {rom

any property other than théf .for which a per 1 is issued. These provisions do not
apply to combinaiipn (sanitary and storm) sewers.

SECTION 6. No person, firm or corporation shaﬂ make or cause to be
made any connecéion with an.y‘ Iof the aforementioned public sanitary sewers until
he has Fulfilled éll ol the folloxving conditions:

{a) He shall make application to thé Township or the Authority, as the

- Township's agent, upon a permit form 1o be formulated and supplied by the Township




or the Authorily for permission to connect to the aforementioned pubilic sanitary
sewars. Among other things, the applicant must Staté the characier and use of
each structure located upon his property.

('b)_ He shail pay to the Township or the Authority the required {ep counection
fee of $10.00 for each building or structurs on each property .c:onnecied lo the aforementioned
public sanitary sewers at the time of making application for permission to make such
connection or connections.

(c} No work shall commence before the payment of the aforesaid tap connection
fee and issuance of the aforementioned connection permit.

(d) He shall givethe designated Inspector of the Township or the Authority
at Jeast twenty-four (24) hours’ notice of the time when such connection shall ke
made in order thati said Inspector can be present to inspect and approve the work
of_ connection. The Inspector shall sigﬁify his approval of the connection by endorsing
his name and the date of apk-)roval on the aforementioned connection permit in the
possession of the permitiees.

(e) At the time of inspection of the connection, the owner or owners of
properiies shall permit the Inspector full and compléte access io all sanitary and
drainage arrangements and facilities in each building and in and about all paris of
the property. No building sewer line shall be covered over, or in any manner concealed,

~until after 1t is inspected and apnproved by said Inspecier.. . .. . .



SECTION 7. The construction and number and size of all building sewer

‘lines or house service sewers shall be done in accordance with the specifications,

élans and procedures estabiished by the Township and the Authority in the Sewage
Disposal System Rules and Reguiations, as the same..n'zay b.e fraom time to. time published
and amended, copies of which, upon adoption, shall be maintained on file with the
Township Secretary and the Authorily.

SECTION .8, If the owner or owners of a.ny occupled houses, buildings
or structures in the Township shall neglect or Irefuse to comply with the provisions
of this Ordinance or .the written notice as prescribed in Section 3 hereof, the Township
or the Authority may pérform or cauée to ke perfor_fned such work and labor and furnish

or cause to be Turnished such material ag may be necessary tc comply with the provisions

o
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of this Ordinance at the cost and expense of such owner or owners, together with
ten {10%) per cent additional thereof and all charges and expenses incidental thereto,
which sum shall be collected from said owner or owners for the use of the Township
or the Authority as debts are by law collectible, or the Townshi.p or the Authority,
ag its agent, may, by its proper officer, file a municipal claim or lien therefor against
said premises as provided by law.

’ SECTION 8. Unacceptable sanitary sewage and other terms used herein
for purposes of this Ordinance shall have the same definitions as those which are
set forih in the Sewagé Disposal System Rules and Regulations, said Rules and Regulations
to be applicable fo all users 5? the aforementioned public sanitary sewers.

SECTION 10. In addition fo any penalty herei-nabove prescribed, any person,
firm o-r corparation failing to make a proper connection within the time specified after
receipt of proper nolice as provided in Section 3 hepeof shall, upon conviction thereof
before a justice of the peace, pay a fine or penalty of Fifty {$50.00) Dollars for each

Fa

day in violation hereof, and viclating any of the other provisions of this Ordinance
shall pay a {ine or penally of not less than Five {$5.00) Dollars nor more than One
Hundred ($100.00) Dollars, and in default of payment of either thereof, be senienced

to undergo an imprisonment of not less than five (5) days nor more than thirty (30)

days in the county jail.



SEC'l‘I\ON'll. it is hereby declared as the legisiafive nient i

of any section, clause, sentence or provision of this Ordinance shall not affect the

validity of any other part.of this

invalid part or paris.

SECTION 12. AllL ordinances or resolitions or p

rdinance which can be given effect without such

not in accord with this Ordinance are hereby repealed insolar as ihey affect this

Ordinance.

I

(TOWNSHIP SEAL) -

©Altest:

(s

'ORDAINED AND ENACTED into law by the Bo

3

of Klsk:tmmetas Cin lawful session assembiled this { 'f'f{\ day of i f Hé_}.;{ ., 1873.

TOWNSHIP OF KISKIMINETAS

By M%M

Chairman,
Board of Supervisors

TowMip Secretary

AL TRE AL VELLuLLY

aris of ordinances or resolutions

ard of Supervisars of the Township




APPENDIX F

MAPS AND INFORMATION

FO - GENERAL LOCATION MAP
F1 - NRCS GENERAL SOILS
F2 - NRCS FARMLAND - AGRICULTURAL AREAS

F3 - NRCS SUITABILITY FOR ONLOT SANITARY SYSTEMS
(CONVENTIONAL SEPTIC, SAND MOUND, & SPRAY IRRIGATION)

F4 - NATIONAL WETLAND INVENTORY

F5 - F1.R.M. FLOODPLAIN

F6 — COUNTY AGRICULTUREPRESERVED AND SECURITY AREAS
F7 - MAWC PUBLIC WATER SERVICE AREA
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Soil Map—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania
(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER)
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Soil Map—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER)
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MAP INFORMATION

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:
Survey Area Data:

Armstrong County, Pennsylvania
Version 14, Jun 4, 2020

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Aug 7, 2012—Mar
23, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.

USDA  Natural Resources
== Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

10/27/2020
Page 2 of 4




Soil Map—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map Unit Legend

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

BeD Bethesda very channery silt 14 0.2%
loam, 8 to 25 percent slopes

BhD Bethesda very channery silt 5.7 0.9%
loam, 8 to 25 percent slopes,
very stony

CaB Cavode silt loam, 3 to 8 321 5.0%
percent slopes

CaC Cavode silt loam, 8 to 15 0.6 0.1%
percent slopes

ErB Ernest silt loam, 3 to 8 percent 125.4 19.4%
slopes

ErC Ernest silt loam, 8 to 15 62.5 9.7%
percent slopes

ErD Ernest silt loam, 15 to 25 3.8 0.6%
percent slopes

GcB Gilpin channery silt loam, 3 to 47.7 7.4%
8 percent slopes

GceC Gilpin channery silt loam, 8 to 10.5 1.6%
15 percent slopes

GwB Gilpin-Weikert channery silt 28.2 4.4%
loams, 3 to 8 percent slopes

GwC Gilpin-Weikert channery silt 9.3 1.4%
loams, 8 to 15 percent
slopes

GwD Gilpin-Weikert channery silt 116.7 18.1%
loams, 15 to 25 percent
slopes

GwF Gilpin-Weikert channery silt 55.4 8.6%
loams, 25 to 70 percent
slopes

LoA Lobdell silt loam, 0 to 3 percent 2.7 0.4%
slopes, occasionally flooded

RnB Rayne-Gilpin channery silt 9.8 1.5%
loams, 3 to 8 percent slopes

RnC Rayne-Gilpin channery silt 98.8 15.3%
loams, 8 to 15 percent
slopes

RsD Rayne-Gilpin channery silt 6.2 1.0%
loams, 8 to 25 percent
slopes, very stony

Ur Urban land 3.2 0.5%
W Water 3.8 0.6%
WeB Weikert channery silt loam, 3 3.0 0.5%

to 8 percent slopes

UsDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
==l Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 3 of 4



Soil Map—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
WhB Wharton silt loam, 3 to 8 8.6 1.3%
percent slopes
WhC Wharton silt loam, 8 to 15 0.7 0.1%
percent slopes
WtB Wharton-Gilpin silt loams, 3 to 4.1 0.6%
8 percent slopes
WvB Wharton-Vandergrift complex, 0.6 0.1%
3 to 8 percent slopes
WvC Wharton-Vandergrift complex, 2.2 0.3%
8 to 15 percent slopes
WvD Wharton-Vandergrift complex, 2.0 0.3%
15 to 25 percent slopes
Totals for Area of Interest 645.1 100.0%
USDA Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
==l Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 4 of 4
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Soil Map—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST)
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MAP INFORMATION

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: Armstrong County, Pennsylvania
Survey Area Data: Version 14, Jun 4, 2020

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Aug 7, 2012—Mar
23, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.

USDA  Natural Resources
== Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

10/27/2020
Page 2 of 3




Soil Map—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Map Unit Legend

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

BkB Brinkerton silt loam, 3 to 8 0.0 0.0%
percent slopes

CaB Cavode silt loam, 3 to 8 8.9 1.8%
percent slopes

ErB Ernest silt loam, 3 to 8 percent 141.8 28.5%
slopes

ErC Ernest silt loam, 8 to 15 1.1 0.2%
percent slopes

GcB Gilpin channery silt loam, 3 to 21.3 4.3%
8 percent slopes

GceC Gilpin channery silt loam, 8 to 23.3 4.7%
15 percent slopes

GwD Gilpin-Weikert channery silt 10.2 2.1%
loams, 15 to 25 percent
slopes

GwF Gilpin-Weikert channery silt 10.1 2.0%
loams, 25 to 70 percent
slopes

HaB Hazleton channery loam, 3 to 8 11.4 2.3%
percent slopes

HaC Hazleton channery loam, 8 to 7.2 1.4%
15 percent slopes

HaD Hazleton channery loam, 15 to 0.4 0.1%
25 percent slopes

RnB Rayne-Gilpin channery silt 125.7 25.3%
loams, 3 to 8 percent slopes

RnC Rayne-Gilpin channery silt 38.5 7.7%
loams, 8 to 15 percent
slopes

RnD Rayne-Gilpin channery silt 13.5 2.7%
loams, 15 to 25 percent
slopes

WhB Wharton silt loam, 3 to 8 83.9 16.9%
percent slopes

Totals for Area of Interest 497.4 100.0%

UsbA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020

== Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 3 of 3
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Soil Map—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST)
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MAP INFORMATION

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: Armstrong County, Pennsylvania
Survey Area Data: Version 14, Jun 4, 2020

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Aug 7, 2012—Mar
23, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.

USDA  Natural Resources
== Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

10/27/2020
Page 2 of 4




Soil Map—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Map Unit Legend

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

BeD Bethesda very channery silt 3.1 0.4%
loam, 8 to 25 percent slopes

BhF Bethesda very channery silt 1.8 0.2%
loam, 25 to 75 percent
slopes, very stony

CaB Cavode silt loam, 3 to 8 41.4 5.1%
percent slopes

CaC Cavode silt loam, 8 to 15 30.3 3.8%
percent slopes

CaD Cavode silt loam, 15 to 25 7.9 1.0%
percent slopes

ErB Ernest silt loam, 3 to 8 percent 141.8 17.6%
slopes

ErC Ernest silt loam, 8 to 15 161.6 20.1%
percent slopes

ErD Ernest silt loam, 15 to 25 11.8 1.5%
percent slopes

GcB Gilpin channery silt loam, 3 to 35.0 4.3%
8 percent slopes

GceC Gilpin channery silt loam, 8 to 16.1 2.0%
15 percent slopes

GuC Gilpin-Upshur silt loams, 8 to 6.4 0.8%
15 percent slopes

GwB Gilpin-Weikert channery silt 14.3 1.8%
loams, 3 to 8 percent slopes

GwC Gilpin-Weikert channery silt 5.2 0.6%
loams, 8 to 15 percent
slopes

GwD Gilpin-Weikert channery silt 95.3 11.8%
loams, 15 to 25 percent
slopes

GwF Gilpin-Weikert channery silt 26.3 3.3%
loams, 25 to 70 percent
slopes

HoA Holly silt loam, 0 to 2 percent 26.1 3.2%
slopes, frequently flooded

LoA Lobdell silt loam, 0 to 3 percent 10.3 1.3%
slopes, occasionally flooded

RnB Rayne-Gilpin channery silt 44.2 5.5%
loams, 3 to 8 percent slopes

RnC Rayne-Gilpin channery silt 44.5 5.5%
loams, 8 to 15 percent
slopes

UdB Udorthents, O to 8 percent 3.1 0.4%
slopes

UsbA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020

== Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 3 of 4



Soil Map—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
Ur Urban land 0.8 0.1%
WeB Weikert channery silt loam, 3 41 0.5%
to 8 percent slopes
WeC Weikert channery silt loam, 8 3.3 0.4%
to 15 percent slopes
WhB Wharton silt loam, 3to 8 18.0 2.2%
percent slopes
WtB Wharton-Gilpin silt loams, 3 to 22.6 2.8%
8 percent slopes
WtC Wharton-Gilpin silt loams, 8 to 29.2 3.6%
15 percent slopes
WtD Wharton-Gilpin silt loams, 15 0.7 0.1%
to 25 percent slopes
Totals for Area of Interest 805.3 100.0%
USDA Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
==l Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 4 of 4
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Farmland Classification—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER)
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Farmland Classification—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER)
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Farmland Classification—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER)
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The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data
as of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: Armstrong County, Pennsylvania
Survey Area Data: Version 14, Jun 4, 2020

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Aug 7, 2012—Mar
23, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Farmland Classification—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Farmland Classification

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

BeD Bethesda very channery | Not prime farmland 1.4 0.2%
silt loam, 8 to 25
percent slopes

BhD Bethesda very channery | Not prime farmland 5.7 0.9%
silt loam, 8 to 25
percent slopes, very
stony

CaB Cavode silt loam, 3to 8 |Farmland of statewide 321 5.0%
percent slopes importance

CaC Cavode silt loam, 8 to Farmland of statewide 0.6 0.1%
15 percent slopes importance

ErB Ernest silt loam, 3to 8 Farmland of statewide 125.4 19.4%
percent slopes importance

ErC Ernest silt loam, 8 to 15 | Farmland of statewide 62.5 9.7%
percent slopes importance

ErD Ernest silt loam, 15 to Not prime farmland 3.8 0.6%
25 percent slopes

GceB Gilpin channery silt All areas are prime 47.7 7.4%
loam, 3 to 8 percent farmland
slopes

GceC Gilpin channery silt Farmland of statewide 10.5 1.6%
loam, 8 to 15 percent importance
slopes

GwB Gilpin-Weikert channery | Farmland of statewide 28.2 4.4%
silt loams, 3 to 8 importance
percent slopes

GwC Gilpin-Weikert channery | Farmland of statewide 9.3 1.4%
silt loams, 8 to 15 importance
percent slopes

GwD Gilpin-Weikert channery | Not prime farmland 116.7 18.1%
silt loams, 15 to 25
percent slopes

GwF Gilpin-Weikert channery | Not prime farmland 55.4 8.6%
silt loams, 25 to 70
percent slopes

LoA Lobdell silt loam, 0 to 3 | All areas are prime 2.7 0.4%
percent slopes, farmland
occasionally flooded

RnB Rayne-Gilpin channery | All areas are prime 9.8 1.5%
silt loams, 3 to 8 farmland
percent slopes

RnC Rayne-Gilpin channery | Farmland of statewide 98.8 15.3%
silt loams, 8 to 15 importance
percent slopes
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Farmland Classification—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
RsD Rayne-Gilpin channery | Not prime farmland 6.2 1.0%
silt loams, 8 to 25
percent slopes, very
stony
Ur Urban land Not prime farmland 3.2 0.5%
W Water Not prime farmland 3.8 0.6%
WeB Weikert channery silt Farmland of statewide 3.0 0.5%
loam, 3 to 8 percent importance
slopes
WhB Wharton silt loam, 3 to 8 | All areas are prime 8.6 1.3%
percent slopes farmland
WhC Wharton silt loam, 8 to Farmland of statewide 0.7 0.1%
15 percent slopes importance
WtB Wharton-Gilpin silt All areas are prime 4.1 0.6%
loams, 3 to 8 percent farmland
slopes
WvB Wharton-Vandergrift Farmland of statewide 0.6 0.1%
complex, 3to 8 importance
percent slopes
WvC Wharton-Vandergrift Farmland of statewide 2.2 0.3%
complex, 8 to 15 importance
percent slopes
WvD Wharton-Vandergrift Not prime farmland 2.0 0.3%
complex, 15 to 25
percent slopes
Totals for Area of Interest 645.1 100.0%
Description
Farmland classification identifies map units as prime farmland, farmland of
statewide importance, farmland of local importance, or unique farmland. It
identifies the location and extent of the soils that are best suited to food, feed,
fiber, forage, and oilseed crops. NRCS policy and procedures on prime and
unique farmlands are published in the "Federal Register," Vol. 43, No. 21,
January 31, 1978.
Rating Options
Aggregation Method: No Aggregation Necessary
Tie-break Rule: Lower
UsDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
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Farmland Classification—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST)

Area of Interest (AOIl)

Soils

Area of Interest (AOI)

Soil Rating Polygons

0 [ 0o oo

0 &

Not prime farmland

All areas are prime
farmland

Prime farmland if drained

Prime farmland if
protected from flooding or
not frequently flooded
during the growing
season

Prime farmland if irrigated

Prime farmland if drained
and either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

Prime farmland if irrigated
and drained

Prime farmland if irrigated
and either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

Ooo o []

[

Prime farmland if
subsoiled, completely
removing the root
inhibiting soil layer

Prime farmland if irrigated
and the product of | (soil
erodibility) x C (climate
factor) does not exceed
60

Prime farmland if irrigated
and reclaimed of excess
salts and sodium

Farmland of statewide
importance

Farmland of statewide
importance, if drained

Farmland of statewide
importance, if protected
from flooding or not
frequently flooded during
the growing season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated

MAP LEGEND

]

[]

Farmland of statewide
importance, if drained and
either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and drained

Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if subsoiled,
completely removing the
root inhibiting soil layer
Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and the product of | (soil
erodibility) x C (climate
factor) does not exceed
60

oo O

Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and reclaimed of excess
salts and sodium

Farmland of statewide
importance, if drained or
either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if warm
enough, and either
drained or either
protected from flooding or
not frequently flooded
during the growing
season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if warm
enough

Farmland of statewide
importance, if thawed
Farmland of local
importance

Farmland of local
importance, if irrigated

(|

Soil Rating Lines
P-p- Not prime farmland

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Farmland of unique
importance

Not rated or not
available

All areas are prime
farmland

Prime farmland if
drained

Prime farmland if
protected from flooding
or not frequently flooded
during the growing
season

Prime farmland if
irrigated

Prime farmland if
drained and either
protected from flooding
or not frequently flooded
during the growing
season

Prime farmland if
irrigated and drained

Prime farmland if
irrigated and either
protected from flooding
or not frequently flooded
during the growing
season
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Farmland Classification—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST)

!

l

Prime farmland if
subsoiled, completely
removing the root
inhibiting soil layer

Prime farmland if irrigated
and the product of | (soil
erodibility) x C (climate
factor) does not exceed
60

Prime farmland if irrigated
and reclaimed of excess
salts and sodium

Farmland of statewide
importance

Farmland of statewide
importance, if drained

Farmland of statewide
importance, if protected
from flooding or not
frequently flooded during
the growing season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated

l\

Farmland of statewide
importance, if drained and
either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and drained

Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if subsoiled,
completely removing the
root inhibiting soil layer
Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and the product of | (soil
erodibility) x C (climate
factor) does not exceed
60

l

!

Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and reclaimed of excess
salts and sodium

Farmland of statewide
importance, if drained or
either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if warm
enough, and either
drained or either
protected from flooding or
not frequently flooded
during the growing
season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if warm
enough

Farmland of statewide
importance, if thawed
Farmland of local
importance

Farmland of local
importance, if irrigated

—_

-

Farmland of unique
importance

Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Points

u
o
o
(]

Not prime farmland

All areas are prime
farmland

Prime farmland if drained

Prime farmland if
protected from flooding or
not frequently flooded
during the growing
season

Prime farmland if irrigated

Prime farmland if drained
and either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

Prime farmland if irrigated
and drained

Prime farmland if irrigated
and either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

]

Prime farmland if
subsoiled, completely
removing the root
inhibiting soil layer
Prime farmland if
irrigated and the product
of | (soil erodibility) x C
(climate factor) does not
exceed 60

Prime farmland if
irrigated and reclaimed
of excess salts and
sodium

Farmland of statewide
importance

Farmland of statewide
importance, if drained

Farmland of statewide
importance, if protected
from flooding or not
frequently flooded during
the growing season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated

USDA

Natural Resources
== Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

10/27/2020
Page 3 of 6



Farmland Classification—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST)

O Farmland of statewide
importance, if drained and
either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

[ Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and drained

[ | Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

O Farmland of statewide
importance, if subsoiled,
completely removing the
root inhibiting soil layer

(| Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and the product of | (soil
erodibility) x C (climate
factor) does not exceed
60

Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and reclaimed of excess
salts and sodium

Farmland of statewide
importance, if drained or
either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if warm
enough, and either
drained or either
protected from flooding or
not frequently flooded
during the growing
season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if warm
enough

Farmland of statewide
importance, if thawed
Farmland of local
importance

Farmland of local
importance, if irrigated

(| Farmland of unique
importance

O Not rated or not available

Water Features
Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

——
— Interstate Highways
US Routes
Major Roads
Local Roads
Background

- Aerial Photography

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data
as of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: Armstrong County, Pennsylvania
Survey Area Data: Version 14, Jun 4, 2020

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Aug 7, 2012—Mar
23, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Farmland Classification—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Farmland Classification

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

BkB Brinkerton silt loam, 3 to | Not prime farmland 0.0 0.0%
8 percent slopes

CaB Cavode silt loam, 3 to 8 |Farmland of statewide 8.9 1.8%
percent slopes importance

ErB Ernest silt loam, 3to 8 | Farmland of statewide 141.8 28.5%
percent slopes importance

ErC Ernest silt loam, 8 to 15 | Farmland of statewide 11 0.2%
percent slopes importance

GcB Gilpin channery silt All areas are prime 21.3 4.3%
loam, 3 to 8 percent farmland
slopes

GceC Gilpin channery silt Farmland of statewide 23.3 4.7%
loam, 8 to 15 percent importance
slopes

GwD Gilpin-Weikert channery |Not prime farmland 10.2 21%
silt loams, 15 to 25
percent slopes

GwF Gilpin-Weikert channery | Not prime farmland 10.1 2.0%
silt loams, 25 to 70
percent slopes

HaB Hazleton channery Farmland of statewide 11.4 2.3%
loam, 3 to 8 percent importance
slopes

HaC Hazleton channery Farmland of statewide 7.2 1.4%
loam, 8 to 15 percent importance
slopes

HaD Hazleton channery Not prime farmland 0.4 0.1%
loam, 15 to 25 percent
slopes

RnB Rayne-Gilpin channery | All areas are prime 125.7 25.3%
silt loams, 3 to 8 farmland
percent slopes

RnC Rayne-Gilpin channery | Farmland of statewide 38.5 7.7%
silt loams, 8 to 15 importance
percent slopes

RnD Rayne-Gilpin channery | Not prime farmland 13.5 2.7%
silt loams, 15 to 25
percent slopes

WhB Wharton silt loam, 3 to 8 | All areas are prime 83.9 16.9%
percent slopes farmland

Totals for Area of Interest 497.4 100.0%
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Farmland Classification—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Description

Farmland classification identifies map units as prime farmland, farmland of
statewide importance, farmland of local importance, or unique farmland. It
identifies the location and extent of the soils that are best suited to food, feed,
fiber, forage, and oilseed crops. NRCS policy and procedures on prime and
unique farmlands are published in the "Federal Register," Vol. 43, No. 21,
January 31, 1978.

Rating Options

Aggregation Method: No Aggregation Necessary

Tie-break Rule: Lower

U 10/27/2020
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Farmland Classification—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania
(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST)
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Farmland Classification—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST)

Area of Interest (AOIl)

Soils

Area of Interest (AOI)

Soil Rating Polygons

0 [ 0o oo

0 &

Not prime farmland

All areas are prime
farmland

Prime farmland if drained

Prime farmland if
protected from flooding or
not frequently flooded
during the growing
season

Prime farmland if irrigated

Prime farmland if drained
and either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

Prime farmland if irrigated
and drained

Prime farmland if irrigated
and either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

Ooo o []

[

Prime farmland if
subsoiled, completely
removing the root
inhibiting soil layer

Prime farmland if irrigated
and the product of | (soil
erodibility) x C (climate
factor) does not exceed
60

Prime farmland if irrigated
and reclaimed of excess
salts and sodium

Farmland of statewide
importance

Farmland of statewide
importance, if drained

Farmland of statewide
importance, if protected
from flooding or not
frequently flooded during
the growing season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated

MAP LEGEND

]

[]

Farmland of statewide
importance, if drained and
either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and drained

Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if subsoiled,
completely removing the
root inhibiting soil layer
Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and the product of | (soil
erodibility) x C (climate
factor) does not exceed
60

oo O

Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and reclaimed of excess
salts and sodium

Farmland of statewide
importance, if drained or
either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if warm
enough, and either
drained or either
protected from flooding or
not frequently flooded
during the growing
season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if warm
enough

Farmland of statewide
importance, if thawed
Farmland of local
importance

Farmland of local
importance, if irrigated

(|

Soil Rating Lines
P-p- Not prime farmland

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Farmland of unique
importance

Not rated or not
available

All areas are prime
farmland

Prime farmland if
drained

Prime farmland if
protected from flooding
or not frequently flooded
during the growing
season

Prime farmland if
irrigated

Prime farmland if
drained and either
protected from flooding
or not frequently flooded
during the growing
season

Prime farmland if
irrigated and drained

Prime farmland if
irrigated and either
protected from flooding
or not frequently flooded
during the growing
season
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Farmland Classification—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST)

!

l

Prime farmland if
subsoiled, completely
removing the root
inhibiting soil layer

Prime farmland if irrigated
and the product of | (soil
erodibility) x C (climate
factor) does not exceed
60

Prime farmland if irrigated
and reclaimed of excess
salts and sodium

Farmland of statewide
importance

Farmland of statewide
importance, if drained

Farmland of statewide
importance, if protected
from flooding or not
frequently flooded during
the growing season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated

l\

Farmland of statewide
importance, if drained and
either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and drained

Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if subsoiled,
completely removing the
root inhibiting soil layer
Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and the product of | (soil
erodibility) x C (climate
factor) does not exceed
60

l

!

Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and reclaimed of excess
salts and sodium

Farmland of statewide
importance, if drained or
either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if warm
enough, and either
drained or either
protected from flooding or
not frequently flooded
during the growing
season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if warm
enough

Farmland of statewide
importance, if thawed
Farmland of local
importance

Farmland of local
importance, if irrigated

—_

-

Farmland of unique
importance

Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Points

u
o
o
(]

Not prime farmland

All areas are prime
farmland

Prime farmland if drained

Prime farmland if
protected from flooding or
not frequently flooded
during the growing
season

Prime farmland if irrigated

Prime farmland if drained
and either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

Prime farmland if irrigated
and drained

Prime farmland if irrigated
and either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

]

Prime farmland if
subsoiled, completely
removing the root
inhibiting soil layer
Prime farmland if
irrigated and the product
of | (soil erodibility) x C
(climate factor) does not
exceed 60

Prime farmland if
irrigated and reclaimed
of excess salts and
sodium

Farmland of statewide
importance

Farmland of statewide
importance, if drained

Farmland of statewide
importance, if protected
from flooding or not
frequently flooded during
the growing season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
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Farmland Classification—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST)

O Farmland of statewide
importance, if drained and
either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

[ Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and drained

[ | Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

O Farmland of statewide
importance, if subsoiled,
completely removing the
root inhibiting soil layer

(| Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and the product of | (soil
erodibility) x C (climate
factor) does not exceed
60

Farmland of statewide
importance, if irrigated
and reclaimed of excess
salts and sodium

Farmland of statewide
importance, if drained or
either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the
growing season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if warm
enough, and either
drained or either
protected from flooding or
not frequently flooded
during the growing
season

Farmland of statewide
importance, if warm
enough

Farmland of statewide
importance, if thawed
Farmland of local
importance

Farmland of local
importance, if irrigated

(| Farmland of unique
importance

O Not rated or not available

Water Features
Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

——
— Interstate Highways
US Routes
Major Roads
Local Roads
Background

- Aerial Photography

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data
as of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: Armstrong County, Pennsylvania
Survey Area Data: Version 14, Jun 4, 2020

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Aug 7, 2012—Mar
23, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Farmland Classification—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Farmland Classification

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

BeD Bethesda very channery | Not prime farmland 3.5 0.4%
silt loam, 8 to 25
percent slopes

BhF Bethesda very channery | Not prime farmland 6.4 0.8%
silt loam, 25 to 75
percent slopes, very
stony

CaB Cavode silt loam, 3to 8 |Farmland of statewide 40.6 5.1%
percent slopes importance

CaC Cavode silt loam, 8 to Farmland of statewide 27.0 3.4%
15 percent slopes importance

CaD Cavode silt loam, 15to | Not prime farmland 7.9 1.0%
25 percent slopes

ErB Ernest silt loam, 3 to 8 Farmland of statewide 129.4 16.1%
percent slopes importance

ErC Ernest silt loam, 8 to 15 | Farmland of statewide 169.6 21.1%
percent slopes importance

ErD Ernest silt loam, 15 to Not prime farmland 1.7 1.5%
25 percent slopes

GcB Gilpin channery silt All areas are prime 34.8 4.3%
loam, 3 to 8 percent farmland
slopes

GceC Gilpin channery silt Farmland-of statewide 16.1 2.0%
loam, 8 to 15 percent importance
slopes

GuC Gilpin-Upshur silt loams, | Farmland of statewide 8.1 1.0%
8 to 15 percent slopes importance

GwB Gilpin-Weikert channery | Farmland of statewide 14.1 1.8%
silt loams, 3 to 8 importance
percent slopes

GwC Gilpin-Weikert channery | Farmland of statewide 7.6 0.9%
silt loams, 8 to 15 importance
percent slopes

GwD Gilpin-Weikert channery | Not prime farmland 98.9 12.3%
silt loams, 15 to 25
percent slopes

GwF Gilpin-Weikert channery | Not prime farmland 23.9 3.0%
silt loams, 25 to 70
percent slopes

HoA Holly silt loam, 0 to 2 Not prime farmland 26.6 3.3%
percent slopes,
frequently flooded

LoA Lobdell silt loam, 0 to 3 | All areas are prime 9.3 1.2%
percent slopes, farmland
occasionally flooded
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Farmland Classification—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

RnB Rayne-Gilpin channery | All areas are prime 442 5.5%
silt loams, 3 to 8 farmland
percent slopes

RnC Rayne-Gilpin channery | Farmland of statewide 42.9 5.3%
silt loams, 8 to 15 importance
percent slopes

UdB Udorthents, 0 to 8 Not prime farmland 2.8 0.4%
percent slopes

WeB Weikert channery silt Farmland of statewide 41 0.5%
loam, 3 to 8 percent importance
slopes

WeC Weikert channery silt Farmland of statewide 3.3 0.4%
loam, 8 to 15 percent importance
slopes

WhB Wharton silt loam, 3 to 8 | All areas are prime 18.4 2.3%
percent slopes farmland

WtB Wharton-Gilpin silt All areas are prime 22.2 2.8%
loams, 3 to 8 percent farmland
slopes

WtC Wharton-Gilpin silt Farmland of statewide 28.6 3.6%
loams, 8 to 15 percent | importance
slopes

WitD Wharton-Gilpin silt Not prime farmland 0.0 0.0%
loams, 15 to 25
percent slopes

Totals for Area of Interest 802.0 100.0%

Description

Farmland classification identifies map units as prime farmland, farmland of
statewide importance, farmland of local importance, or unique farmland. It
identifies the location and extent of the soils that are best suited to food, feed,
fiber, forage, and oilseed crops. NRCS policy and procedures on prime and
unique farmlands are published in the "Federal Register," Vol. 43, No. 21,
January 31, 1978.

Rating Options

Aggregation Method: No Aggregation Necessary

Tie-break Rule: Lower
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Prime and other Important Farmlands---Armstrong County, Pennsylvania Kiski Twp Act 537 Plan Area

Prime and other Important Farmlands

This table lists the map units in the survey area that are considered important
farmlands. Important farmlands consist of prime farmland, unique farmland, and
farmland of statewide or local importance. This list does not constitute a
recommendation for a particular land use.

In an effort to identify the extent and location of important farmlands, the Natural
Resources Conservation Service, in cooperation with other interested Federal,
State, and local government organizations, has inventoried land that can be used
for the production of the Nation's food supply.

Prime farmland is of major importance in meeting the Nation's short- and long-
range needs for food and fiber. Because the supply of high-quality farmland is
limited, the U.S. Department of Agriculture recognizes that responsible levels of
government, as well as individuals, should encourage and facilitate the wise use
of our Nation's prime farmland.

Prime farmland, as defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, is land that
has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing
food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops and is available for these uses. It
could be cultivated land, pastureland, forestland, or other land, but it is not urban
or built-up land or water areas. The soil quality, growing season, and moisture
supply are those needed for the soil to economically produce sustained high
yields of crops when proper management, including water management, and
acceptable farming methods are applied. In general;:prime farmland has an
adequate and dependable supply of moisture ftom precipitation or irrigation, a
favorable temperature and growing season, ‘acceptable acidity or alkalinity, an
acceptable salt and sodium content, andfew-or no rocks. The water supply is
dependable and of adequate quality. Prime farmland is permeable to water and
air. It is not excessively erodible or saturated with water for long periods, and it
either is not frequently flooded during the growing season or is protected from
flooding. Slope ranges mainly from 0 to 6 percent. More detailed information
about the criteria for prime farmland is available at the local office of the Natural
Resources Conservation Service.

For some of the soils identified in the table as prime farmland, measures that
overcome a hazard or limitation, such as flooding, wetness, and droughtiness,
are needed. Onsite evaluation is needed to determine whether or not the hazard
or limitation has been overcome by corrective measures.

A recent trend in land use in some areas has been the loss of some prime
farmland to industrial and urban uses. The loss of prime farmland to other uses
puts pressure on marginal lands, which generally are more erodible, droughty,
and less productive and cannot be easily cultivated.
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Prime and other Important Farmlands---Armstrong County, Pennsylvania Kiski Twp Act 537 Plan Area

Unique farmland is land other than prime farmland that is used for the production
of specific high-value food and fiber crops, such as citrus, tree nuts, olives,
cranberries, and other fruits and vegetables. It has the special combination of soll
quality, growing season, moisture supply, temperature, humidity, air drainage,
elevation, and aspect needed for the soil to economically produce sustainable
high yields of these crops when properly managed. The water supply is
dependable and of adequate quality. Nearness to markets is an additional
consideration. Unique farmland is not based on national criteria. It commonly is in
areas where there is a special microclimate, such as the wine country in
California.

In some areas, land that does not meet the criteria for prime or unique farmland
is considered to be farmland of statewide importance for the production of food,
feed, fiber, forage, and oilseed crops. The criteria for defining and delineating
farmland of statewide importance are determined by the appropriate State
agencies. Generally, this land includes areas of soils that nearly meet the
requirements for prime farmland and that economically produce high yields of
crops when treated and managed according to acceptable farming methods.
Some areas may produce as high a yield as prime farmland if conditions are
favorable. Farmland of statewide importance may include tracts of land that have
been designated for agriculture by State law.

In some areas that are not identified as having national or statewide importance,
land is considered to be farmland of local importance for the production of food,
feed, fiber, forage, and oilseed crops. This farmland is identified by the
appropriate local agencies. Farmland of local importance may include tracts of
land that have been designated for agriculture by local ordinance.

Report—Prime and other Important Farmlands

Prime and other Important Farmlands—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania
Map Symbol Map Unit Name Farmland Classification

BeD Bethesda very channery silt loam, 8 to 25 percent slopes Not prime farmland
BhD Bethesda very channery silt loam, 8 to 25 percent slopes, very | Not prime farmland

stony
BhF Bethesda very channery silt loam, 25 to 75 percent slopes, very | Not prime farmland

stony
BkB Brinkerton silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes Not prime farmland
CaB Cavode silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes Farmland of statewide importance
CaC Cavode silt loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes Farmland of statewide importance
CaD Cavode silt loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes Not prime farmland
ErB Ernest silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes Farmland of statewide importance
ErC Ernest silt loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes Farmland of statewide importance
ErD Ernest silt loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes Not prime farmland
GcB Gilpin channery silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes All areas are prime farmland
GcC Gilpin channery silt loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes Farmland of statewide importance
GuC Gilpin-Upshur silt loams, 8 to 15 percent slopes Farmland of statewide importance
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Prime and other Important Farmlands---Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

Kiski Twp Act 537 Plan Area

Prime and other Important Farmlands—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

Map Symbol Map Unit Name Farmland Classification
GwB Gilpin-Weikert channery silt loams, 3 to 8 percent slopes Farmland of statewide importance
GwC Gilpin-Weikert channery silt loams, 8 to 15 percent slopes Farmland of statewide importance
GwD Gilpin-Weikert channery silt loams, 15 to 25 percent slopes Not prime farmland

GwF Gilpin-Weikert channery silt loams, 25 to 70 percent slopes Not prime farmland

HaB Hazleton channery loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes Farmland of statewide importance
HaC Hazleton channery loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes Farmland of statewide importance
HaD Hazleton channery loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes Not prime farmland

HoA Holly silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, frequently flooded Not prime farmland

LoA Lobdell silt loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes, occasionally flooded All areas are prime farmland

RnB Rayne-Gilpin channery silt loams, 3 to 8 percent slopes All areas are prime farmland

RnC Rayne-Gilpin channery silt loams, 8 to 15 percent slopes Farmland of statewide importance
RnD Rayne-Gilpin channery silt loams, 15 to 25 percent slopes Not prime farmland

RsD Rayne-Gilpin channery silt loams, 8 to 25 percent slopes, very | Not prime farmland

stony

UdB Udorthents, O to 8 percent slopes Not prime farmland

Ur Urban land Not prime farmland

w Water Not prime farmland

WeB Weikert channery silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes Farmland of statewide importance
WeC Weikert channery silt loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes Farmland of statewide importance
WhB Wharton silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes All areas are prime farmland

WhC Wharton silt loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes Farmland of statewide importance
WtB Wharton-Gilpin silt loams, 3 to 8 percent slopes All areas are prime farmland

WtC Wharton-Gilpin silt loams, 8 to 15 percent slopes Farmland of statewide importance
WtD Wharton-Gilpin silt loams, 15 to 25 percent slopes Not prime farmland

WvC Wharton-Vandergrift complex, 8 to 15 percent slopes Farmland of statewide importance
WvD Wharton-Vandergrift complex, 15 to 25 percent slopes Not prime farmland

Data Source Information

Soil Survey Area: Armstrong County, Pennsylvania
Survey Area Data: Version 12, Sep 18, 2018
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER)
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Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Lines

Soil Rating Points

Very limited
Moderately limited
Slightly limited
Not limited

Not rated or not available

Water Features

Streams and Canals

Transportation

Rails

Interstate Highways

distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION
Area of Interest (AOI) US Routes The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
Area of Interest (AOI) Major Roads 1:24,000.
Soils Local Roads Please rely o? the bar scale on each map sheet for map
Soil Rating Polygons measurements.
[  Verylimited Background Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Moderately limited B Aerial Photography Web Soil Survey URL:
] oderately limite Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)
[] Shghty limited Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
] Notlimited projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
1

wmae  Very limited This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
ws Moderately limited of the version date(s) listed below.
. - Soil Survey Area: Armstrong County, Pennsylvania
#.+ Slightly limited Survey Area Data: Version 14, Jun 4, 2020
Not limit
- ot limited Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
= »  Not rated or not available 1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Aug 7, 2012—Mar
23, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)

Map unit Map unit name Rating Component Rating reasons | Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
symbol name (percent) (numeric
values)
BeD Bethesda very Very limited Bethesda, Too steep (1.00) 1.4 0.2%
channery silt unstable fill
loam, 8 to 25 (90%)
percent slopes
Bethesda, loam, | Too steep (1.00)
unstable fill
(5%)
Fairpoint, Too steep (1.00)
unstable fill -
(4%) Potential karst
(0.30)
BhD Bethesda very Very limited Bethesda, Too steep (1.00) 5.7 0.9%
channery silt unstable fill
loam, 8 to 25 (85%)
percent
slopes, very Bethesda, Iqam, Too steep (1.00)
stony unstable fill
(5%)
Fairpoint, Too steep (1.00)
unstable fill Potntial karst
4% otential kars
(4%) (0.30)
Sewell, unstable | Too steep (1.00)
fill (3%)
CaB Cavode silt Very limited Cavode(85%) Seasonal high 32.1 5.0%
loam, 3t0 8 water table
percent slopes (1.00)
Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)
Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)
Slope (0.72)
Gilpin (10%) Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)
Slope (0.72)
Brinkerton (5%) | Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)
Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)
Slope (0.72)
CaC Cavode silt Very limited Cavode (85%) Seasonal high 0.6 0.1%
loam, 8 to 15 water table
percent slopes (1.00)
Too steep (1.00)
UsbA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020

—=S - -
== Conservation Service

National Cooperative Soil Survey

Page 3 of 17




Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Gilpin (10%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Brinkerton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

ErB

Ernest silt loam,
3 to 8 percent
slopes

Very limited

Ernest (85%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Gilpin (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Too steep (0.88)

Buchanan (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Brinkerton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

125.4

19.4%

ErC

Ernest silt loam,
8to 15
percent slopes

Very limited

Ernest (85%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Buchanan (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

62.5

9.7%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Gilpin (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Brinkerton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

ErD

Ernest silt loam,
15to 25
percent slopes

Very limited

Ernest (85%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Shelocta (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Wharton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Gilpin (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

3.8

0.6%

GcB

Gilpin channery
silt loam, 3 to
8 percent
slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (85%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Too steep (0.88)

47.7

7.4%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Wharton (10%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Weikert (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Too steep (0.88)

GcC

Gilpin channery
silt loam, 8 to
15 percent
slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (85%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Wharton (10%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Weikert (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

10.5

1.6%

GwB

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 3to 8
percent slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (55%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Too steep (0.88)

Weikert (30%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Too steep (0.88)

Wharton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

28.2

4.4%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Hazleton (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Fast percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Cavode (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

GwC

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (55%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Weikert(30%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Wharton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Cavode (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

9.3

1.4%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Hazleton (5%)

Too steep (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Fast percolation
>12" (1.00)

GwD

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 15 to
25 percent
slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (45%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Weikert (40%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Hazleton (10%)

Too steep (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Fast percolation
>42" (1.00)

Wharton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

116.7

18.1%

GwF

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 25 to
70 percent
slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (50%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Weikert (35%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Hazleton (10%)

Too steep (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Fast percolation
>12" (1.00)

55.4

8.6%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Ernest (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

LoA

Lobdell silt loam,
0 to 3 percent
slopes,
occasionally
flooded

Very limited

Lobdell (85%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Slope (0.13)

Orrville (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Slope (0.13)

Holly (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.96)

Slope (0.13)

Melvin (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Slope (0.13)

27

0.4%

RnB

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 3to 8
percent slopes

Very limited

Rayne (45%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Too steep (0.88)

Gilpin (40%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Too steep (0.88)

9.8

1.5%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Slight voided
fragments
(0.01)

Wharton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Slope (0.72)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Cavode (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slope (0.72)

Ernest (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

RnC

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Very limited

Rayne (46%)

Too steep (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Gilpin (44%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Slight voided
fragments
(0.01)

Ernest (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

98.8

15.3%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Wharton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

RsD

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 8 to 25
percent
slopes, very
stony

Very limited

Rayne (50%)

Too steep (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Gilpin (35%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Slight voided
fragments
(0.01)

Weikert (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slight voided
fragments
(0.00)

Ernest (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Wharton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

6.2

1.0%

Ur

Urban land

Not rated

Urban land
(90%)

3.2

0.5%

Water

Not rated

Water (100%)

3.8

0.6%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

WeB

Weikert
channery silt
loam, 3to 8
percent slopes

Very limited

Weikert (85%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Too steep (0.88)

Gilpin (15%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Too steep (0.88)

3.0

0.5%

WhB

Wharton silt
loam, 3to 8
percent slopes

Very limited

Wharton (80%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Cavode (8%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Gilpin (7%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Brinkerton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

8.6

1.3%

WhC

Wharton silt
loam, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Very limited

Wharton (80%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

0.7

0.1%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Gilpin (10%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Rarden (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Ernest (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

WtB

Wharton-Gilpin
silt loams, 3 to
8 percent
slopes

Very limited

Wharton (51%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Slope (0.72)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Gilpin (49%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Too steep (0.88)

Slight voided
fragments
(0.01)

4.1

0.6%

WvB

Wharton-
Vandergrift
complex, 3 to
8 percent
slopes

Very limited

Wharton (50%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Vandergrift
(35%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

0.6

0.1%

USDA Natural Resources

—=S - -
== Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey

National Cooperative Soil Survey

10/27/2020

Page 13 of 17



Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.44)

Potential karst
(0.30)

Cavode (10%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slope (0.72)

Brinkerton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Slope (0.72)

WvC

Wharton-
Vandergrift
complex, 8 to
15 percent
slopes

Very limited

Wharton (45%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Vandergrift
(40%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.44)

Potential karst
(0.30)

Cavode (10%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

2.2

0.3%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Brinkerton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Slope (0.72)

WvD

Wharton-
Vandergrift
complex, 15 to
25 percent
slopes

Very limited

Wharton (45%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Vandergrift
(40%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.44)

Potential karst
(0.30)

Cavode (10%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Brinkerton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Slope (0.72)

2.0

0.3%

Totals for Area of Interest

645.1 100.0%

Rating

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Very limited

638.1

98.9%

Null or Not Rated

7.0

1.1%

Totals for Area of Interest

645.1

100.0%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Description

This is a system of subsurface lines that distribute effluent from a septic tank into
the natural soil. The distribution lines are at a minimum depth of 12 inches. Only
the part of the soils between depths of 0 and 60 inches is considered when the
soils are rated.

The soil properties and site features considered are those that affect absorption
of the effluent and construction and maintenance of the system and those that
may affect public health. These include depth to a water table, depth to bedrock,
content of rock fragments, flooding, slope, and saturated hydraulic conductivity
(Ksat). Flooding is a serious problem because it can result in improper treatment
of the effluent and contamination of ground water or surface water. If Ksat is too
fast or too slow, if the content of rock fragments is too high, or if the water table is
too close to the surface, the effluent can contaminate the ground water. If this
system is improperly installed on the steeper slopes, the effluent could flow along
the surface of the soils. Additional grading may be needed in areas downslope
from the system.

The ratings are both verbal and numerical. Rating class terms indicate the extent
to which the soils are limited by all of the soil features that affect the specified
use. "Not limited" indicates that the soil has features that are very favorable for
the specified use. Good performance and very low maintenance can be
expected. "Slightly limited" indicates that the soil has features that are favorable
for the specified use. The limitations are minor and'can be easily overcome.
Good performance and low maintenance can-be expected. "Moderately limited"
indicates that the soil has features that are;somewhat favorable for the specified
use. The limitations can be overcome orminimized by special planning, design,
or installation. Fair performance and moderate maintenance can be expected.
"Very limited" indicates that the soil has one or more features that are
unfavorable for the specified use. The limitations generally cannot be overcome
without major soil reclamation, special design, or expensive installation
procedures. Poor performance and high maintenance can be expected.

Numerical ratings indicate the severity of individual limitations. The ratings are
shown as decimal fractions ranging from 0.01 to 1.00. They indicate gradations
between the point at which a soil feature has the greatest negative impact on the
use (1.00) and the point at which the soil feature is not a limitation (0.00).

The map unit components listed for each map unit in the accompanying
Summary by Map Unit table in Web Soil Survey or the Aggregation Report in Soil
Data Viewer are determined by the aggregation method chosen, which is
displayed on the report. An aggregated rating class is shown for each map unit.
The components listed for each map unit are only those that have the same
rating class as listed for the map unit. The percent composition of each
component in a particular map unit is presented to help the user better
understand the percentage of each map unit that has the rating presented.

Other components with different ratings may be present in each map unit. The
ratings for all components, regardless of the map unit aggregated rating, can be
viewed by generating the Selected Soil Interpretations report with this

USDA
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

interpretation included from the Soil Reports tab in Web Soil Survey or from the
Soil Data Mart site. Onsite investigation may be needed to validate these
interpretations and to confirm the identity of the soil on a given site.

Rating Options
Aggregation Method: Dominant Condition

Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified
Tie-break Rule: Higher

USDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
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Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Lines

Soil Rating Points

Very limited
Moderately limited
Slightly limited
Not limited

Not rated or not available

Water Features

Streams and Canals

Transportation

Rails

Interstate Highways

distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION
Area of Interest (AOI) US Routes The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
Area of Interest (AOI) Major Roads 1:24,000.
Soils Local Roads Please rely o? the bar scale on each map sheet for map
Soil Rating Polygons measurements.
[  Verylimited Background Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Moderately limited B Aerial Photography Web Soil Survey URL:
] oderately limite Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)
[] Shghty limited Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
] Notlimited projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
1

wmae  Very limited This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
ws Moderately limited of the version date(s) listed below.
. - Soil Survey Area: Armstrong County, Pennsylvania
#.+ Slightly limited Survey Area Data: Version 14, Jun 4, 2020
Not limit
- ot limited Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
= »  Not rated or not available 1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Aug 7, 2012—Mar
23, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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== Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 2 of 12



Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

BkB

Brinkerton silt
loam, 3to 8
percent slopes

Very limited

Brinkerton (80%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Slope (0.72)

Ernest (15%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Lobdell (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Slope (0.03)

0.0

0.0%

CaB

Cavode silt
loam, 3to 8
percent slopes

Very limited

Cavode (85%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slope (0.72)

Gilpin (10%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slope (0.72)

Brinkerton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Slope (0.72)

8.9

1.8%

ErB

Ernest silt loam,
3 to 8 percent
slopes

Very limited

Ernest (85%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

141.8

28.5%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Too steep (0.88)

Gilpin (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Too steep (0.88)

Buchanan (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Brinkerton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

ErC

Ernest silt loam,
81to 15
percent slopes

Very limited

Ernest (85%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1700)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Buchanan (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Gilpin (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Brinkerton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

0.2%

GcB

Gilpin channery
silt loam, 3 to
8 percent
slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (85%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

21.3

4.3%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Too steep (0.88)

Wharton (10%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Weikert (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Too steep (0.88)

GcC

Gilpin channery
silt loam, 8 to
15 percent
slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (85%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Wharton (10%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Weikert (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

23.3

4.7%

GwD

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 15 to
25 percent
slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (45%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Weikert (40%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Hazleton (10%)

Too steep (1.00)

10.2

2.1%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Fast percolation
>12" (1.00)

Wharton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

GwF

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 25 to
70 percent
slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (50%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Weikert (35%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too’steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Hazleton (10%)

Too steep (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Fast percolation
>12" (1.00)

Ernest (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

10.1

2.0%

HaB

Hazleton
channery
loam, 3to 8
percent slopes

Very limited

Hazleton (85%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Fast percolation
>12" (1.00)

Slope (0.72)

Cookport (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

1.4

2.3%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Slope (0.72)

Germano (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slope (0.72)

Westmoreland
(5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Slope (0.72)

HaC

Hazleton
channery
loam, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Very limited

Hazleton (85%)

Too steep (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Fast percolation
>12" (1.00)

Cookport (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>42" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Germano (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Westmoreland
(5%)

Too steep (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

7.2

1.4%

HaD

Hazleton
channery
loam, 15 to 25
percent slopes

Very limited

Hazleton (85%)

Too steep (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Fast percolation
>12" (1.00)

Westmoreland
(5%)

Too steep (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Germano (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

0.4

0.1%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Guernsey (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

RnB

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 3t0 8
percent slopes

Very limited

Rayne (45%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Too steep (0.88)

Gilpin (40%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Too steep (0.88)

Slight voided
fragments
(0:01)

Wharton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Slope (0.72)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Cavode (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slope (0.72)

Ernest (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

125.7

25.3%

RnC

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt

Very limited

Rayne (46%)

Too steep (1.00)

38.5

7.7%
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KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

loams, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Gilpin (44%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Slight voided
fragments
(0.01)

Ernest (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Wharton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Joo steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

RnD

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 15 to
25 percent
slopes

Very limited

Rayne (55%)

Too steep (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Gilpin (35%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Slight voided
fragments
(0.01)

Weikert (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slight voided
fragments
(0.00)

13.5

2.7%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

Wharton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

WhB Wharton silt
loam, 310 8

percent slopes

Very limited

Wharton (80%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Cavode (8%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Gilpin (7%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Brinkerton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

83.9 16.9%

Totals for Area of Interest

497.4 100.0%

Rating

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Very limited

497.4

100.0%

Totals for Area of Interest

497.4

100.0%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Description

This is a system of subsurface lines that distribute effluent from a septic tank into
the natural soil. The distribution lines are at a minimum depth of 12 inches. Only
the part of the soils between depths of 0 and 60 inches is considered when the
soils are rated.

The soil properties and site features considered are those that affect absorption
of the effluent and construction and maintenance of the system and those that
may affect public health. These include depth to a water table, depth to bedrock,
content of rock fragments, flooding, slope, and saturated hydraulic conductivity
(Ksat). Flooding is a serious problem because it can result in improper treatment
of the effluent and contamination of ground water or surface water. If Ksat is too
fast or too slow, if the content of rock fragments is too high, or if the water table is
too close to the surface, the effluent can contaminate the ground water. If this
system is improperly installed on the steeper slopes, the effluent could flow along
the surface of the soils. Additional grading may be needed in areas downslope
from the system.

The ratings are both verbal and numerical. Rating class terms indicate the extent
to which the soils are limited by all of the soil features that affect the specified
use. "Not limited" indicates that the soil has features that are very favorable for
the specified use. Good performance and very low maintenance can be
expected. "Slightly limited" indicates that the soil has features that are favorable
for the specified use. The limitations are minor and'can be easily overcome.
Good performance and low maintenance can-be expected. "Moderately limited"
indicates that the soil has features that are;somewhat favorable for the specified
use. The limitations can be overcome orminimized by special planning, design,
or installation. Fair performance and moderate maintenance can be expected.
"Very limited" indicates that the soil has one or more features that are
unfavorable for the specified use. The limitations generally cannot be overcome
without major soil reclamation, special design, or expensive installation
procedures. Poor performance and high maintenance can be expected.

Numerical ratings indicate the severity of individual limitations. The ratings are
shown as decimal fractions ranging from 0.01 to 1.00. They indicate gradations
between the point at which a soil feature has the greatest negative impact on the
use (1.00) and the point at which the soil feature is not a limitation (0.00).

The map unit components listed for each map unit in the accompanying
Summary by Map Unit table in Web Soil Survey or the Aggregation Report in Soil
Data Viewer are determined by the aggregation method chosen, which is
displayed on the report. An aggregated rating class is shown for each map unit.
The components listed for each map unit are only those that have the same
rating class as listed for the map unit. The percent composition of each
component in a particular map unit is presented to help the user better
understand the percentage of each map unit that has the rating presented.

Other components with different ratings may be present in each map unit. The
ratings for all components, regardless of the map unit aggregated rating, can be
viewed by generating the Selected Soil Interpretations report with this

USDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

interpretation included from the Soil Reports tab in Web Soil Survey or from the
Soil Data Mart site. Onsite investigation may be needed to validate these
interpretations and to confirm the identity of the soil on a given site.

Rating Options
Aggregation Method: Dominant Condition

Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified
Tie-break Rule: Higher

USDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST)

- - -

——

Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Lines

Soil Rating Points

Very limited
Moderately limited
Slightly limited
Not limited

Not rated or not available

Water Features

Streams and Canals

Transportation

Rails

Interstate Highways

distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION
Area of Interest (AOI) US Routes The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
Area of Interest (AOI) Major Roads 1:24,000.
Soils Local Roads Please rely o? the bar scale on each map sheet for map
Soil Rating Polygons measurements.
[  Verylimited Background Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Moderately limited B Aerial Photography Web Soil Survey URL:
] oderately limite Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)
[] Shghty limited Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
] Notlimited projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
1

wmae  Very limited This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
ws Moderately limited of the version date(s) listed below.
. - Soil Survey Area: Armstrong County, Pennsylvania
#.+ Slightly limited Survey Area Data: Version 14, Jun 4, 2020
Not limit
- ot limited Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
= »  Not rated or not available 1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Aug 7, 2012—Mar
23, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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== Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 2 of 16



Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 5

37 - WEST

Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)

Map unit Map unit name Rating Component Rating reasons | Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
symbol name (percent) (numeric
values)
BeD Bethesda very Very limited Bethesda, Too steep (1.00) 3.1 0.4%
channery silt unstable fill
loam, 8 to 25 (90%)
percent slopes
Bethesda, loam, | Too steep (1.00)
unstable fill
(5%)
Fairpoint, Too steep (1.00)
unstable fill -
(4%) Potential karst
(0.30)
BhF Bethesda very Very limited Bethesda, Too steep (1.00) 1.8 0.2%
channery silt unstable fill
loam, 25 to 75 (90%)
percent
slopes, very Bethesda, Iqam, Too steep (1.00)
stony unstable fill
(5%)
Fairpoint, Too steep (1.00)
unstable fill Potntial karst
5% otential kars
(5%) (0.30)
CaB Cavode silt Very limited Cavode (85%) Seasonal high 414 5.1%
loam, 3to 8 water table
percent slopes (1.00)
Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)
Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)
Slope (0.72)
Gilpin (10%) Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)
Slope (0.72)
Brinkerton (5%) | Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)
Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)
Slope (0.72)
CaC Cavode silt Very limited Cavode (85%) Seasonal high 30.3 3.8%
loam, 8 to 15 water table
percent slopes (1.00)
Too steep (1.00)
Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)
UsDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Gilpin (10%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Brinkerton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

CaD

Cavode silt
loam, 15 to 25
percent slopes

Very limited

Cavode (80%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Wharton (10%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Gilpin (10%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

7.9

1.0%

ErB

Ernest silt loam,
3 to 8 percent
slopes

Very limited

Ernest (85%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Gilpin (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Too steep (0.88)

Buchanan (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

141.8

17.6%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 5

37 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Brinkerton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

ErC

Ernest silt loam,
8to 15
percent slopes

Very limited

Ernest (85%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Buchanan (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Gilpin (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Brinkerton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

161.6

20.1%

ErD

Ernest silt loam,
15to 25
percent slopes

Very limited

Ernest (85%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Shelocta (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

1.5%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Wharton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Gilpin (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

GcB

Gilpin channery
silt loam, 3 to
8 percent
slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (85%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Too steep (0.88)

Wharton (10%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Weikert (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Too steep (0.88)

35.0

4.3%

GcC

Gilpin channery
silt loam, 8 to
15 percent
slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (85%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Wharton (10%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation

>12" (1.00)

16.1

2.0%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Weikert (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

GuC

Gilpin-Upshur silt
loams, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (45%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Upshur (35%)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Potential karst
(0.30)

Wharton (20%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

6.4

0.8%

GwB

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 3 to 8
percent slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (55%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Too steep (0.88)

Weikert (30%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Too steep (0.88)

Wharton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

14.3

1.8%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Hazleton (5%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Fast percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Cavode (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

GwC

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (55%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Weikert (30%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Wharton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Cavode (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Hazleton (5%)

Too steep (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

5.2

0.6%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 5

37 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Fast percolation
>12" (1.00)

GwD

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 15 to
25 percent
slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (45%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Weikert (40%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Hazleton (10%)

Too steep (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Fast percolation
>12" (1.00)

Wharton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

95.3

11.8%

GwF

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 25 to
70 percent
slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (50%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Weikert (35%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Hazleton (10%)

Too steep (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Fast percolation
>12" (1.00)

Ernest (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

26.3

3.3%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

HoA

Holly silt loam, 0
to 2 percent
slopes,
frequently
flooded

Very limited

Holly (75%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Slope (0.03)

Potential slow
percolation
>12" (0.01)

Lobdell (15%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Slope (0.03)

Ernest (10%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Slope (0.13)

26.1

3.2%

LoA

Lobdell silt loam,
0 to 3 percent
slopes,
occasionally
flooded

Very limited

Lobdell (85%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Slope (0.13)

Orrville (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Slope (0.13)

Holly (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.96)

Slope (0.13)

10.3

1.3%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 5

37 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Melvin (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Slope (0.13)

RnB

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 3t0 8
percent slopes

Very limited

Rayne (45%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Too steep (0.88)

Gilpin (40%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Too steep (0.88)

Slight voided
fragments
(0.01)

Wharton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Slope (0.72)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Cavode (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slope (0.72)

Ernest (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

44.2

5.5%

RnC

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Very limited

Rayne (46%)

Too steep (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

44.5

5.5%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Slow percolation
>12"(0.89)

Gilpin (44%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Slight voided
fragments
(0.01)

Ernest (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Wharton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

UdB

Udorthents, 0 to
8 percent
slopes

Very limited

Udorthents,
unstable fill
(100%)

Miscellaneous
area (1.00)

Slope (0.72)

3.1

0.4%

Ur

Urban land

Not rated

Urban land
(90%)

0.8

0.1%

WeB

Weikert
channery silt
loam, 3to 8
percent slopes

Very limited

Weikert (85%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

Too steep (0.88)

Gilpin (15%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Too steep (0.88)

4.1

0.5%

WeC

Weikert
channery silt
loam, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Very limited

Weikert (85%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.90)

3.3

0.4%

USDA Natural Resources

—=S - -
== Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey

National Cooperative Soil Survey

10/27/2020
Page 12 of 16



Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 5

37 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Gilpin (15%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

WhB

Wharton silt
loam, 3to 8
percent slopes

Very limited

Wharton (80%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Cavode (8%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Joo steep (0.88)

Gilpin (7%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

Brinkerton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Too steep (0.88)

18.0

2.2%

WtB

Wharton-Gilpin
silt loams, 3 to
8 percent
slopes

Very limited

Wharton (51%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Slope (0.72)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Gilpin (49%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Too steep (0.88)

22.6

2.8%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Map unit

symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Slight voided
fragments
(0.01)

WtC

Wharton-Gilpin
silt loams, 8 to
15 percent
slopes

Very limited

Wharton (51%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Gilpin (49%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Slight voided
fragments
(0.01)

29.2

3.6%

WtD

Wharton-Gilpin
silt loams, 15
to 25 percent
slopes

Very limited

Wharton (55%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
60" (0.27)

Gilpin (45%)

Bedrock, above
60" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
>12" (0.89)

Slight voided
fragments
(0.01)

0.7

0.1%

Totals for Area of Interest

805.3 100.0%

Rating

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Very limited

804.5

99.9%

Null or Not Rated

0.8

0.1%

Totals for Area of Interest

805.3

100.0%
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Description

This is a system of subsurface lines that distribute effluent from a septic tank into
the natural soil. The distribution lines are at a minimum depth of 12 inches. Only
the part of the soils between depths of 0 and 60 inches is considered when the
soils are rated.

The soil properties and site features considered are those that affect absorption
of the effluent and construction and maintenance of the system and those that
may affect public health. These include depth to a water table, depth to bedrock,
content of rock fragments, flooding, slope, and saturated hydraulic conductivity
(Ksat). Flooding is a serious problem because it can result in improper treatment
of the effluent and contamination of ground water or surface water. If Ksat is too
fast or too slow, if the content of rock fragments is too high, or if the water table is
too close to the surface, the effluent can contaminate the ground water. If this
system is improperly installed on the steeper slopes, the effluent could flow along
the surface of the soils. Additional grading may be needed in areas downslope
from the system.

The ratings are both verbal and numerical. Rating class terms indicate the extent
to which the soils are limited by all of the soil features that affect the specified
use. "Not limited" indicates that the soil has features that are very favorable for
the specified use. Good performance and very low maintenance can be
expected. "Slightly limited" indicates that the soil has features that are favorable
for the specified use. The limitations are minor and'can be easily overcome.
Good performance and low maintenance can-be expected. "Moderately limited"
indicates that the soil has features that are;somewhat favorable for the specified
use. The limitations can be overcome orminimized by special planning, design,
or installation. Fair performance and moderate maintenance can be expected.
"Very limited" indicates that the soil has one or more features that are
unfavorable for the specified use. The limitations generally cannot be overcome
without major soil reclamation, special design, or expensive installation
procedures. Poor performance and high maintenance can be expected.

Numerical ratings indicate the severity of individual limitations. The ratings are
shown as decimal fractions ranging from 0.01 to 1.00. They indicate gradations
between the point at which a soil feature has the greatest negative impact on the
use (1.00) and the point at which the soil feature is not a limitation (0.00).

The map unit components listed for each map unit in the accompanying
Summary by Map Unit table in Web Soil Survey or the Aggregation Report in Soil
Data Viewer are determined by the aggregation method chosen, which is
displayed on the report. An aggregated rating class is shown for each map unit.
The components listed for each map unit are only those that have the same
rating class as listed for the map unit. The percent composition of each
component in a particular map unit is presented to help the user better
understand the percentage of each map unit that has the rating presented.

Other components with different ratings may be present in each map unit. The
ratings for all components, regardless of the map unit aggregated rating, can be
viewed by generating the Selected Soil Interpretations report with this

USDA
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Septic System In-Ground Bed (Conventional) (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

interpretation included from the Soil Reports tab in Web Soil Survey or from the
Soil Data Mart site. Onsite investigation may be needed to validate these
interpretations and to confirm the identity of the soil on a given site.

Rating Options
Aggregation Method: Dominant Condition

Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified
Tie-break Rule: Higher

USDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER)
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Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Lines

Soil Rating Points

Very limited
Moderately limited
Slightly limited
Not limited

Not rated or not available

Water Features

Streams and Canals

Transportation

Rails

Interstate Highways

distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION
Area of Interest (AOI) US Routes The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
Area of Interest (AOI) Major Roads 1:24,000.
Soils Local Roads Please rely o? the bar scale on each map sheet for map
Soil Rating Polygons measurements.
[  Verylimited Background Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Moderately limited B Aerial Photography Web Soil Survey URL:
] oderately limite Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)
[] Shghty limited Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
] Notlimited projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
1

wmae  Very limited This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
ws Moderately limited of the version date(s) listed below.
. - Soil Survey Area: Armstrong County, Pennsylvania
#.+ Slightly limited Survey Area Data: Version 14, Jun 4, 2020
Not limit
- ot limited Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
= »  Not rated or not available 1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Aug 7, 2012—Mar
23, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)

Map unit Map unit name Rating Component Rating reasons | Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
symbol name (percent) (numeric
values)
BeD Bethesda very Very limited Bethesda, Too steep (1.00) 1.4 0.2%
channery silt unstable fill :
loam, 8 to 25 (90%) Slow pe:colatlon
percent slopes 12-20" (1.00)
Bethesda, loam, | Too steep (1.00)
unstable fill -
(5%) Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)
Fairpoint, Too steep (1.00)
unstable fill :
(4%) Slow pe:colatlon
12-20" (1.00)
Potential karst
(0.30)
BhD Bethesda very Very limited Bethesda, Too steep (1.00) 5.7 0.9%
channery silt unstable fill -
loam, 8 to 25 (85%) Slow pe:colatlon
percent 12-20" (1.00)
slopes, very Bethesda, loam, |Toossteep (1.00)
stony unstable fill ,
(5%) Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)
Fairpoint; Too steep (1.00)
unstable fill )
(4%) Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)
Potential karst
(0.30)
Sewell, unstable | Too steep (1.00)
fill (3%) -
Potential fast
percolation
12-20" (0.26)
CaB Cavode silt Very limited Cavode (85%) Potential 32.1 5.0%
loam, 3to 8 seasonal high
percent slopes water table
(1.00)
Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)
Slope (0.35)
Brinkerton (5%) | Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)
Slope (0.35)
UsDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

CaC

Cavode silt
loam, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Very limited

Cavode (85%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)

Too steep (0.85)

Brinkerton (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (0.85)

0.6

0.1%

ErB

Ernest silt loam,
3 to 8 percent
slopes

Very limited

Ernest (85%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slope (0.40)

Brinkerton (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Si6pe (0.40)

125.4

19.4%

ErC

Ernest silt loam,
8to 15
percent slopes

Very limited

Ernest (85%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (0.85)

Brinkerton (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (0.85)

62.5

9.7%

ErD

Ernest silt loam,
15to 25
percent slopes

Very limited

Ernest (85%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Shelocta (5%)

Too steep (1.00)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.01)

Wharton (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

3.8

0.6%
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit Map unit name Rating Component Rating reasons | Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
symbol name (percent) (numeric
values)
Slow percolation
12-20" (0.58)
Gilpin (5%) Too steep (1.00)
Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.27)
GceB Gilpin channery | Slightly limited Gilpin (85%) Slope (0.40) 47.7 7.4%
silt loam, 3 to -
8 percent Potential
slopes bedrock near
20" (0.27)
GceC Gilpin channery | Moderately Gilpin (85%) Too steep (0.85) 10.5 1.6%
silt loam, 8 to limited :
15 percent Potential
slopes bedrock near
20" (0.27)
GwB Gilpin-Weikert Slightly limited Gilpin (55%) Slope (0.40) 28.2 4.4%
channery silt :
loams, 3 to 8 Potential
percent slopes bedrock near
20" (0.16)
Hazleton (5%) Slope (0.40)
Potential fast
percolation
12-20" (0.26)
GwC Gilpin-Weikert Moderately Gilpin (55%) Too steep (0.85) 9.3 1.4%
channery silt limited :
loams, 8 to 15 Potential
percent slopes bedrock near
20" (0.16)
Hazleton (5%) Too steep (0.85)
Potential fast
percolation
12-20" (0.26)
GwD Gilpin-Weikert Very limited Gilpin (45%) Too steep (1.00) 116.7 18.1%
channery silt .
loams, 15 to Potential
25 percent be'(lirock near
slopes 20" (0.16)
Weikert (40%) Bedrock, above
20" (1.00)
Too steep (1.00)
Hazleton (10%) | Too steep (1.00)
Potential fast
percolation
12-20" (0.26)
Wharton (5%) Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)
Too steep (1.00)
UsDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.58)

GwF

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 25 to
70 percent
slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (50%)

Too steep (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.16)

Weikert (35%)

Bedrock, above
20" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Hazleton (10%)

Too steep (1.00)

Potential fast
percolation
12-20" (0.26)

Ernest (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

55.4

8.6%

LoA

Lobdell silt loam,
0 to 3 percent
slopes,
occasionally
flooded

Very limited

Lobdell (85%)

Potential
seasonal high
Wwater table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Slope (0.18)

Orrville (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Slope (0.18)

Holly (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Slope (0.18)

Melvin (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Slope (0.18)

2.7

0.4%

RnB

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 3t0 8
percent slopes

Slightly limited

Rayne (45%)

Slope (0.40)

Gilpin (40%)

Slope (0.40)

9.8

1.5%
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.35)

RnC

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Moderately
limited

Rayne (46%)

Too steep (0.85)

Gilpin (44%)

Too steep (0.85)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.35)

Wharton (5%)

Too steep (0.85)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.79)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.67)

98.8

15.3%

RsD

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 8 to 25
percent
slopes, very
stony

Very limited

Rayne (50%)

Too steep (1.00)

Gilpin (35%)

Too steep (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.35)

Weikert (5%)

Bedrock, above
20" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slight voided
fragments
(0.00)

Ernest (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slope (0.60)

Wharton (5%)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.79)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.67)

6.2

1.0%

Ur

Urban land

Not rated

Urban land
(90%)

3.2

0.5%

Water

Not rated

Water (100%)

3.8

0.6%

WeB

Weikert
channery silt
loam, 3to 8
percent slopes

Very limited

Weikert (85%)

Bedrock, above
20" (1.00)

Slope (0.40)

3.0

0.5%
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

WhB

Wharton silt
loam, 3to 8
percent slopes

Very limited

Wharton (80%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.58)

Slope (0.40)

Cavode (8%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)

Slope (0.40)

Brinkerton (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slope (0.40)

8.6

1.3%

WhC

Wharton silt
loam, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Very limited

Wharton (80%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (0.85)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.58)

Ernest (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (0.85)

Rarden (5%)

Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)

Too steep (0.85)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.45)

0.7

0.1%

WtB

Wharton-Gilpin
silt loams, 3 to
8 percent
slopes

Moderately
limited

Wharton (51%)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.79)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.67)

Slope (0.35)

4.1

0.6%
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

WvB

Wharton-
Vandergrift
complex, 3 to
8 percent
slopes

Very limited

Vandergrift
(35%)

Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.98)

Slope (0.40)

Potential karst
(0.30)

Cavode (10%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)

Slope (0.35)

Brinkerton (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slope (0.35)

0.6

0.1%

WvC

Wharton-
Vandergrift
complex, 8 to
15 percent
slopes

Very limited

Vandergrift
(40%)

Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.98)

Too steep (0.85)

Potential karst
(0.30)

Cavode (10%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)

Too steep (0.85)

Brinkerton (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slope (0.35)

2.2

0.3%

WvD

Wharton-
Vandergrift
complex, 15 to
25 percent
slopes

Very limited

Wharton (45%)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.79)

2.0

0.3%
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.67)

Vandergrift
(40%)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.98)

Potential karst
(0.30)

Cavode (10%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)

Too steep (0.85)

Brinkerton (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slope (0.35)

Totals for Area of Interest

645.1 100.0%

Rating

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Very limited

429.7

66.6%

Moderately limited

122.7

19.0%

Slightly limited

85.7

13.3%

Null or Not Rated

7.0

1.1%

Totals for Area of Interest

645.1

100.0%
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Description

This is a system of pressurized lines that distribute effluent from a septic tank into
a mound with sand under aggregate. The mound is placed on top of the mineral
soil surface. About 1 to 4 feet of sand could be placed on the mineral soil surface
in a sand mound system. Only the part of the soils between depths of 0 and 20
inches is considered when the soils are rated.

The soil properties and site features considered are those that affect absorption
of the effluent and construction and maintenance of the system and those that
may affect public health. These include depth to a water table, depth to bedrock,
content of rock fragments, flooding, slope, and saturated hydraulic conductivity
(Ksat). Flooding is a serious problem because it can result in improper treatment
of the effluent and contamination of ground water or surface water. If Ksat is too
fast or too slow, if the content of rock fragments is too high, or if the water table is
too close to the surface, the effluent can contaminate the ground water. If this
system is improperly installed on the steeper slopes, the effluent could flow along
the surface of the soils. Additional grading may be needed in areas downslope
from the system.

The ratings are both verbal and numerical. Rating class terms indicate the extent
to which the soils are limited by all of the soil features that affect the specified
use. "Not limited" indicates that the soil has features that are very favorable for
the specified use. Good performance and very low,maintenance can be
expected. "Slightly limited" indicates that the soil’has features that are favorable
for the specified use. The limitations are minor,and can be easily overcome.
Good performance and low maintenance can be expected. "Moderately limited"
indicates that the soil has features that are somewhat favorable for the specified
use. The limitations can be overcome.orminimized by special planning, design,
or installation. Fair performance and moderate maintenance can be expected.
"Very limited" indicates that the soil has one or more features that are
unfavorable for the specified use. The limitations generally cannot be overcome
without major soil reclamation, special design, or expensive installation
procedures. Poor performance and high maintenance can be expected.

Numerical ratings indicate the severity of individual limitations. The ratings are
shown as decimal fractions ranging from 0.01 to 1.00. They indicate gradations
between the point at which a soil feature has the greatest negative impact on the
use (1.00) and the point at which the soil feature is not a limitation (0.00).

The map unit components listed for each map unit in the accompanying
Summary by Map Unit table in Web Soil Survey or the Aggregation Report in Soil
Data Viewer are determined by the aggregation method chosen, which is
displayed on the report. An aggregated rating class is shown for each map unit.
The components listed for each map unit are only those that have the same
rating class as listed for the map unit. The percent composition of each
component in a particular map unit is presented to help the user better
understand the percentage of each map unit that has the rating presented.

Other components with different ratings may be present in each map unit. The
ratings for all components, regardless of the map unit aggregated rating, can be

USDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

viewed by generating the Selected Soil Interpretations report with this
interpretation included from the Soil Reports tab in Web Soil Survey or from the
Soil Data Mart site. Onsite investigation may be needed to validate these
interpretations and to confirm the identity of the soil on a given site.

Rating Options
Aggregation Method: Dominant Condition

Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified
Tie-break Rule: Higher

UsDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST)

- - -

——

Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Lines

Soil Rating Points

Very limited
Moderately limited
Slightly limited
Not limited

Not rated or not available

Water Features

Streams and Canals

Transportation

Rails

Interstate Highways

distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION
Area of Interest (AOI) US Routes The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
Area of Interest (AOI) Major Roads 1:24,000.
Soils Local Roads Please rely o? the bar scale on each map sheet for map
Soil Rating Polygons measurements.
[  Verylimited Background Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Moderately limited B Aerial Photography Web Soil Survey URL:
] oderately limite Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)
[] Shghty limited Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
] Notlimited projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
1

wmae  Very limited This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
ws Moderately limited of the version date(s) listed below.
. - Soil Survey Area: Armstrong County, Pennsylvania
#.+ Slightly limited Survey Area Data: Version 14, Jun 4, 2020
Not limit
- ot limited Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
= »  Not rated or not available 1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Aug 7, 2012—Mar
23, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

BkB

Brinkerton silt
loam, 3to 8
percent slopes

Very limited

Brinkerton (80%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slope (0.35)

Ernest (15%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slope (0.40)

Lobdell (5%)

Flooding (1.00)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.98)

Slope (0.09)

0.0

0.0%

CaB

Cavode silt
loam, 3to 8
percent slopes

Very limited

Cavode (85%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)

Slope (0.35)

Brinkerton (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slope (0.35)

8.9

1.8%

ErB

Ernest silt loam,
3 to 8 percent
slopes

Very limited

Ernest (85%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slope (0.40)

Brinkerton (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slope (0.40)

141.8

28.5%

ErC

Ernest silt loam,
8to 15
percent slopes

Very limited

Ernest (85%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (0.85)

0.2%
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Brinkerton (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (0.85)

GcB

Gilpin channery
silt loam, 3 to
8 percent
slopes

Slightly limited

Gilpin (85%)

Slope (0.40)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.27)

213

4.3%

GcC

Gilpin channery
silt loam, 8 to
15 percent
slopes

Moderately
limited

Gilpin (85%)

Too steep (0.85)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.27)

23.3

4.7%

GwD

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 15 to
25 percent
slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (45%)

Too steep (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.16)

Weikert (40%)

Bedrock, above
20" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Hazleton (10%)

Too’steep (1.00)

Potential fast
percolation
12-20" (0.26)

Wharten)(5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.58)

10.2

2.1%

GwF

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 25 to
70 percent
slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (50%)

Too steep (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.16)

Weikert (35%)

Bedrock, above
20" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Hazleton (10%)

Too steep (1.00)

Potential fast
percolation
12-20" (0.26)

Ernest (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

101

2.0%
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Map unit Map unit name Rating Component Rating reasons | Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
symbol name (percent) (numeric
values)
Too steep (1.00)
HaB Hazleton Slightly limited Hazleton (85%) | Slope (0.35) 11.4 2.3%
channery .
loam, 3 to 8 Potential fgst
percent slopes percolation
12-20" (0.26)
Germano (5%) | Slope (0.35)
Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.20)
Westmoreland Slope (0.35)
(5%)
HaC Hazleton Moderately Hazleton (85%) | Too steep (0.85) 7.2 1.4%
channery limited -
loam, 8 to 15 Potential fe_ast
percent slopes percolation
12-20" (0.26)
Germano (5%) | Too steep (0.85)
Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.20)
Westmoreland Too steep (0.85)
(5%)
HaD Hazleton Very limited Hazleton (85%), |.-Too steep (1.00) 0.4 0.1%
channery :
loam, 15 to 25 Potential fgst
percent slopes percolation
12-20" (0.26)
Westmoreland Too steep (1.00)
(5%)
Germano (5%) | Too steep (1.00)
Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.20)
Guernsey (5%) | Too steep (1.00)
Potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.94)
Slow percolation
12-20" (0.58)
RnB Rayne-Gilpin Slightly limited Rayne (45%) Slope (0.40) 125.7 25.3%
channery silt . .
loams, 3 to 8 Gilpin (40%) Slope (0.40)
percent slopes Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.35)
RnC Rayne-Gilpin Moderately Rayne (46%) Too steep (0.85) 38.5 7.7%
channery silt limited .
loams, 8 to 15 Gilpin (44%) Too steep (0.85)
percent slopes
UsDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.35)

Wharton (5%)

Too steep (0.85)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.79)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.67)

RnD

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 15 to
25 percent
slopes

Very limited

Rayne (55%)

Too steep (1.00)

Gilpin (35%)

Too steep (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.35)

Weikert (5%)

Bedrock, above
20" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slight voided
fragments
(0.00)

Wharton (5%)

Joo steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.79)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.67)

13.5

2.7%

WhB

Wharton silt
loam, 3to 8
percent slopes

Very limited

Wharton (80%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.58)

Slope (0.40)

Cavode (8%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)

Slope (0.40)

Brinkerton (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slope (0.40)

83.9

16.9%
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Map unit Map unit name Rating Component Rating reasons | Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
symbol name (percent) (numeric
values)
Totals for Area of Interest 497.4 100.0%
Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
Very limited 270.0 54.3%
Slightly limited 158.4 31.8%
Moderately limited 68.9 13.9%
Totals for Area of Interest 497.4 100.0%
UsbA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Description

This is a system of pressurized lines that distribute effluent from a septic tank into
a mound with sand under aggregate. The mound is placed on top of the mineral
soil surface. About 1 to 4 feet of sand could be placed on the mineral soil surface
in a sand mound system. Only the part of the soils between depths of 0 and 20
inches is considered when the soils are rated.

The soil properties and site features considered are those that affect absorption
of the effluent and construction and maintenance of the system and those that
may affect public health. These include depth to a water table, depth to bedrock,
content of rock fragments, flooding, slope, and saturated hydraulic conductivity
(Ksat). Flooding is a serious problem because it can result in improper treatment
of the effluent and contamination of ground water or surface water. If Ksat is too
fast or too slow, if the content of rock fragments is too high, or if the water table is
too close to the surface, the effluent can contaminate the ground water. If this
system is improperly installed on the steeper slopes, the effluent could flow along
the surface of the soils. Additional grading may be needed in areas downslope
from the system.

The ratings are both verbal and numerical. Rating class terms indicate the extent
to which the soils are limited by all of the soil features that affect the specified
use. "Not limited" indicates that the soil has features that are very favorable for
the specified use. Good performance and very low,maintenance can be
expected. "Slightly limited" indicates that the soil’has features that are favorable
for the specified use. The limitations are minor,and can be easily overcome.
Good performance and low maintenance can be expected. "Moderately limited"
indicates that the soil has features that are somewhat favorable for the specified
use. The limitations can be overcome.orminimized by special planning, design,
or installation. Fair performance and moderate maintenance can be expected.
"Very limited" indicates that the soil has one or more features that are
unfavorable for the specified use. The limitations generally cannot be overcome
without major soil reclamation, special design, or expensive installation
procedures. Poor performance and high maintenance can be expected.

Numerical ratings indicate the severity of individual limitations. The ratings are
shown as decimal fractions ranging from 0.01 to 1.00. They indicate gradations
between the point at which a soil feature has the greatest negative impact on the
use (1.00) and the point at which the soil feature is not a limitation (0.00).

The map unit components listed for each map unit in the accompanying
Summary by Map Unit table in Web Soil Survey or the Aggregation Report in Soil
Data Viewer are determined by the aggregation method chosen, which is
displayed on the report. An aggregated rating class is shown for each map unit.
The components listed for each map unit are only those that have the same
rating class as listed for the map unit. The percent composition of each
component in a particular map unit is presented to help the user better
understand the percentage of each map unit that has the rating presented.

Other components with different ratings may be present in each map unit. The
ratings for all components, regardless of the map unit aggregated rating, can be

USDA
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

viewed by generating the Selected Soil Interpretations report with this
interpretation included from the Soil Reports tab in Web Soil Survey or from the
Soil Data Mart site. Onsite investigation may be needed to validate these
interpretations and to confirm the identity of the soil on a given site.

Rating Options
Aggregation Method: Dominant Condition

Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified
Tie-break Rule: Higher

UsDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST)

- - -

——

Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Lines

Soil Rating Points

Very limited
Moderately limited
Slightly limited
Not limited

Not rated or not available

Water Features

Streams and Canals

Transportation

Rails

Interstate Highways

distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION
Area of Interest (AOI) US Routes The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
Area of Interest (AOI) Major Roads 1:24,000.
Soils Local Roads Please rely o? the bar scale on each map sheet for map
Soil Rating Polygons measurements.
[  Verylimited Background Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Moderately limited B Aerial Photography Web Soil Survey URL:
] oderately limite Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)
[] Shghty limited Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
] Notlimited projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
1

wmae  Very limited This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
ws Moderately limited of the version date(s) listed below.
. - Soil Survey Area: Armstrong County, Pennsylvania
#.+ Slightly limited Survey Area Data: Version 14, Jun 4, 2020
Not limit
- ot limited Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
= »  Not rated or not available 1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Aug 7, 2012—Mar
23, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 5

37 - WEST

Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)

Map unit Map unit name Rating Component Rating reasons | Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
symbol name (percent) (numeric
values)
BeD Bethesda very Very limited Bethesda, Too steep (1.00) 3.1 0.4%
channery silt unstable fill :
loam, 8 to 25 (90%) Slow pe:colatlon
percent slopes 12-20" (1.00)
Bethesda, loam, | Too steep (1.00)
unstable fill -
(5%) Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)
Fairpoint, Too steep (1.00)
unstable fill :
(4%) Slow pe:colatlon
12-20" (1.00)
Potential karst
(0.30)
BhF Bethesda very Very limited Bethesda, Too steep (1.00) 1.8 0.2%
channery silt unstable fill -
loam, 25 to 75 (90%) Slow pe:colatlon
percent 12-20" (1.00)
slopes, very Bethesda, loam, | Toossteep (1.00)
stony unstable fill :
(5%) Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)
Fairpoint; Too steep (1.00)
unstable fill )
(5%) Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)
Potential karst
(0.30)
CaB Cavode silt Very limited Cavode (85%) Potential 41.4 5.1%
loam, 3to 8 seasonal high
percent slopes water table
(1.00)
Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)
Slope (0.35)
Brinkerton (5%) | Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)
Slope (0.35)
CaC Cavode silt Very limited Cavode (85%) Potential 30.3 3.8%
loam, 8 to 15 seasonal high
percent slopes water table
(1.00)
Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)
Too steep (0.85)
UsDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 5

37 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Brinkerton (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (0.85)

CaD

Cavode silt
loam, 15 to 25
percent slopes

Very limited

Cavode (80%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)

Wharton (10%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.58)

Gilpin (10%)

Too steep (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.27)

7.9

1.0%

ErB

Ernest silt loam,
3 to 8 percent
slopes

Very limited

Ernest (85%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slope (0.40)

Brinkerton (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slope (0.40)

141.8

17.6%

ErC

Ernest silt loam,
8to 15
percent slopes

Very limited

Ernest (85%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (0.85)

Brinkerton (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (0.85)

161.6

20.1%

ErD

Ernest silt loam,
15to 25
percent slopes

Very limited

Ernest (85%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

11.8

1.5%
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 5

37 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Shelocta (5%)

Too steep (1.00)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.01)

Wharton (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.58)

Gilpin (5%)

Too steep (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.27)

GcB

Gilpin channery
silt loam, 3 to
8 percent
slopes

Slightly limited

Gilpin (85%)

Slope (0.40)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.27)

35.0

4.3%

GcC

Gilpin channery
silt loam, 8 to
15 percent
slopes

Moderately
limited

Gilpin (85%)

Too. steep (0.85)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.27)

16.1

2.0%

GuC

Gilpin-Upshur silt
loams, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Moderately
limited

Gilpin(45%)

Too steep (0.85)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.26)

Wharton (20%)

Too steep (0.85)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.79)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.67)

6.4

0.8%

GwB

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 3t0 8
percent slopes

Slightly limited

Gilpin (55%)

Slope (0.40)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.16)

Hazleton (5%)

Slope (0.40)

Potential fast
percolation
12-20" (0.26)

14.3

1.8%

GwC

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Moderately
limited

Gilpin (55%)

Too steep (0.85)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.16)

5.2

0.6%
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Hazleton (5%)

Too steep (0.85)

Potential fast
percolation
12-20" (0.26)

GwD

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 15 to
25 percent
slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (45%)

Too steep (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.16)

Weikert (40%)

Bedrock, above
20" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Hazleton (10%)

Too steep (1.00)

Potential fast
percolation
12-20" (0.26)

Wharton (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.58)

95.3

11.8%

GwF

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 25 to
70 percent
slopes

Very limited

Gilpin (50%)

Too steep (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.16)

Weikert (35%)

Bedrock, above
20" (1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

Hazleton (10%)

Too steep (1.00)

Potential fast
percolation
12-20" (0.26)

Ernest (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Too steep (1.00)

26.3

3.3%

HoA

Holly silt loam, 0
to 2 percent
slopes,
frequently
flooded

Very limited

Holly (75%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Slope (0.09)

Lobdell (15%)

Flooding (1.00)

26.1

3.2%
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 5

37 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.98)

Slope (0.09)

Ernest (10%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.79)

Slope (0.18)

LoA

Lobdell silt loam,
0 to 3 percent
slopes,
occasionally
flooded

Very limited

Lobdell (85%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Slope (0.18)

Orrville (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1<00)

Flooding (1.00)

Slope (0.18)

Melvin-(5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Slope (0.18)

Holly (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Slope (0.18)

10.3

1.3%

RnB

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 3to 8
percent slopes

Slightly limited

Rayne (45%)

Slope (0.40)

Gilpin (40%)

Slope (0.40)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.35)

44.2

5.5%

RnC

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Moderately
limited

Rayne (46%)

Too steep (0.85)

Gilpin (44%)

Too steep (0.85)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.35)

445

5.5%
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 5

37 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Wharton (5%)

Too steep (0.85)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.79)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.67)

UdB

Udorthents, 0 to
8 percent
slopes

Very limited

Udorthents,
unstable fill
(100%)

Miscellaneous
area (1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.50)

Slope (0.35)

3.1

0.4%

Ur

Urban land

Not rated

Urban land
(90%)

0.8

0.1%

WeB

Weikert
channery silt
loam, 3to 8
percent slopes

Very limited

Weikert (85%)

Bedrock, above
20" (1.00)

Slope (0.40)

4.1

0.5%

WeC

Weikert
channery silt
loam, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Very limited

Weikert (85%)

Bedrock, above
20" (1.00)

Too. steep (0.85)

3.3

0.4%

WhB

Wharton silt
loam, 3t0 8
percent slopes

Very limited

Wharton (80%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.58)

Slope (0.40)

Cavode (8%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (1.00)

Slope (0.40)

Brinkerton (5%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slope (0.40)

18.0

2.2%

WtB

Wharton-Gilpin
silt loams, 3 to
8 percent
slopes

Moderately
limited

Wharton (51%)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.79)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.67)

Slope (0.35)

22.6

2.8%
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

wtC Wharton-Gilpin
silt loams, 8 to
15 percent

slopes

Moderately
limited

Wharton (51%)

Too steep (0.85)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.79)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.67)

Gilpin (49%)

Too steep (0.85)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.26)

29.2 3.6%

WtD Wharton-Gilpin
silt loams, 15
to 25 percent

slopes

Very limited

Wharton (55%)

Too steep (1.00)

Slow percolation
12-20" (0.79)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.67)

Gilpin (45%)

Too steep (1.00)

Potential
bedrock near
20" (0.27)

0.7 0.1%

Totals for Area of Interest

805.3 100.0%

Rating

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Very limited

586.9

72.9%

Moderately limited

1241

15.4%

Slightly limited

93.5

11.6%

Null or Not Rated

0.8

0.1%

Totals for Area of Interest

805.3

100.0%

UsDA  Natural Resources
== Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey

National Cooperative Soil Survey

10/27/2020
Page 9 of 11



Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Description

This is a system of pressurized lines that distribute effluent from a septic tank into
a mound with sand under aggregate. The mound is placed on top of the mineral
soil surface. About 1 to 4 feet of sand could be placed on the mineral soil surface
in a sand mound system. Only the part of the soils between depths of 0 and 20
inches is considered when the soils are rated.

The soil properties and site features considered are those that affect absorption
of the effluent and construction and maintenance of the system and those that
may affect public health. These include depth to a water table, depth to bedrock,
content of rock fragments, flooding, slope, and saturated hydraulic conductivity
(Ksat). Flooding is a serious problem because it can result in improper treatment
of the effluent and contamination of ground water or surface water. If Ksat is too
fast or too slow, if the content of rock fragments is too high, or if the water table is
too close to the surface, the effluent can contaminate the ground water. If this
system is improperly installed on the steeper slopes, the effluent could flow along
the surface of the soils. Additional grading may be needed in areas downslope
from the system.

The ratings are both verbal and numerical. Rating class terms indicate the extent
to which the soils are limited by all of the soil features that affect the specified
use. "Not limited" indicates that the soil has features that are very favorable for
the specified use. Good performance and very low,maintenance can be
expected. "Slightly limited" indicates that the soil’has features that are favorable
for the specified use. The limitations are minor,and can be easily overcome.
Good performance and low maintenance can be expected. "Moderately limited"
indicates that the soil has features that are somewhat favorable for the specified
use. The limitations can be overcome.orminimized by special planning, design,
or installation. Fair performance and moderate maintenance can be expected.
"Very limited" indicates that the soil has one or more features that are
unfavorable for the specified use. The limitations generally cannot be overcome
without major soil reclamation, special design, or expensive installation
procedures. Poor performance and high maintenance can be expected.

Numerical ratings indicate the severity of individual limitations. The ratings are
shown as decimal fractions ranging from 0.01 to 1.00. They indicate gradations
between the point at which a soil feature has the greatest negative impact on the
use (1.00) and the point at which the soil feature is not a limitation (0.00).

The map unit components listed for each map unit in the accompanying
Summary by Map Unit table in Web Soil Survey or the Aggregation Report in Soil
Data Viewer are determined by the aggregation method chosen, which is
displayed on the report. An aggregated rating class is shown for each map unit.
The components listed for each map unit are only those that have the same
rating class as listed for the map unit. The percent composition of each
component in a particular map unit is presented to help the user better
understand the percentage of each map unit that has the rating presented.

Other components with different ratings may be present in each map unit. The
ratings for all components, regardless of the map unit aggregated rating, can be
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Septic System Sand Mound Bed or Trench (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

viewed by generating the Selected Soil Interpretations report with this
interpretation included from the Soil Reports tab in Web Soil Survey or from the
Soil Data Mart site. Onsite investigation may be needed to validate these
interpretations and to confirm the identity of the soil on a given site.

Rating Options
Aggregation Method: Dominant Condition

Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified
Tie-break Rule: Higher
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER)

Soils

HREREREEN

- - -

——

Area of Interest (AOIl)

Soil Rating Polygons

MAP LEGEND
US Routes
Area of Interest (AOI) Major Roads
Local Roads
Very limited Background

- Aerial Photography

Moderately limited
Slightly limited
Not limited

Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Lines

Very limited
Moderately limited
Slightly limited
Not limited

Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Points

Very limited
Moderately limited
Slightly limited
Not limited

Not rated or not available

Water Features

Streams and Canals

Transportation

Rails

Interstate Highways

MAP INFORMATION

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:
Survey Area Data:

Armstrong County, Pennsylvania
Version 14, Jun 4, 2020

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Aug 7, 2012—Mar
23, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)}—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Septic System Spray Irrigation (PA)

Map unit Map unit name Rating Component Rating reasons | Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
symbol name (percent) (numeric
values)
BeD Bethesda very Moderately Bethesda, Slope 0-25%; 1.4 0.2%
channery silt limited unstable fill see land cover
loam, 8 to 25 (90%) criteria (0.75)
ercent slopes
P P Bethesda, loam, | Slope 0-25%;
unstable fill see land cover
(5%) criteria (0.75)
Fairpoint, Slope 0-25%;
unstable fill see land cover
(4%) criteria (0.75)
Potential karst
(0.30)
BhD Bethesda very Moderately Bethesda, Slope 0-25%; 5.7 0.9%
channery silt limited unstable fill see land cover
loam, 8 to 25 (85%) criteria (0.75)
percent o
slopes, very Bethesda, Iqam, Slope 0-25%;
stony unstable fill see land cover
(5%) criteria (0.75)
Fairpoint, Slope 0-25%;
unstable fill see land cover
(4%) criteria (0.75)
Potential karst
(0.30)
Sewell, unstable | Slope 0-25%;
fill (3%) see land cover
criteria (0.75)
CaB Cavode silt Moderately Cavode (85%) Potential 32.1 5.0%
loam, 3t0 8 limited seasonal high
percent slopes water table
(0.86)
Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)
CaC Cavode silt Moderately Cavode (85%) Potential 0.6 0.1%
loam, 8 to 15 limited seasonal high
percent slopes water table
(0.86)
Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)
ErB Ernest silt loam, | Moderately Ernest (85%) Potential 125.4 19.4%
3 to 8 percent limited seasonal high
slopes water table
(0.80)
USDA Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Brinkerton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(0.94)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

ErC

Ernest silt loam,
8to 15
percent slopes

Moderately
limited

Ernest (85%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.80)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

62.5

9.7%

ErD

Ernest silt loam,
15to 25
percent slopes

Moderately
limited

Ernest (85%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.80)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Wharton (5%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.73)

Gilpin (5%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.25)

3.8

0.6%

GceB

Gilpin channery
silt loam, 3 to
8 percent
slopes

Slightly limited

Gilpin (85%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.25)

47.7

7.4%

GcC

Gilpin channery
silt loam, 8 to
15 percent
slopes

Slightly limited

Gilpin (85%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.25)

10.5

1.6%

GwB

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt

Slightly limited

Gilpin (55%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover

criteria (0.50)

28.2

4.4%
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

loams, 3to 8
percent slopes

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.17)

Hazleton (5%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

GwC

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Slightly limited

Gilpin (55%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.17)

Hazleton (5%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

9.3

1.4%

GwD

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 15 to
25 percent
slopes

Moderately
limited

Gilpin (45%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.17)

Weikert (40%)

Bedrock, above
16" (0.95)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Hazleton (10%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Wharton (5%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.73)

116.7

18.1%

GwF

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 25 to
70 percent
slopes

Not rated

Gilpin (50%)

Weikert (35%)

Rock outcrop
(0%)

55.4

8.6%

LoA

Lobdell silt loam,
0 to 3 percent
slopes,
occasionally
flooded

Very limited

Lobdell (85%)

Flooding (1.00)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.50)

Orrville (5%)

Flooding (1.00)

Seasonal high
water table
(0.94)

27

0.4%
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Holly (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Melvin (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

RnB

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 3t0 8
percent slopes

Slightly limited

Rayne (45%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Gilpin (40%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.30)

Wharton (5%)

Slope 0-12%);
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.19)

9.8

1.5%

RnC

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Slightly limited

Rayne (46%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Gilpin (44%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.30)

Wharton (5%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.19)

98.8

15.3%

RsD

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 8 to 25
percent
slopes, very
stony

Moderately
limited

Rayne (50%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Gilpin (35%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.30)

6.2

1.0%
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Weikert (5%)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.78)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Slight voided
fragments
(0.00)

Ernest (5%)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.52)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Wharton (5%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.19)

Ur

Urban land

Not rated

Urban land
(90%)

3.2

0.5%

Water

Not rated

Water (100%)

3.8

0.6%

WeB

Weikert
channery silt
loam, 3to 8
percent slopes

Moderately
limited

Weikert (85%)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.78)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

3.0

0.5%

WhB

Wharton silt
loam, 310 8
percent slopes

Moderately
limited

Wharton (80%)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.73)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Cavode (8%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.86)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

8.6

1.3%

WhC

Wharton silt
loam, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Moderately
limited

Wharton (80%)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.73)

0.7

0.1%
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Ernest (5%)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.52)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

WtB

Wharton-Gilpin
silt loams, 3 to
8 percent
slopes

Slightly limited

Wharton (51%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.19)

Gilpin (49%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.24)

4.1

0.6%

WvB

Wharton-
Vandergrift
complex, 3 to
8 percent
slopes

Slightly limited

Wharton (50%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.19)

Vandergrift
(35%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.47)

Potential karst
(0.30)

0.6

0.1%

WvC

Wharton-
Vandergrift
complex, 8 to
15 percent
slopes

Slightly limited

Wharton (45%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.19)

Vandergrift
(40%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

22

0.3%
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)}—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.47)

Potential karst
(0.30)

WvD

Wharton-
Vandergrift
complex, 15 to
25 percent

slopes

Moderately
limited

Wharton (45%)

Slope 0-25%);
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.19)

2.0

0.3%

Vandergrift
(40%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.47)

Potential karst
(0.30)

Cavode (10%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.86)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Totals for Area of Interest

645.1 100.0%

Rating

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Moderately limited

368.9

57.2%

Slightly limited

211.2

32.7%

Very limited

2.7

0.4%

Null or Not Rated

62.4

9.7%

Totals for Area of Interest

645.1

100.0%

Natural Resources

—=S - -
== Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey

National Cooperative Soil Survey

10/27/2020
Page 9 of 11




Septic System Spray Irrigation (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Description

This is a system of pressurized lines that distribute effluent from a septic tank into
a sand filter tank and chlorination system and then through spray heads that
disperse the effluent onto the surface of the soil. Only the part of the soils
between depths of 0 and 16 inches is considered when the soils are rated.

The soil properties and site features considered are those that affect absorption
of the effluent and construction and maintenance of the system and those that
may affect public health. These include depth to a water table, depth to bedrock,
content of rock fragments, flooding, slope, and saturated hydraulic conductivity
(Ksat). Flooding is a serious problem because it can result in improper treatment
of the effluent and contamination of ground water or surface water. If Ksat is too
fast or too slow, if the content of rock fragments is too high, or if the water table is
too close to the surface, the effluent can contaminate the ground water. If this
system is improperly installed on the steeper slopes, the effluent could flow along
the surface of the soils. Additional grading may be needed in areas downslope
from the system.

The ratings are both verbal and numerical. Rating class terms indicate the extent
to which the soils are limited by all of the soil features that affect the specified
use. "Not limited" indicates that the soil has features that are very favorable for
the specified use. Good performance and very low maintenance can be
expected. "Slightly limited" indicates that the soil has features that are favorable
for the specified use. The limitations are minor and'can be easily overcome.
Good performance and low maintenance can-be expected. "Moderately limited"
indicates that the soil has features that are;somewhat favorable for the specified
use. The limitations can be overcome orminimized by special planning, design,
or installation. Fair performance and moderate maintenance can be expected.
"Very limited" indicates that the soil has one or more features that are
unfavorable for the specified use. The limitations generally cannot be overcome
without major soil reclamation, special design, or expensive installation
procedures. Poor performance and high maintenance can be expected.

Numerical ratings indicate the severity of individual limitations. The ratings are
shown as decimal fractions ranging from 0.01 to 1.00. They indicate gradations
between the point at which a soil feature has the greatest negative impact on the
use (1.00) and the point at which the soil feature is not a limitation (0.00).

These ratings do not preclude the need for onsite investigation to determine the
limitations affecting system placement.

The map unit components listed for each map unit in the accompanying
Summary by Map Unit table in Web Soil Survey or the Aggregation Report in Soil
Data Viewer are determined by the aggregation method chosen, which is
displayed on the report. An aggregated rating class is shown for each map unit.
The components listed for each map unit are only those that have the same
rating class as listed for the map unit. The percent composition of each
component in a particular map unit is presented to help the user better
understand the percentage of each map unit that has the rating presented.

USDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)}—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania KISKI TWP ACT 537 - CENTER

Other components with different ratings may be present in each map unit. The
ratings for all components, regardless of the map unit aggregated rating, can be
viewed by generating the Selected Soil Interpretations report with this
interpretation included from the Soil Reports tab in Web Soil Survey or from the
Soil Data Mart site. Onsite investigation may be needed to validate these
interpretations and to confirm the identity of the soil on a given site.

Rating Options
Aggregation Method: Dominant Condition

Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified
Tie-break Rule: Higher
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST)

Soils

HREREREEN

- - -

——

Area of Interest (AOIl)

Soil Rating Polygons

MAP LEGEND
US Routes
Area of Interest (AOI) Major Roads
Local Roads
Very limited Background

- Aerial Photography

Moderately limited
Slightly limited
Not limited

Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Lines

Very limited
Moderately limited
Slightly limited
Not limited

Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Points

Very limited
Moderately limited
Slightly limited
Not limited

Not rated or not available

Water Features

Streams and Canals

Transportation

Rails

Interstate Highways

MAP INFORMATION

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:
Survey Area Data:

Armstrong County, Pennsylvania
Version 14, Jun 4, 2020

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Aug 7, 2012—Mar
23, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)}—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Septic System Spray Irrigation (PA)

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

BkB

Brinkerton silt
loam, 3to 8
percent slopes

Very limited

Brinkerton (80%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Lobdell (5%)

Flooding (1.00)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.47)

0.0

0.0%

CaB

Cavode silt
loam, 3to 8
percent slopes

Moderately
limited

Cavode (85%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.86)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

8.9

1.8%

ErB

Ernest silt loam,
3 to 8 percent
slopes

Moderately
limited

Ernest (85%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.80)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Brinkerton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(0.94)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

141.8

28.5%

ErC

Ernest silt loam,
8to 15
percent slopes

Moderately
limited

Ernest (85%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.80)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

0.2%

GcB

Gilpin channery
silt loam, 3 to
8 percent
slopes

Slightly limited

Gilpin (85%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.25)

21.3

4.3%
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

GcC

Gilpin channery
silt loam, 8 to
15 percent
slopes

Slightly limited

Gilpin (85%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.25)

23.3

4.7%

GwD

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 15 to
25 percent
slopes

Moderately
limited

Gilpin (45%)

Slope 0-25%);
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.17)

Weikert (40%)

Bedrock, above
16" (0.95)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Hazleton (10%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Wharton (5%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.73)

10.2

2.1%

GwF

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 25 to
70 percent
slopes

Not rated

Gilpin(50%)

Weikert (35%)

Rock outcrop
(0%)

10.1

2.0%

HaB

Hazleton
channery
loam, 3to 8
percent slopes

Slightly limited

Hazleton (85%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Cookport (5%)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.50)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.00)

Germano (5%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.20)

2.3%

USDA Natural Resources

—=S - -
== Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey

National Cooperative Soil Survey

10/27/2020
Page 4 of 9




Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Westmoreland
(5%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.01)

HaC

Hazleton
channery
loam, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Slightly limited

Hazleton (85%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Cookport (5%)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.50)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.00)

Germano (5%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.20)

Westmareland
(5%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.01)

7.2

1.4%

HaD

Hazleton
channery
loam, 15 to 25
percent slopes

Moderately
limited

Hazleton (85%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Westmoreland
(5%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.01)

Germano (5%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.20)

Guernsey (5%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

0.4

0.1%
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.42)

RnB

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 3 to 8
percent slopes

Slightly limited

Rayne (45%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Gilpin (40%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.30)

Wharton (5%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.19)

125.7

25.3%

RnC

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Slightly limited

Rayne (46%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Gilpin (44%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.30)

Wharton (5%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.19)

38.5

7.7%

RnD

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 15 to
25 percent
slopes

Moderately
limited

Rayne (55%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Gilpin (35%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.30)

Weikert (5%)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.78)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover

criteria (0.75)

13.5

2.7%
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)}—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Slight voided
fragments
(0.00)

Wharton (5%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.19)

WhB

Wharton silt
loam, 3to 8
percent slopes

Moderately
limited

Wharton (80%)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.73)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Cavode (8%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.86)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

83.9

16.9%

Totals for Area of Interest

497.4

100.0%

Rating

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Moderately limited

260.0

52.3%

Slightly limited

227.3

45.7%

Very limited

0.0

0.0%

Null or Not Rated

10.1

2.0%

Totals for Area of Interest

497.4

100.0%

USDA

Natural Resources

—=S - -
== Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey

National Cooperative Soil Survey

10/27/2020
Page 7 of 9



Septic System Spray Irrigation (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Description

This is a system of pressurized lines that distribute effluent from a septic tank into
a sand filter tank and chlorination system and then through spray heads that
disperse the effluent onto the surface of the soil. Only the part of the soils
between depths of 0 and 16 inches is considered when the soils are rated.

The soil properties and site features considered are those that affect absorption
of the effluent and construction and maintenance of the system and those that
may affect public health. These include depth to a water table, depth to bedrock,
content of rock fragments, flooding, slope, and saturated hydraulic conductivity
(Ksat). Flooding is a serious problem because it can result in improper treatment
of the effluent and contamination of ground water or surface water. If Ksat is too
fast or too slow, if the content of rock fragments is too high, or if the water table is
too close to the surface, the effluent can contaminate the ground water. If this
system is improperly installed on the steeper slopes, the effluent could flow along
the surface of the soils. Additional grading may be needed in areas downslope
from the system.

The ratings are both verbal and numerical. Rating class terms indicate the extent
to which the soils are limited by all of the soil features that affect the specified
use. "Not limited" indicates that the soil has features that are very favorable for
the specified use. Good performance and very low maintenance can be
expected. "Slightly limited" indicates that the soil has features that are favorable
for the specified use. The limitations are minor and'can be easily overcome.
Good performance and low maintenance can-be expected. "Moderately limited"
indicates that the soil has features that are;somewhat favorable for the specified
use. The limitations can be overcome orminimized by special planning, design,
or installation. Fair performance and moderate maintenance can be expected.
"Very limited" indicates that the soil has one or more features that are
unfavorable for the specified use. The limitations generally cannot be overcome
without major soil reclamation, special design, or expensive installation
procedures. Poor performance and high maintenance can be expected.

Numerical ratings indicate the severity of individual limitations. The ratings are
shown as decimal fractions ranging from 0.01 to 1.00. They indicate gradations
between the point at which a soil feature has the greatest negative impact on the
use (1.00) and the point at which the soil feature is not a limitation (0.00).

These ratings do not preclude the need for onsite investigation to determine the
limitations affecting system placement.

The map unit components listed for each map unit in the accompanying
Summary by Map Unit table in Web Soil Survey or the Aggregation Report in Soil
Data Viewer are determined by the aggregation method chosen, which is
displayed on the report. An aggregated rating class is shown for each map unit.
The components listed for each map unit are only those that have the same
rating class as listed for the map unit. The percent composition of each
component in a particular map unit is presented to help the user better
understand the percentage of each map unit that has the rating presented.
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)}—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania KISKI TWP ACT 537 - EAST

Other components with different ratings may be present in each map unit. The
ratings for all components, regardless of the map unit aggregated rating, can be
viewed by generating the Selected Soil Interpretations report with this
interpretation included from the Soil Reports tab in Web Soil Survey or from the
Soil Data Mart site. Onsite investigation may be needed to validate these
interpretations and to confirm the identity of the soil on a given site.

Rating Options
Aggregation Method: Dominant Condition

Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified
Tie-break Rule: Higher
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

(KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST)

Soils

HREREREEN

- - -

——

Area of Interest (AOIl)

Soil Rating Polygons

MAP LEGEND
US Routes
Area of Interest (AOI) Major Roads
Local Roads
Very limited Background

- Aerial Photography

Moderately limited
Slightly limited
Not limited

Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Lines

Very limited
Moderately limited
Slightly limited
Not limited

Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Points

Very limited
Moderately limited
Slightly limited
Not limited

Not rated or not available

Water Features

Streams and Canals

Transportation

Rails

Interstate Highways

MAP INFORMATION

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:
Survey Area Data:

Armstrong County, Pennsylvania
Version 14, Jun 4, 2020

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Aug 7, 2012—Mar
23, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)}—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Septic System Spray Irrigation (PA)

Map unit Map unit name Rating Component Rating reasons | Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
symbol name (percent) (numeric
values)
BeD Bethesda very Moderately Bethesda, Slope 0-25%; 3.1 0.4%
channery silt limited unstable fill see land cover
loam, 8 to 25 (90%) criteria (0.75)
ercent slopes
P P Bethesda, loam, | Slope 0-25%;
unstable fill see land cover
(5%) criteria (0.75)
Fairpoint, Slope 0-25%;
unstable fill see land cover
(4%) criteria (0.75)
Potential karst
(0.30)
BhF Bethesda very Very limited Bethesda, Slope > 25% too 1.8 0.2%
channery silt unstable fill steep (1.00)
loam, 25 to 75 (90%)
percent o
slopes, very Bethesda, Iqam, Slope > 25% too
stony unstable fill steep (1.00)
(5%)
Fairpoint, Slope > 25% too
unstable fill steep (1.00)
5%
(5%) Potential karst
(0.30)
CaB Cavode silt Moderately Cavode (85%) Potential 414 5.1%
loam, 3to 8 limited seasonal high
percent slopes water table
(0.86)
Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)
CaC Cavode silt Moderately Cavode (85%) Potential 30.3 3.8%
loam, 8 to 15 limited seasonal high
percent slopes water table
(0.86)
Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)
CaD Cavode silt Moderately Cavode (80%) Potential 7.9 1.0%
loam, 15 to 25 limited seasonal high
percent slopes water table
(0.86)
Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)
Wharton (10%) | Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)
UsDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)}—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.73)

Gilpin (10%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.25)

ErB

Ernest silt loam,
3 to 8 percent
slopes

Moderately
limited

Ernest (85%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.80)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Brinkerton (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(0.94)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

141.8

17.6%

ErC

Ernest silt loam,
8to 15
percent slopes

Moderately
limited

Ernest (85%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.80)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

161.6

20.1%

ErD

Ernest silt loam,
15to 25
percent slopes

Moderately
limited

Ernest (85%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.80)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Wharton (5%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.73)

Gilpin (5%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.25)

1.5%

USDA Natural Resources

—=S - -
== Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey

National Cooperative Soil Survey

P

10/27/2020
age 4 of 11



Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

GcB

Gilpin channery
silt loam, 3 to
8 percent
slopes

Slightly limited

Gilpin (85%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.25)

35.0

4.3%

GcC

Gilpin channery
silt loam, 8 to
15 percent
slopes

Slightly limited

Gilpin (85%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.25)

16.1

2.0%

GuC

Gilpin-Upshur silt
loams, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Slightly limited

Gilpin (45%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.24)

Upshur (35%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential karst
(0:30)

Wharton (20%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.19)

6.4

0.8%

GwB

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 3 to 8
percent slopes

Slightly limited

Gilpin (55%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.17)

Hazleton (5%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

14.3

1.8%

GwC

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Slightly limited

Gilpin (55%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.17)

Hazleton (5%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

5.2

0.6%
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)}—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

GwD

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 15 to
25 percent
slopes

Moderately
limited

Gilpin (45%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.17)

Weikert (40%)

Bedrock, above
16" (0.95)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Hazleton (10%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Wharton (5%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.73)

95.3

11.8%

GwF

Gilpin-Weikert
channery silt
loams, 25 to
70 percent
slopes

Not rated

Gilpin (50%)

Weikert (35%)

Rock outcrop
(0%)

26.3

3.3%

HoA

Holly silt loam, 0
to 2 percent
slopes,
frequently
flooded

Very limited

Holly (75%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

Lobdell (15%)

Flooding (1.00)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.47)

261

3.2%

LoA

Lobdell silt loam,
0 to 3 percent
slopes,
occasionally
flooded

Very limited

Lobdell (85%)

Flooding (1.00)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.50)

Orrville (5%)

Flooding (1.00)

Seasonal high
water table
(0.94)

Holly (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

10.3

1.3%

USDA Natural Resources
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)}—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Melvin (5%)

Seasonal high
water table
(1.00)

Flooding (1.00)

RnB

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 3t0 8
percent slopes

Slightly limited

Rayne (45%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Gilpin (40%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.30)

Wharton (5%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.19)

44.2

5.5%

RnC

Rayne-Gilpin
channery silt
loams, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Slightly limited

Rayne (46%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Gilpin (44%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.30)

Wharton (5%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.19)

445

5.5%

UdB

Udorthents, 0 to
8 percent
slopes

Very limited

Udorthents,
unstable fill
(100%)

Miscellaneous
area (1.00)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

3.1

0.4%

Ur

Urban land

Not rated

Urban land
(90%)

0.8

0.1%

WeB

Weikert
channery silt
loam, 3to 8
percent slopes

Moderately
limited

Weikert (85%)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.78)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

4.1

0.5%

USDA Natural Resources
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National Cooperative Soil Survey

10/27/2020
Page 7 of 11



Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

WeC

Weikert
channery silt
loam, 8 to 15
percent slopes

Moderately
limited

Weikert (85%)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.78)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

3.3

0.4%

WhB

Wharton silt
loam, 3t0 8
percent slopes

Moderately
limited

Wharton (80%)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.73)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Cavode (8%)

Potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.86)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

18.0

2.2%

WtB

Wharton-Gilpin
silt loams, 3 to
8 percent
slopes

Slightly limited

Wharton (51%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.19)

Gilpin-(49%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.24)

22.6

2.8%

WtC

Wharton-Gilpin
silt loams, 8 to
15 percent
slopes

Slightly limited

Wharton (51%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.19)

Gilpin (49%)

Slope 0-12%;
see land cover
criteria (0.50)

Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.24)

29.2

3.6%

WtD

Wharton-Gilpin
silt loams, 15
to 25 percent
slopes

Moderately
limited

Wharton (55%)

Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)

0.7

0.1%

USDA Natural Resources
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)}—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania

KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Map unit Map unit name Rating Component Rating reasons | Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
symbol name (percent) (numeric
values)
Low potential
seasonal high
water table
(0.19)
Gilpin (45%) Slope 0-25%;
see land cover
criteria (0.75)
Potential
bedrock near
16" (0.25)
Totals for Area of Interest 805.3 100.0%
Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
Moderately limited 519.4 64.5%
Slightly limited 2175 27.0%
Very limited 41.2 5.1%
Null or Not Rated 27.2 3.4%
Totals for Area of Interest 805.3 100.0%
UsDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
== Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 9 of 11



Septic System Spray Irrigation (PA)—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Description

This is a system of pressurized lines that distribute effluent from a septic tank into
a sand filter tank and chlorination system and then through spray heads that
disperse the effluent onto the surface of the soil. Only the part of the soils
between depths of 0 and 16 inches is considered when the soils are rated.

The soil properties and site features considered are those that affect absorption
of the effluent and construction and maintenance of the system and those that
may affect public health. These include depth to a water table, depth to bedrock,
content of rock fragments, flooding, slope, and saturated hydraulic conductivity
(Ksat). Flooding is a serious problem because it can result in improper treatment
of the effluent and contamination of ground water or surface water. If Ksat is too
fast or too slow, if the content of rock fragments is too high, or if the water table is
too close to the surface, the effluent can contaminate the ground water. If this
system is improperly installed on the steeper slopes, the effluent could flow along
the surface of the soils. Additional grading may be needed in areas downslope
from the system.

The ratings are both verbal and numerical. Rating class terms indicate the extent
to which the soils are limited by all of the soil features that affect the specified
use. "Not limited" indicates that the soil has features that are very favorable for
the specified use. Good performance and very low maintenance can be
expected. "Slightly limited" indicates that the soil has features that are favorable
for the specified use. The limitations are minor and'can be easily overcome.
Good performance and low maintenance can-be expected. "Moderately limited"
indicates that the soil has features that are;somewhat favorable for the specified
use. The limitations can be overcome orminimized by special planning, design,
or installation. Fair performance and moderate maintenance can be expected.
"Very limited" indicates that the soil has one or more features that are
unfavorable for the specified use. The limitations generally cannot be overcome
without major soil reclamation, special design, or expensive installation
procedures. Poor performance and high maintenance can be expected.

Numerical ratings indicate the severity of individual limitations. The ratings are
shown as decimal fractions ranging from 0.01 to 1.00. They indicate gradations
between the point at which a soil feature has the greatest negative impact on the
use (1.00) and the point at which the soil feature is not a limitation (0.00).

These ratings do not preclude the need for onsite investigation to determine the
limitations affecting system placement.

The map unit components listed for each map unit in the accompanying
Summary by Map Unit table in Web Soil Survey or the Aggregation Report in Soil
Data Viewer are determined by the aggregation method chosen, which is
displayed on the report. An aggregated rating class is shown for each map unit.
The components listed for each map unit are only those that have the same
rating class as listed for the map unit. The percent composition of each
component in a particular map unit is presented to help the user better
understand the percentage of each map unit that has the rating presented.

USDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
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Septic System Spray lIrrigation (PA)}—Armstrong County, Pennsylvania KISKI TWP ACT 537 - WEST

Other components with different ratings may be present in each map unit. The
ratings for all components, regardless of the map unit aggregated rating, can be
viewed by generating the Selected Soil Interpretations report with this
interpretation included from the Soil Reports tab in Web Soil Survey or from the
Soil Data Mart site. Onsite investigation may be needed to validate these
interpretations and to confirm the identity of the soil on a given site.

Rating Options
Aggregation Method: Dominant Condition

Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified
Tie-break Rule: Higher

USDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 10/27/2020
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KISKIMINETAS TWP

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Standards and Support Team,
wetlands_team@fws.gov

December 10, 2020
Wetlands

. Estuarine and Marine Deepwater

|:| Estuarine and Marine Wetland

|:| Freshwater Emergent Wetland

] Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland
§ Freshwater Pond

B Lake
Other
. Riverine

This map is for general reference only. The US Fish and Wildlife
Service is not responsible for the accuracy or currentness of the
base data shown on this map. All wetlands related data should
be used in accordance with the layer metadata found on the
Wetlands Mapper web site.

National Wetlands Inventory (NWI)
This page was produced by the NWI mapper
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KISKI VALLEY WATER POLLUTION CONTROL AUTHORITY

Armstrong and Westmoreland Counties, Pennsylvania

MUNICIPAL WASTELOAD MANAGEMENT REPORT

OPERATING YEAR 2023

NPDES Permit-No. PA0027626

March 14, 2024




3800-FM-BPNPSM0507 4/2014 COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

Chapter 94 Report DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
s BUREAU OF POINT AND NON-POINT SOURCE MANAGEMENT
pennsylvania
’ DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

CHAPTER 94 MUNICIPAL WASTELOAD MANAGEMENT
ANNUAL REPORT

For Calendar Year: 2023

Permittee is owner and/or aperator of a POTW or other sewage treatment facility
[l Permittee is owner and/or operator of a collection system tributary to a POTW not owned/operated by permittee

GENERAL INFORMATION
Permittee Name: ;iﬁrti;?:;ey Water Pollution Control Permit No.: PAC027626
Mailing Address: 1361 School Road Effective Date; February 1, 2012
City, State, Zip: Leechburg, PA 15656 Expiration Date: January 31, 2017
Contact Person: Dennis J Duryea, P.E. Renewal Due Date:  August 4, 2016
Title: Authority/Plant Manager Municipality: Allegheny Township
Phone: {724) 568-3655 County: Westmoreland
Email: dduryea@kvwpca.com Consultant Name: N/A

CHAPTER 94 REPORT COMPONENTS

1. Attach to this report a line graph depicting the monthly average'flows (expressed in MGD) for each month for the past
5 years and projecting the flows for the next 5 years. The graph'must also include a line depicting the hydraulic design

capacity per the WQM permit. (25 Pa. Code § 94.12(a)(1))

Check the appropriate boxes:

[] Line graph for flows attached (Attachment )

IXI DEP Chapter 94 Spreadsheet used (Attachment A)

[] Section 1 is not applicable {report is for a collection systemn).

2. Atftach to this report a line graph depicting the monthly average organic loads (express as Ibs BODS5/day) for each
month for the past 5 years and projecting the organic loads for the next § years. The graph must also include a line

depicting the organic design capacity of the treatment plant per the WQM permit. (26 Pa. Code § 94.12(a)(2))

Check the appropriate boxes:
(] Line graph for organic loads attached {Attachment )

[X] DEP Chapter 24 Spreadsheet used (Attachment B)
[[] Section 2 is not applicable {report is for a collection system).




3800-FM-BPNPSM0507 4/2014
Chapter 94 Report

3. If the DEP Chapter 94 Spreadsheet was not used to determine projections, discuss the basis for the hydraulic and
organic projections. In all cases, include a description of the time needed to expand the plant to meet the load
projections, if necessary, and data used to support the projections should be included in an appendix to this report. (25
Pa. Code § 94.12(a)(3))

DEP Chapter 94 Spreadsheet Utilized

4. Attach a map showing all sewer extensions constructed within the past calendar year, sewer extensions approved or
exempted in the past year in accordance with Act 537 and Chapter 71, but not yet constructed, and all known proposed
projects which require public sewers but are in the preliminary planning stages. The map must be accompanied by a
list summarizing each extension or project and the population to be served by the extension or project. if a sewer
extension approval or proposed project includes schedules describing how the project will be completed over time, the
listing should include that information and the effect this build-out-rate will have on populations served. (25 Pa. Code

§ 94.12(a)4))

Check the appropriate boxes:
] Map showing sewer extensions constructed, approved/exempted but not yet constructed, and proposed projects
attached (Attachment )

(4 List summarizing each extension or project attached (Attachment )
[] Schedules describing how each project will be completed over time and effects attached (Attachment )

Comments:

Allegheny Township has a sewer extension proposed along LaBelle Vue Road as required by PADEP to correct
faulty septic systems. This extension would include fifteen (15) connections. Site plan drawings are not yet
available.

5. Discuss the permittee's program for sewer system monitoring, maintenance, repair and rehabilitation, including routine
and special activities, personnel and equipment used, sampling frequency, quality assurance, data analyses,
infiltration/inflow monitoring, and, where applicable, maintenance and control of combined sewer regulators during the
past year. Attach a separate sheet if necessary. (25 Pa. Code § 94.12(a)(5))

All thirteeen {13} municipalities within the Authority conduct their own sewer maintenance, repair, flow
monitoring and I/l reduction (Wasteload Management Reports from all municipalities are attached). KVWPCA
is developing a plan (to be financially supported) fo inspect (CCTV) main sanitary conveyance lines on a
scheduled routine basis. See attached description of maintenance peformed by KVWPCA and Authority
Member Municipalities . (See Attachment C)
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Chapter 94 Report

6. Discuss the condition of the sewer system including portions of the system where conveyance capacity is being
exceeded or will be exceeded in the next 5 years and portions where rehabilitation or cleaning is needed or is underway
to maintain the integrity of the system and prevent or eliminate bypassing, CSOs, SS0s, excessive infiliration and other
system problems. Atftach a separate sheet if necessary. (25 Pa. Code § 94.12(a){6})

Check the appropriate boxes:

[ System experienced capacity-related bypassing, SSOs or surcharging during the report year. On a separate
sheet, list the date, location, and reason for each bypass, SSO or surcharge event.

[] System did not experience capacity-related bypassing, SSOs or surcharging during the report year.

Comments:
A CSO Summary of events is included in this report for overflows in the Vandergrift portion of the system.

7. Attach a discussion on the condition of sewage pumping (pump) stations. Include a comparison of the maximum
pumping rate with present maximum flows and the projected 2-year maximum flows for each station. (25 Pa. Code §

94.12{a)(7))

Check the appropriaté boxes:

[] The collection system does not contain pump stations

[] The collection system does contain pump stations (Number - )

B Discussion of condition of each pump station attached (Attachment D)

8. If the sewage collection system receives industrial wastes (ie),"non-sanitary wastes), attach a report with the
information listed below. (25 Pa. Code § 94.12(a)(8))

a. A copy of any ordinance or regulation governing industrial waste discharges to the sewer system or a copy of
amendments adopted since the initial submission of the ordinance or regulation under Chapter 94, if it has not
previously been submitted.

b. A discussion of the permittee’'s or municipality's program for surveillance and menitoring of industrial waste
discharges into the sewer system during the past year.

c. Adiscussion of specific problems in the sewer system or at the plant, known or suspected to be caused by industrial
waste discharges and a summary of the steps being taken to alleviate or eliminate the problems. The discussion
shall include a list of industries known to be discharging wastes which create problems in the plant or in the sewer
system and action taken to eliminate the problem or prevent its recurrence. The report may describe pollution
prevention techniques in the summary of steps taken to alleviate current problems caused by industrial waste
dischargers and in actions taken to eliminate or prevent potential or recurring problems caused by industrial waste
dischargers.

Check the appropriate boxes:
(] Industrial waste report as described in 8 a., b. and c. attached (Attachment )
X Industrial pretreatment report as required in an NPDES permit attached (Attachment E)










ATTACHMENT A

2023

MONTHLY AVERAGE FLOWS










ATTACHMENTB

2023

MONTHLY ORGANIC LOADS









ATTACHMENT C

NORMAL SEWER INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE

KVWPCA AND AUTHORITY MEMBER MUNICIPALITIES




NORMAL SEWER INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE

KVWPCA employs a four-man maintenance crew consisting of an Operation and Maintenance
Superintendent, Lead Mechanic, Mechanic and Laborer. The crew coordinates and performs all
normal system maintenance activities.

All interceptor sewers within the system are cleaned on an “as-needed” basis with high pressure
jet cleaning equipment (the Authority purchased a Jet/Vac truck in 2015 to facilitate sewer
cleaning activity). Maintenance of pump stations is conducted on a regularly scheduled basis
(twice weekly) to ensure continuous reliable operation. Pump station operaticn is also
monitored continuously through a telemetry system. When a malfunction alarm is triggered at
one of the pump stations, the telemetry system notifies the Plant Manager, Operation and
Maintenance Superintendent and Lead Operator who in turn initiate procedures to correct the

issue.

KVWPCA continues to inspect the 25 miles of gravity conveyance lines on a regular schedule.
Repairs are made as required.

A major renovation project of all eight (8) pump stations ($8:2M} was completed in 2022. Pumps
were replaced with new more efficient pumps in six (6) pump stations.




ALLEGHENY TOWNSHIP




2023
MUNICIFPAL WASTE LOAD MANAGEMENT
SEWER SYSTEM AND PUMP STATION INFORMATION

" Instructions: Please provide information as completely as possible. Additional pages may be
attached to complete a response as may be necessary.

1. Name of Municipality: Municipal Authority of Allegheny Township

Address 136 Community Building Road

Leechburg, PA 15656

Phone: 724-845-9355

Name and phone number of person completing response: Connor Tuttle

Title or Company KLH Engineers, Inc.

Address: 5173 Campbells Run Rd, Pitisburgh, PA 15205

Phone: 412-494-0510 x119

2. Sewered population and projected hydraulic and organic load:
Estimated Raw

Residential Estimated Sewage BOD
Year Customers' Population® Flow (gpd)* (Ib/day)*
2023 Actual 2946 7365 333,830 1252
2024 Estimated 2946 7365 333,830 1252
2025 Estimated 2946 7365 333,830 1252
2026 Estimated 2946 7365 333,830 1252
2027 Estimated 2946 7365 333,830 1252
2028 Estimated 2946 7365 333,830 1252

" The values presented for "Residential Customers"” is the total EDUs in the MAAT system.

2 poputation served is based on 2.5 people per household in Allegheny Township multiplied by the number of EDUs,

? Estimated Flow is based on arnual average daily water consumption.

4 Estimated Raw Sewage BOD is based on service population multiplied by 0.17 Ib/dayfcapita per the PADEP Domestic
Wastewater Facilities Manual. '

3. INDUSTRIAL WASTE SURVEY: Are industrial wastes discharged into your sewer system?
YES X NO

A. Discuss your municipality's program for surveillance and monitoring of industrial waste
discharged into the sewer system during the last year:

N/A

B. Describe specific problems in the sewer system known to be caused by industrial waste
discharge and summarize any steps being taken to alleviate or eliminate the problems:
N/A

C. Please attach a copy of the ordinance or regulation governing industrial waste discharges
to the sewer system or a copy of the amendments adopted during the past year if it has
not been previously permitted.

N/A

4, SYSTEM CONDITION: Provide the following information concerning your sewer system,

A. Sewer system conditions: Good

B. Describe sections of sewer where capacity is exceeded or will be exceeded in the next
five years. None




4 C. Describe your program for monitoring flows in the sewers. State if it included periodic flow
gauging or smeke and dye testing in sewers suspected of having illegal storm connections.

The Municipal Authority of Allegheny Township contracts with CWM Environmental for system

maintenance. The Authority uses Knepshield Excavating to investigate areas of suspected high

flow and blockage repair.

D. Describe your routing maintenance programs. Indicate if on a regular basis or as-needed.
List the number of employees (full and part time) and provide a list of the equipment
available for inspection and maintenance work.

CWM Environmental conducts inspection and routine maintenance at all pump stations twice per

week.

E. If your community has combined sewers, briefly describe your program for street and catch basin
cleaning. Please attach cleaning schedule alsg.

N/A

F. Describe any work being performed to reduce infiltration/inflow, or any extraordinary
sewer rehabilitation during the past year.

Based on the methodology described in items C and D above, the Authority continues to locate and

address sources of l/l.

5 SEWAGE PUMP STATIONS: Provide the following information for each pump station:

Design Present Projected
Capacity Maximum Flow 2-year Maximum

Name Condition {gpm) {gpm} Flow (gpm)
Chartiers (No. 1) Good 560 396 408
Markle (No. 2} Fair 575 408 421
Melwood (No. 3) Fair 575 440 452
Westberry Good 67 30 31
Grossheimer Good 182 154 157
Bagdad Good 225 42 43

*Based on CWM monthly reports.

The Authority is currently in the design phase for upgrades to the Chartiers and Markle Pump Stations.

The Melwood Pump Station will be eliminated.

6 SEWER EXTENSIONS: Provide the following infarmation for each sewer system
extension. Attach a copy of the plot plan or a map of each sewer extension.

Development/Extension Name Population Served Status (Constructed, Approved for
Construction, Proposed)

LaBelle Vue Road Sewer Extension 15 Proposed




APOLLO BOROUGH




2023
MUNICIPAL WASTE LOAD MANAGEMENT
SEWER SYSTEM AND PUMP STATION INFORMATION

instructions: Please provide information as completely as possible. Agditional pages may be
attached to complete a response as maybe necessary.

1. Name of Municipality: Apollo Borough

Address PO Box 306

Apollp, PA 15613

Phone: 724-478-4201

Name and phone number of person completing responsa: Dominic Garotola (Engineering contact)

Titte or Company Gibson-Thomas Engineering

Address: 1004 Ligonier Street, Latrobe, PA 15650

Phone: 724-539-8562

2. Sewered population and projected hydraulic and organic load:
Estimated Raw

Residential Estimated Sewage BOD
Year Customers Population Flow (gpd) {ib/day)
2023 Actual 904 1481 (census) 148,100
2024 Estimated 8904 1481 148,100
2025 Estimated 904 1481 148,100
2026 Estimated 804 1481 148,100
2027 Estimated 804 1481 148,100
2028 Estimated 904 1481 148,100

3. INDUSTRIAL WASTE SURVEY: Are industrial wastes discharged into your sewer system?
YES X NO

A. Discuss your municipality's program for surveillance ard monitoring of industrial waste
discharged into the sewer system during the last year:

N/A

B. Describe specific problems in the sewer system known {o be caused by industrial waste
discharge and surnmarize any steps being taken to alieviate or eliminate the problems:;
INJA

C. Please attach a copy of the ordinance or regulation governing industrial waste discharges
to the sewer system or a copy of the amendrnents adopted during the past year if it has
not been previously permitted.

NIA

4. SYSTEM CONDITION: Provide the following information concerning your sewer system,

A. Sewer system conditions: The mainline pipes are ail newer plastic pipes that were

installed in 2009 & 2010. The private lines are a combination of plastic and terracotta

B. Describe sections of sewer where capacity is exceeded or will be exceeded in the next
five years. Pipe sections could be exceoded along N. 11th Street




4 C. Describe your program for monitoring flows in the sewers. State if it included periodic fiow
gauging or smoke and dye testing in sewers suspected of having illegai storm connections.

N/A

D. Describe your routine maintenance programs. Indicate if on a regular basis or as-needed,

List the number of employees (full and part time) and provide a fist of the equipment
avaitable for inspection and maintenance work.

NiA

E. If your community has combined sewers, briefly describe your progeam for street and catch basin
cleaning. Please attach cieaning schedule also.

fN/A

F. Describe any work being performed to reduce infiltration/inflow, or any extraordinary
sawer rehabilitation during the past year,

IN/A

5 SEWAGE PUMP STATIONS: Provide the following information for each pump station:

Design Present Projected
Capacity Maximum Flow 2-year Maximum
Name Condition {gpm} {gpm) Flow (gpm)

iNiA

6 SEWER EXTENSIONS: Provide the following information for 2ach sewer system
extension. Attach a copy of the plot plan or & map of each sewer extension.

Development/Extension Name Population Served Status (Constructed, Approved for
Construction, Proposed)

No extensions completed in 2023
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GILPIN TOWNSHIP




2023
CHAPTER 84 MUNICIPAL WASTE LOAD MANAGEMENT
SEWER SYSTEM AND PUMP STATION INFORMATION

s letefaire : YDEINECESSAV
1. Name of Municipality: Gilpi Authority
Address 874 State Route 68
Leechburg, PA 15656
Phone: 724-845-8574

Name and phone number of person completing response: William F. Braun, P.E.
Titie or Company Senate Engineering Company
Address: 420 William Pitt Way, Pitisburgh, PA 15238

Phone: 412-826-5454
2. Sewered population and projected hydraulic and organic load:

Estimated Raw

Residential Estimated Sewage BOD
Year Customers Population Flow {(gpd) {ihiday)
2023 Actual 748 1728 172,788 294
2024 Estimated 748 1728 172 788 294
2025 Estimated 749 1730 173,019 204
2026 Estimated 750 1733 173,250 295
2027 Estimated 751 1735 173,481 205
2028Estimated 753 1739 173,843 206
3. INDUSTRIAL WASTE SURVEY: Are industrial wastes discharged into your sewer system?
YES X NO

A. Discuss your municipality's program for surveillance and monitoring of industrial waste discharged into
the sewer system during the last year:

N/A - Monitoring industrial waste is not reguired since the publiccsewer system services primarily
residential properties.

B. Describe specific problems in the sewer system known {0 beCaused by industrial waste discharge and
summarize any steps being taken to alleviate or eliminatethe problems:

N/A - There are no repotted problems caused by discharge of industrial waste.

C. Please attach a copy of the ordinance or reguiation gover?zing industriat waste discharges to the sewer
system of a copy of the amendments adopted during the past year if it has not been previously permitted.
N/A

4. SYSTEM CONDITION. Provide he foliowing information concermning your sewer system.

A. Sewer system conditions:

Good to very good.

B. Describe sections of sewer where capacily is exceeded or will be exceeded in the next five years.

The Authority does not anticipate any sections of sewer to exceed capacity in the next five years.

C. Describe your program for monitoring flows in the sewers. State if it included periodic flow gauging or
smoke and dye testing in sewers suspacted of having illegal storm connections.

The Authority currently does not conduct flow monitoring. Any reports of excessive flow based on
flow monitoring conducted by the KVWPCA will be investigated and if issues are found they will be
addressed by the Authority.

D. Describe your routine mainienance programs. Indicate if on & regular basis or as-needed. lList the
number of employees (full and part time) and provide a list of the equipment available for inspection and
§mairdtenance work.

Ihe Sober Road pump station is routinely inspected.

E. If your community has combined sewers, briefly describe your program for street and catch basin
cleaning. Please attach cleaning schedule also.

There are no combined sewers in the sanitary sewer system.

senate-f301.seco.iocaliVOL\SENV_LSBEVG49 - Gilpin Twp Municipal Authorityi645-005 Chapter 94 Reporti2023 REFPORTICHARPTER 94
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F. Describe any work being performed to reduce infiltration/inflow, or any extracrdinary sewer rehabilitation
during the past year.

There was no work completed during 2023 to reduce infiltration/inflow or extraordinary sewer
rehabilitation work performed.

5. SEWAGE PUMP STATIONS: Provide the following information for each pump station:

Design Present Projected
Capacity Maximum Flow 2-year Maximum
Name Condition {gpm) ___{(gpm) Flow {gpm)
Sober Road Good 105 105 105

6. SEWER EXTENSIONS: Provide the following infermation
copy of the plot plan or a map of each sewer extension.

for each sewer system extension. Attach a

Development/Extension Name

Population Served

Status (Constructed, Approved for
Construction, Proposed)

N/A
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$LSSE

Ciil Engineers and Surveyors

LSSE: {412} 264-4400
Rabell: (814} 756-4384
Senate: {412) 826-0454

www.lsse.com

LSSE ® Rabell

) Senate

VIA EMAIL

Dennis Duryea, Manager

KISKI VALLEY WATER POLLUTION CONTROL AUTHORITY
1361 School Road

Leechburg, PA 15656

Subject: ANNUAL WASTE LOAD MANAGEMENT REPORT — 2023
KISKI TOWNSHIP SEWAGE AUTHORITY

Dear Mr, Duryea:

LSSE is providing the foltowing:

February §, 2024
S. 0. No. 655-005

COPRIES DATE NO.

DESCRIPTION

1 2023 Municipat Waste Load Management Sewer Systern and Pump Station information

Remarks: As requested and for your use.

Sheuld you have any questions, please contact me directly (724-
Sincerely,

Richard Lenhart, Jr., P.E.

Attachments: 2023 Chapter 94 Report

ce/att:  Kiski Township Sewage Authority (EMAIL)

333-5584).

# Coraopolis, PA (Headguarters) #® Albion, trie County, PA

# Aliquippa, Beaver County, PA
# Greensburg, Westmoreland County, PA
# Dublin, Franklin County, OH
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# Pittsburgh, Allegheny County, PA
® Whita Oak, Allegheny County, PA
# Kittanning, Armstrong County, PA
® Washingtan, Washington County, PA




2023
MUNICIPAL WASTE LOAD MANAGEMENTY
SEWER SYSTEM AND PUMP STATION INFORMATION

Einstmcﬂons fPieggg@Lgrgv:de':ntorrnahon“as compié't“

_ ﬁmf At K’a’{*f{ oa%a‘gﬁ?a yespon
1. Name of Municipality: Kiskiminetas Townshtp Sewer Authority

Address 1222C Oid State Road
Apolio, PA 15613
Phone: 724-596-4019
Name and phone number of person completing response: Richard L. Lenhart, P.E.
Title or Company L38E - Senate Engineers and Surveyors
Address: 420 William Pitt Way, Pittsburgh, PA 15238
Phone: 412-826-5454
2. Sewered population and projected hydraulic and organic load:

Estimated Raw

Reasidential Estimated Sewage BOD
Year Customers Population Flow {gpd) (Ib/day)
2023 ACTUAL 351 828 82,836 141
2024 Estimated 351 828 82,836 141
2025 Estimated 349 824 82,364 140
2026 Estimated 347 819 81,892 139
2027 Estimated 347 819 81,892 139
2028 Estimated 347 819 81,892 139
3. INDUSTRIAL WASTE SURVEY: Are industriat wastes discharged into your sewer system?
YES X NO

A. Discuss your municipality's program for surveillance and monttoring of industrial waste discharged into
the sewer system during the last year:
NIA

IB, Describe specific problems in the sewer system kiiown to be caused by industrial waste discharge and

summarize ahy steps being taken o alleviate or eliminate the problems:

N/A

C. Please atfach a copy of the ordinance or regulation governing industrial waste discharges to the sewer
system of a copy of the amendments adopted during the past year if it has not been previously permitted.
N/A

4. SYSTEM CONDITHON: Provide the following information concerning your sewer systern.

1A, Sewer system conditions:

The puhlic sanitary sewer system has been in service for approximately 40-60 years and is
generally in good operating condition. Rose Street Sanitary Sewer Project Phase § was completed
in September 2023. The project replaced delapidated VCP sewer and laterals, as well as two
existing manholes. The Project installed the following: 614.5 LF of 8" PVC sewer main, two (2)
precast concrete manholes {frames and covers), 202.5 LF of §" PVC service laterals, and ten {10)
service cleanout! inspection ports. Phase Il will replace the remainder of the sewer once funding
has heen secured. The KTSA will continue to assess the existing sanitary sewer system and make
repairs as required.

B. Describe sections of sewer where capacity is exceaded or will be exceeded in the next five years.

The Authority does not anticipate any sections of sewer to exceed capacity in the next five years.

€. Describe your program for monitoring flows in the sewers. State if #t included periodic fiow gauging or
smoke and dye testing in sewers suspected of having illegal storm connections.

The Authority currently does not conduct flow monitoring since the sanitary sewer system has a
§smali service area that serves a minimum number of units. The Authority inspects all new lateral
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connections to prevent illegal storm connections, plans in the near future to implement routine
inspections, smoke and dye testing to verify that no illegal connections have taken place since
initial construction. Any reports of excessive flow based on flow monitoring conducted by the
KVWPCA will be investigated and if issues are found they will be addressed by the Authority.

D. Describe your routine maintenance programs. Indicate if on a regular basis or as-needed. List the
number of employees (full and part time) and provide a list of the equipment available for inspection and
maintenance work.

The Authority was established in 2021, and as such is reliant on the Township to assist with
maintenance of the sanitary sewer system until such time the Authority is able to establish it's own
work crews. The Township employs a three man road crew (full time}. The Authority has no
equipment of its own to perform maintenance, and as such will have to rely on the Township for
assistance in performing inspections and routine maintenance. The maintenance is on an as-
needed basis.

E. If your community has combined sewers, briefly describe your program for street and catch basin
Icleaning. Please atfach cleaning schedule also.

There are no combined sewers in the Kiskiminetas Township sanitary sewer system.
F. Describe any work being performed to reduce infiltration/inflow, or any extraordinary sewer rehabilitation

during the past year.

Work on Rose Street was completed in September 2023 to correct infiltration and inadequate
collection/conveyance system.
5 SEWAGE PUMP STATIONS: Provide the following information for each pump station:

Design Present Projected
Capacity Maximum Flow 2-year Maximum
Name Condition (gpm) {gpm} Flow {gpm)

N/A

6. SEWER EXTENSIONS: Provide the following information for each sewer system extension. Attach a
copy of the plot plan or a map of each sewer extension.

Status (Constructed, Approved for

Development/Extension Name Population Served Construction, Proposed)

N/A

Note: the Township is currently updating their Act 537 Plan. It is anticipated that within 7-8 years the sewer
service area will be expanded.

7. SEWER TAPS: Provide the following information for each TAP.

Address Number of Taps Status
Near 1017 Sugarhollow Road 1 Tap installed along road, not connect as of yet
901 Old State Road 1 Tap Permit issued to Rocco Family not installed
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LEECHBURG BOROUGH




2023
MUNICIPAL WASTE LOAD MANAGEMENT
SEWER SYSTEM AND PUMP STATION INFORMATION

1. Name of Municipality: Le
Address 260 Market Street
Leechburg, PA 16656 _ .
Phone: 724-842-8511
[Name and phone number of person completing response; Nathan Guntrum ELT. , C.B.SJ.

Title or Company Senate Engineering - A Division of LSSE
Address: 250 South Jetferson Street, Kittanning, PA 16201

Phone: 412-906-2389

2. Sewered popuiation and projected hydraulic and organic load:
Estimated Raw

Residential Estimated Sewage BOD
Year Customers Popuiation Flow (gpd) {tbiday)
2023 Actual 1258 2031 203,100 345
2024 Estimated 1258 2050 203,100 347
2025 Estimated 1258 2050 203,100 347
2026 Estimated 1258 2050 203,100 M7
2027 Estimatad 1258 2060 263,100 347
2028 Estimated 1258 2050 203,100 47

3. INDUSTRIAL WASTE SURVEY: Are industrial wastes discharged into your sewer system?
YES X NO

A. Discuss your municipality's program for surveillance andmonitoring of industrial waste
discharged into the sewer system during the last year;

NIA

B. Describe specific problems in the sewer system known to be caused by industrial waste
discharge and summarize any steps being taken to alleviate or eliminate the problems:
N/A

C. Please atfach a copy of the ordinance or regulation governing industrial waste discharges
to the sewer system or 2 copy of the amendments adopted during the past year if it has
not been previously permitted.

NIA

4. SYSTEM CONDITION: Provide the following information concerning your sewer system.

A. Sewer system conditions: Commensurate with age.

B. Describe sections of sewer where capacity is exceeded or will be exceeded in the next
five years. We don't anticipate exceeding capacity in the next 5 years.




4 C. Describe your program for monitering flows in the sewers. Siate if if included periedic fiow
gauging or smoke and dye testing in sewers suspected of having illegal storm connections.
Smoke and dye testing was completed within the limits of the Phase | sewer seperation project,

KVWPCA has completed flow monitoring within the borough limits, which showed a decrease in flows.

The borough adopted a dye testing ordinance: Ordinance No. 6 of 2013,

Additional smoke testing of the entire system has been completed as well as dye testing performed

for a portion of the borough.

D. Desgcribe your routine maintenance programs. Indicate If on a reguilar basis or as-needed.
List the number of employees {full and part time) and provide 2 list of the equipment
avaiiable for inspection and maintenance work.

Empioyees: Tom Foster and Paul Rich {both {full time)

Inspections and Spot Repairs are compieted on an as needed basis.,

Equipment - N/A

Spot Repairs are contracted out,

E. If your community has combined sewers, briefly describe your program for street and catch basin
cieaning. Please attach cleaning schedufe also.
NiA

F. Describe any work being performed {0 reduce infiltration/inflow, or any extracrdinary
sewer rehabilitation during the past year.
[Notices are sent to property owners to remove downspouts from the sanitary sewer system. The

lborough cenducts downspout dye testing to confirm compllance

5 SEWAGE PUMP STATIONS: Provide the foliowing information for each pump station:

Design Present Projected
Capacity Maximum Flow 2-year Maximum
Name Candition (gpny) (gpm) Flow {gpm)

6 SEWER EXTENSIONS: Provide the following information for each sewer system
extension. Attach a copy of the plot plan or a map of each sewer extension.

DevelopmentfExtension Name Population Served Status {Constructed, Approved for
Construction, Proposed)
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NORTH APOLLO BOROUGH




2023
MUNICIPAL WASTE LOAD MANAGEMENT
SEWER SYSTEM AND PUMP STATION INFORMATION

160
N dii

Apollo _torough
P.0. Box 5¢1
North Apolleo, PA 15673

1. Namne of Municipaiity;
Address

Phone: 544 474 A802
Name and phone number of person compieting response: Edward T, Gtite
Title or Company Borough Secretary
Address: Same as above
mﬁm&mbevﬁ
2. Sewered population and projected hydrautic and organic load:
Estimated Raw
Residential Eslimated Sewage BOD
Year Customers Population Flow {gpd) {ib/day)
2023 Actual b0 LSO EAEN)
2024 Estimated 607 1257 123300
2025 Estimated 0% [ RIS5 145X p O
2028 Estimated i | 26s {6 S 0D
2027 Estirmated big | .70 &7 000
2028 Estimated b iy i RTIs 21500
3. INDUSTRIAL WASTE SURVEY: Are industrial wastes discharged into your sewer system?
YES

NO

A, Discuss your municipality's program for surveitiance and monitoring of industrial waste
discharged into the sewer system during the last year:
The B :
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B. Describe specific problems in the sewer system known {o be caused by industrial waste
discharge and summarize any steps being taken to afleviate or eliminate the probiems:

Neo apen\‘?w Iivews 13,0 k!“asqfe (}c{} {-eqqx‘, T k‘no\uw 54"}4?&’3
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C. Please attach a copy of the ordinance or regufation governing industrial waste discharges

to the sewer systern or a copy of the amendmenis adopted during the past year if it has
not been previously permitted.

4. SYSTEM CONDITION: Provide the folfowing information concerming your sewer system.

. Sewer ?Sfem conditions; Sevane L"s%fe\f\tc\ NG he KV PCA Teo it \n%
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B. Describe sections of sewer where ca_;?acity is exceeded or will be exceeded in the next
five years. Hone g-2 Wnoun H,

Loy
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4 C. Describe yOour program for monitoring flows in the sewers, State if £ included periadic flow
gauging or smoke and dye testing in sewers suspected of having iiegal storm connections.
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D. Describe your routine maintenance programs. indicate if on a regular basis or as-needed.

List the number of employees {full and pant time} and provide a list of the equipment

avajlable for inspection and maintenance work, ,
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E. 1 your community has combined sewers, briefly describe your program for strest and cateh basin

cleaning. Please attach cleaning scheduie aiso. k .ioL
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F. Describe any work being performed to reduce infiltrationfinflow, or any extraordinary

sewer rehabiltation during the past year. ' .
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5 SEWAGE PUMP STATIONS: Provide the following information for each ptmp station:

Design Present Projected
Capacity Maxirmum Flow 2-year Maximum
Nama Condition {gpm) _{gom) Flow {gpm}

8 SEWER EXTENSIONS: Provide the following information for each sewer system
extension. Aftach a copy of the plot plan or a map of each sewer extension,

Population Served $tatus (Constructed, Approved for

Development/Extension Name
Construction, Proposed)
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OKLAHOMA BOROUGH










PARKS TOWNSHIP




2023
MUNICIPAL WASTE LOAD MANAGEMENT
SEWER SYSTEM AND PUMP STATION INFORMATION

Instructions: Please provide information as completely as possible. Additional pages may be attached to complete a
response as may be necessary.

1. Name of Municipality: Parks Township Municipal Autharity
Address 1108 Highland Avenue
Vandergrift, PA 15690
Phone: 412-567-7301

Name and phone number of person completing response: Randy L. Krause

Title or Company Address: Bankscn Engineers, inc.
267 Blue Run Road, Suite 200, Cheswick, PA 15024
Phone: 412-767-5100

2. Sewered population and projected hydraulic and organic load:
Estimated Raw

Year Eﬁ:g{:ﬁi Population Eshm(:t:;i) Fiow Sewage BOD
{ib./day)
2023 Actual 611 1,442 72,100 248
2024 Estimated 613 1,447 72,350 248
2025 Estimated 615 1,451 72,550 247
2026 Estimated 617 1,456 72,800 248
2027 Estimated 619 1,461 73,050 249
2028 Estimated 621 1,486 73,300 250
3. INDUSTRIAL WASTE SURVEY: Are industrial wastes discharged into your sewer system?
X YES NO

A. Discuss your municipality's program for surveillance and monitoring of industrial waste discharged into the sewer
system during the last year:

Leading Technologies' industrial waste is monitored by Kiski Valley Authority.

B. Describe specific problems in the sewer system known to be caused by industrial waste discharge and summarize any
steps being taken to alleviate or eliminate the problems:

C. Please attach a copy of the ordinance or regulation governing industrial waste discharges to the sewer system ora
copy of the amendments adopted during the past year if it has not been previously permitted.

4. SYSTEM CONDITION: Provide the following information concerning your sewer system.

A. Sewer system conditions: Good

B. Describe sections of sewer where capacity is exceeded or will be exceaded in the next five years.

None




4 C. Describe your program for monitering flows in the sewers. State if it included periodic flow gauging or smoke and
dye testing in sewers suspected of having illegal storm connections.

No flow monitoring was performed during 2023. PTMA conducted cleaning and televising inspection, including smoke
and dye testing of the entire collection system tributary to the Airport Road Sewage Pump Station, through contracted
services from Pipe-Eye Sewer Services in April 2014. Any connection found to fail the dye test or suspected of having a
sump pump connection to the collection system was visually inspected and verified not to be connected.

D. Describe your routine maintenance programs. Indicate if on a regular basis or as-needed. List the number of
employees (full and part time) and provide a list of the equipment avaifable for inspection and maintenance work,

Maintenance is provided on an as-needed basis, by Authority personnel and contracters. Basic hand

tools are available. Sewer cleaning equipment is leased. Other equipment is furnished by

contractors.

During 2023, sewers on Elk Avenue and Armstrong Avenue were cleaned. Two manholes on Alternate Route €6 in North
Vandergrift were repaired.

E. If your community has combined sewers, briefly describe your program for street and catch basin cleaning. Please
attach cleaning schedule also.

N/A

F. Describe any work being performed to reduce infiltration/finflow, or any extraordinary sewer rehabilitation during the
past year.

Nane

5. SEWAGE PUMP STATIONS: Provide the following information for each pump station:

Design Capacity | Present Maximum Projected 2-year

Name Condition (gpm) Flow (gpm) Maximum Flow
{gpm)
PTMA Airport Road Pump Station Good 30 15 15

6. SEWER EXTENSIONS: Provide the following information for each sewer system extensicon. Attach a copy of the plot
plan or a map of each sewer extension.

Development/Extension Name Population Served | Status (Constructed, Approved for Constructian, Proposed)

None




VANDERGRIFT BOROUGH







2023
MUNICIPAL WASTE LOAD MANAGEMENT
SEWER SYSTEM AND PUMP STATION INFORMATION

1. Name of Municipality: Vandergnft Borough
Address 109 Grant Avenuse
Vandergrift, PA 15690
Phone:
Name and phone number of person completing response: Lucien Bove, PE
Title or Company Bove Engineering Co., Inc.
Address: 8201 Route 819 Greensbhurg, PA 15601

Phone: 724-925-9269

2. Sewered population and projected hydraulic and organic load:
Estimated Raw

Residential Estimated Sewage BOD
Year Customers Population Flow {gpd} {Ibiday)
2023 Actual 2257 5016 510,600 853
2024 Estimated 2250 3100 510,000 867
2025 Estimated 2250 5150 515,000 B76
2026 Estimated 2250 5175 517,500 830
2027 Estimated 2250 5200 528,000 884
2028 Estimated 2250 5250 525,000 853

3. INDUSTRIAL WASTE SURVEY: Are industrial wastes discharged into your sewer system?
YES X NO

A. Discuss your municipality’s program for surveillance and monitoring of industrial waste
discharged into the sewer system during the last year:

NIA
Note: ATi is connected directly to the KVWPUTA interceptor afong the Kiskiminetas River,

B. Describe specific problems in the sewer system known to be caused by industrial waste
discharge and summarize any steps being taken to alleviate or eliminate the problems:

N/A

C. Please attach & copy of the ordinance or reguiation governing industrial waste discharges
to the sewer system or a copy of the amendments adopted during the past year if # has
not been previously permitted.

The Borough's Industrizl Waste regulations refer to the Authority's rules and regulations
governing ind ustrial sewer use {see attached Ordinance},
4. SYSTEM CONDITION: Provide the following information concerning your sewer system.

A. Sewer system conditions: Phase 1 & 2 Watersheds =Good
Phase 3 & 4 Watersheds = Fair {combined}
{See Exhibit "A"}

B. Describe sections of sewer where capacity is exceeded or will be exceeded in the next
five years. The Phase 3 & 4 Watershed areas (where the sewers are combined}, There are 3 Existing
Diversion Chambers in this area which are connected to 2 CS0's constructed and operated by KVWPCA,




4 C. Describe your program for monitering flows in the sewers. State if it included periodic flow
gauging or smoke and dye testing in sewers suspected of having illegal storm connections,

Monitoring is dane visually. Dye testing is performed when problems are reported or suspected, In the Phase 1& 2

Separate Sewer Areas, the Borough continues to follow-up on enforcernent of Jateral line 1&! and suspectad filicit or

raof draln connections, The Borouwgh has warked with the KVWPCA on the monitoring and gauging of flows at points

of connection.

. Describe your routine maintenance programs. Indicate if on a regular basis or as-needed.
List the number of employees (full and part time) and provide a list of the equipment
avallable for inspection and maintenance werk.

JManholes and sewerlines are checked periodically. The Borough crew does minor repairs and clean ing work.

The Borough has dump trucks and a backhoe with operator(s) capable of doing excavation work to access the sewer

lines, and a video push-camera to inspect short sections of lines. For extensive cleaning requiring a sewer Jetfyvac

truck, the Borough utilizes KVA crew/equipment when available and subcontractors to clean/inspect langer sections.

£. f your community has combined sewers, briefly describe your program for street and catch basin
cleaning. Please aftach cleaning schedule also.

Sewerage Watershed Areas 1 and 2 have separate sewers. The Sewers in Watershed Areas 3 and 4 zre Combined.

Streat Clean js currently done manually with brooms, Minor Catch Basin cleaning is also done manually. This work is

done as the weather permits in the Spring and late Summer and after major Rainfall events. For extensive catch basin

cleaning, the Borough utilizes KVA crew/equipment when availabla. In March of 2022, the Borough appliedfor a DCED

Statewide Local Share Grant to purchase a Mini-Tractor with Brpom and other attachments to ba used to clean the

streets, sidewalks and walkways.

F. Describe any work being performed to reduce infiltrationfinflow, or any extraordinary
sewer rehabilitation during the past year.

Enforcement of suspected lateral line 181 and roof drzin separation in Sewerage Watershed Areas 1 and 2.

5 SEWAGE PUMP STATIONS: Provide the followinginformation for each pump station:

Design Presant Frojected
Capacity Maximum Flow 2-year Maxirmum
Name Condition {gpm) {gpm} Flow {gpty)
LaBelle Vue Road Good * * *
Pump Station * The pump station is maintained by the MAAT which services 5 EDU's in Vandergrift

Borough as well as the Vandergrift Poo! (for 3 months out of the year)and 8

dwellings in Alleghe ny Township.

& SEWER EXTENSIONS: Provide the following information for each sewer system
exterision, Alach a copy of the plot plan or a map of sach sewer extension.

Development/Extension Name Pepulation Served Status {Constructed, Approved for
Construction, Proposed)
None in 2023 NSA N/A
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§ 382-11 § 382-13

ARTICLE 1
Industrial Sewer Users of Facilities of Kiski Valley Water Pollution Contrel
[Adopted 10-1-1984 by Ord. No. 7-1984 (Ch. XIX, Part 2, of the 1970 Code of
Ordinances}]

§ 382-11. Findings.

A. The Borough of Vandergrift and the Boroughs of Apollo, East Vandergrift, Hyde
Park, Leechburg, North Apollo, Oklahoma and West Leechburg and the Townships
of Allegheny, Gilpin, Kiskiminetas, Parks and Washington (hereinafter referred to
as the "municipalities”) have duly incorporated the Kiski Valley Water Pollution
Control Authority, hereinafter referred to as the "Authority,” under the provisions
of the Municipality Authorities Act of 1943, approved May 2, 1945, P.L.. 382, as
amended,’ and charged the Authority with the responsibility to exercise all powers
and control over the operation and use of the sewage transportation and treatment
facilities serving the municipality; and

B. The Authority has been ordered by the United States Environmental Protection
Agency to develop and submit for approval a pretreatment program in accordance
with the requirements of the General Pretreatment Regulations (40 CFR Part 403);
and

C. An approvable pretreatment program must establish police powers, including the
authority to enforce criminal penalties against industrial users that vielate federal or
local pretreatinent standards or requirements; and

D. The Borough of Vandergrift desires to cooperate with the Authority in developing
and implementing an approvable pretreatment program.

§ 382-12. Definitions.

The following words, terms and phrases shall be construed in this article to have
the following meanings, except in those instances where the context clearly indicates
otherwise:

INDUSTRIAL WASTES — Any liquid, gaseous or waterborne wastes from industrial
processes or commercial establishments as distinct from sanitary sewage,

PERSON -— Includes any individual, partnership, coparinership, firm, company,
cotporation, association, or any other legal entity, or their legal representatives, agents
Or assigns.

SANITARY SEWAGE -— The normal water-carried houschold and toilet wastes from
residences, business establishments, institutions, industries and comumercial
establishments, exclusive of stormwater runoff, surface water, groundwater and
industrial wastes,

i. Editar’s Mate; The Municipality Authorities Act af 1945 (53 P.5_ § 301 et seq.) wos repeated by Act 22 of 2001 {June 19,
2601, F.L. 287, No., 22). Sce row the Musictpslity Authorities Act, 53 Pa.C.8.A. § 5601 et seq.

3!




§ 382-13 § 382-15

§ 382-13, Conformity with rules and regulations governing industrial sewer use
required.

No person shall contribute, cause to be contributed, or discharge any industrial wastes
to the public sanitary sewage facilities of the Kiski Valley Water Pollution Control
Authority, excepl in accordance with the Rules and Regulations Governing Industrial
Sewer Use that have been adopted or may hereafier be adopted by the Authority.

§ 382-14. Penalties for failure to comply with rules and regulations.

Any person who is found to have violated or willfully or negligently fails to comply with
any provision of the Rules and Regulations Governing Industrial Sewer Use adopted by
the Authority or any order, regulation, service contract or perntit issued by the Authority
shall, upon conviction, be subject to pay a fine of not less than $100 nor more than
$300 and costs of prosecution and, in defanlt of payment of fine and costs, to undergo
imprisonment for not more than 30 days, Each day's continuance of a violation shall
constitute a separate offense.

§ 382-15. Penalties for falsification of records or tampering with monitoring
devices or methods,

Any person who knowingly makes any false statement, representation or certification in
any application, record, report, plan or other document filed or required to be maintained
pursuant to the Authority's Rules and Regulations Goveming Industrial Sewer Use, or
who falsifies, tampers with, or knowingly renders inaceurate any monitoring device or
method required pursuant to the Anthority’s Rules and Regulations Governing Industrial
Sewer Use, shall, upon conviction, be subject to.a fine of not more than $300 and costs
of prosecution and, in default of payment of fine and costs, to imprisonment for not more
than 30 days.




VANDERGRIFT BOROUGH
WESTMORELAND COUNTY

EXHIBIT "A”

Work Done to Reduce Infiltration/Inflow
and
Sewer Line Separation - Phases 1 & 2

SEWER SYSTEM CONDITION

In the Borough of Vandergrift, the entire sewer system originally consisted of combination
sewers. Even where sections were separate, the sewer systems were combined at the bottom
of the watersheds. Therefore, in the early 1970’s when the KVWPCA connected the sewer
lines to their interceptor sewer to transport sewage to the treatment plant, they constructed six
Diversion Chambers on the combination sewer lines and five CSO's in order to collect only
the required flow during rains to satisfy the Department of Environmental Protection. The
sewer lines were mostly 6-inches, 8-inches etc. terracotta pipe installed 50 to 100 years ago
and therefore many are in poor condition,

Prior to the combined sewer separation projects, some improvement work was done using
new PVC sewer lines to replace the old terracotta pipe. This work was limited to areas where
problems were reported (i.e. Franklin Avenue from Walnut Street to Monroe Avenue, 31%
Street from Wallace to Hancock Avenue and 26™ Sireet through private property from 26
Street to Franklin Avenue). The LaBelle Vue Road sewer line extension was constructed with
a pump station working to handle the flow from dpproximately 20 new customers, including
the public swimming pool used in the summermonths. The original sewer lines are terracotta
pipe. The Borough s planning to replace the tferracotta pipes in poor condition with PVC
sewer lines to remove sources of infiltration from the sanitary sewers, including removing
roof drains.

MAINTENANCE PROGRAM AND FLOW REDUCTION

The work on Phases 1 & 2 s completed with many problems being resolved. The Borough
has replaced poor terracotta pipe with PVC pipe to reduce infiltration into the lines. Roof
drains were identified and property owners were directed to remove them from the sanitary
sewer lines. This work resulted in the closing of three diversion chambers: one at Longfellow
Street Extension in Phase 1 and two in Phase 2, both located within Aliegheny Ludlum
property, one below the American Legion in front of the Plant Building and one near the
Vandergrift Pump Station. The sanitary sewer separated from Phases 1 and 2 will flow 1o the
Kiski Valley Water Pollution Contro] Authority pump station (Vandergrift pump station)
located within Allegheny Ludium property from sewer lines on and below Custer Avenue {SR
0056). Originally, there was no sewer line from Custer Avenue to the KVWPCA pump station.
The 15-inch PVC sewer line from Custer Avenue to the pump station constructed in Phase |
also collects all separated flow from Phase 2.




FUTURE PROJECTS

We are hoping that the sewer separation projects can continue until the entire Borough of
Vandergrift is completely separated. Phases 3 and 4 include the downtown area. Catch basins
are aiso tied to these combination sewer lines. The sanitary sewer lines in Phase 3 consist of
6-1nch and 8-inch terracotta pipes in poor condition which were connected by PennDOT to 18
and 24-inch concrete combination sewer lines located on SR 0056 when the new highway was
built. There are 2 Diversion Chambers in the Phase 3 Area, one in front of the gate to
Allegheny Ludlum, and one inside the gate During dry weather this flow goes to the
Vandergrift pump station. During wet weather, overflows from both Diversion Chambers flow
under the railroad tracks to the same CSO (exact location unknown). Phase 4, the smallest of
all phases, goes to Tirst Street and then through the MSI Plant (formerly Wean United) to a
diversion chamber and CSO located at Wean United Pump Station.

Allegheny Township is contemplating an extension of Vandergrift Borough’s Upper West
Vandergrift sewer along LaBelle Vue Road (SR 4054) to service 6 to 8 residential homes with
malfunctioning septic systems if possible.

2019 SEWER CLEANING INSPECTION AND INTERN

This work inctuded cleaning, televising and root cutting as needed on Lincoln Avenue from
Custer Avenue to the Diversion Structure within ATI Plant, Pennsylvania Avenue from
Virginia Avenue toward the end of the line, Washington Avenue from Columbia Avenue to
Grant Avenue and a portion of 13" Street from Lincoln Avenue 300 feet South and also
mcluded cleaning, televising and sectional lining of the line under a house from 28" Street to
Emerson Street where extensive infiltration was observed.

912 HOLLAND STREET MAINLINE CLEANING & INSPECTION (2020)

This work ncluded cleaning and televising of the main sewer line which flows through a
Right-of-Way through private property from Holland Street to Longfellow Street Extension.
The hine 1s 8” AC pipe up 10 21.5° deep. Large grease deposits were removed and 256 LF of
line was cleaned and inspected and the line is in good condition.

227 WHITTIER STREET MAINLINE SEWER CLEANING {2020 - 2023}

Routine cleaning of this line is done annually starting in 2020. This section of line is very flat
(+/-0.5% slope) and due to the low flow, requires routine (annual) cleaning to prevent backup
in the line and backup into the laterals.
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2023
MUNICIPAL WASTE LOAD MANAGEMENT
SEWER SYSTEM AND PUMP STATION INFORMATION

1. Name of Municipality: Munici;}ai uthority f Waégiﬁgicn WD.

Address 283 Pine Run Church Rd

Apollo PA 15613

Phone: 724-727-3515

Name and phone number of person completing response: Jennifer Borabalski

Title or Company

Address!

Phone: 724-727-5881

2. Sewered population and projected hydraudic and organic load:

“*Customers reported in EDUs*™ Estimated Raw
Residential Estimated Sewage BOD
Year Cusiomers Population Flow {gpd) {ib/day)
2022 Actual 2940 6850 611,520 1169
2023 Estimated 2955 6885 614,640 1175
2024 Estimated 2970 §920 617,760 1181
2025 Eslimated 2980 6943 618,840 1185
2026 Estimated 2985 6555 620,880 1187
2027 Estimated 2800 6067 621,820 1189

3. INDUSTRIAL WASTE SURVEY: Are industrial wastes discharged inte your sewer sysiem?
X YES NO

A. Discuss your municipality's program for surveilfance and monitoring of industrial waste
discharged into the sewer system during the last year;

The KVWPCA monitars industrial waste discharge perils regulalory permitting requiraments,

B. Describe specific problems in the sewer system known ta be caused by industrial waste
discharge and summarize any sleps being laken to alleviate or eliminate the problems:
None

C. Please attach a copy of the ordinance or regulation governing industrial waste discharges
to the sewer system or a copy of the amandments adopted during the past year if it has
rot been previgusly permitied.

N/A

4. SYSTEM CONDITION: Provide the following information concerning your sewer system.

A, Sewer system conditions: See Attached Notes

B. Describe sections of sewer where capacily is exceeded or wiil be exceeded in the next
five years. Conveyance capacity will not be exceeded In the next five years.




4 C. Describs your program for monitoring flows in the sewers. State if it inciuded periodic flow
gauging or smoke and dye testing in sewers suspected of having illegal storm connectlions.

See attached notes.

D. Describe your routine maintenance programs. Indicate if on a regular basis or as-needed.
List the number of employees (full and part time) and provide & list of the equipment
available for inspection and maintenance work.

See attached notes.

E. If your community has combined sewers, briefly describe your program for sireet and catch basin
cleaning. Please attach cleaning schedule also.

N/A

F. Describe any work being performed to reduce infiftrationfinflow, ar any extraordinary
sewer rehabilitation during the past year.

See attached notes.

5 SEWAGE PUMP STATIONS: Provide the following information for each pump station;

Design Present Projected
Capacity Maximum Flow 2-year Maximum
Name Condition {gpm) {gpm)} Flow (gpm)
Chapeldale Excellent 38 6.15 7
Upper Burrell Excellent 150 37.43 44
Camp Joann Excellent 428 101.03 125
Camp Nancy Excellent 450 129.38 158

6 SEWER EXTENSIONS: Provide the following information for each sewer system
extension. Attach a copy of the plot plan or a map of each sewer extension,

Development/Extension Name Population Served Status (Constructed, Approved for
Construction, Propesed)

No new sewer extensions have been censtructed

or proposed
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Municipal Authority of Washington Township
283 Pine Run Church Road, Apollo PA 15613

2023
Municipal Waste Load Management
Sewer System and Pump Station Information
Supplemental Information

4. System Condition
A. Sewer svstem conditions:

Paulton Sewer District is = 43 vears old and is in good condition, Portions of the system
were televised in November 2013. Remediation was completed in June 2014 on areas
noted to be in poor condition. System manholes were inspected in 2016 and remediation
completed where needed. Portions of the KVWPCA Interceptor, which connect with the
Paulton Sewer System, were televised in 2022 and repairs to the major issues were made
in 2023.

Lower Beaver Sewer District Phase I s £ 19 years old and is in excellent condition.
system manholes were inspected in 2016 and remediation ¢ompleted where needed.

Lower Beaver Sewer District Phase I11s £ 17 years 'old and is in excellent condition.
System manholes were inspected in 2017 and r¢mediation completed where needed.

Pine Run Sewer District Phase Tis & 13 years old and is in excellent condition. Systemn
manholes were inspected in 2018 and remediation completed where needed.

Upper Pine Run Sewer District Phase I is = 12 vears old and is in excellent condition.

Pucketa Creek Sewer District Phase I is + 13 years old and 1s in excelient condition.
Manhole inspections and repairs were completed in 2023 in a portion of the Washington
Acres section of the Pucketa Creek Sewer District, which was an existing sewer system
from a development constructed in the 1980s. Additional repairs are planned for 2024,

Al MAWT Sewers are separate systerus, i.¢., no combined sewers are permitted within
the MAWT system,.




Municipal Authority of Washington Township
283 Pine Run Church Read, Apollo PA 15613

€. Flow monitoring:

The MAWT maintains 4 permanent Telog Flow Meters within the Township located in
areas before the sewage flows into other Municipalities. The meters are calibrated
quarterly, and the data is analyzed quarterly. In addition to the permanent meters the
MAWT has 5 movable flow meters to monitor specific sections of the collection system.

I&1 testing is also required when real estate is transferred or re-financed. The MAWT
completes the testing through the use of smoke and a camera inspection.

D. Routine maintenance:

All maintenance work for the MAWT is contracted out. CWM Environmental inspects
and maintenances the 4 pump stations on a weeldy basis. Our 4 permanent flow meters
are calibrated quarterly and maintained by Dmach Environmental. All other
maintenance items or repairs are contracted to Allegheny Sewer and Plumbing, LLC.

Additionally, the MAWT started a summer manhole inspection project. The majority of
the manholes in the Paulton, Lower Beaver I, Lower Beaver I Sewer District and Pine
Run Phase T were mspected and GPS located between 2016 -2018. Several minor repairs
were completed. The MAWT plans to continue the GPS project of inspecting and GPS
locating manholes unti the entire system is completed.

¥. Reduce 1&I:

Through the use of temporary flow meters, the MAWT has been able to locate areas of
high 1&1. When needed the line is televised to determine the cause of I&I, The MAWT
has found poor lateral conditions and required the homeowners to make the necessary
repairs. In 2019 the MAWT starled a random smoke and dye testing program. Random
locations are selected throughout the sewer system. [f defects are found the homeowners
arc notificd to complete the required repairs.

In 2023, the MAWT was award a Pennsylvania Smalf Water and Sewer Grant to
remediate deteriorating manholes on the Washington Acres area of the sewer collection
system. Repairs will be completed in 2024,
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2023
MUNICIPAL WASTE LOAD MANAGEMENT
SEWER SYSTEM AND PUMP STATION INFORMATION

Enstruc!:ons Please provide information as compietely as possible. Addmonal pages may be o
: * atfached 1o complete a response as maybe necéssary.: L L

1 Name of Mumcapaitty West Leechburg Borough
Address 1015 Plazak Street
West Leechburg, PA 15656
Phone:
Name and phone number of person compieting response: Lucien Bove, PE
Title or Company Bove Engineering Co., Inc.
Address: 8201 Route 819 Greensburg, PA 15601

Phone: 724-925-9269

2. Sewered population and projected hydraulic and erganic load:

Estimated Raw
Residentiai Estimated Sewage BOD
Yedr Customers Population Flow (gpd) {Ib/day)

2023 Actual 540 1300 130,000 221
2024 Estimated 543 1305 130,500 232
2025 Estimated 546 1310 131,000 223
2026 Estimated 549 1315 131,500 224
2027 Estimated 552 1320 132,000 224
2028 Estimated 555 1325 132,500 225

3, INDUSTRIAL WASTE SURVEY: Are industiial wastes discharged into your sewer system?
YES X NO

A. Discuss your municipality's program for surveillance and monitoring of industrial waste
discharged into the sewer system during the last year:

There are no industrial waste customers within the West Leechburg Borough's sanitary sewer lines.

Allegheny Ludium has a separate sanitary sewer line which is not connected to the Borough's system.

B. Describe specific problems in the sewer system known to be caused by industrial waste
discharge and sumimarize any steps being taken to alleviate or eliminate the problems:

N/A

C. Please attach a copy of the ordinance or regulation governing industrial waste discharges
to the sewer system or a copy of the amendments adopted during the past year if it has
not been previously permitted,

The Borouglht's Ordinance refers to the KVWPCA's Rules and Regulations (see attached)

4. | SYSTEM CONDITION: Provide the following informalion concerming your sewer system.

A. Sewer system conditions: The system is fully functional. Most lines are Enﬂg‘ood condition.

8. Describe sections of sewer where capacity is exceeded or will be exceeded in the next
five years. No section of sewer is expected to exceed capacity during dry weather.

Steps are taken to remove sources of infiltration where suspected.




4 C. Describe your program for monitoring fiows in the sewers. State if it included periodic flow
gauging or smoke and dye testing in sewers suspected of having iflegal storm connections,

Monitoring is done visually. Dye testing is performed when problems are ohserved or reported.

internal In;pection is done periodicaily to observe the conditlans of the lines and any infiltration problems,

Area by area dye testing program is on-going to enforce removat of downspout connections,

D. Describe your routine maintenance programs. Indicate if on a regular basis or as-needed.
List the number of employees (full and part time) and provide a ist of the equipment
available for inspection and maintenance work.

Manholes are opened, checked for condition and cleaned as needed, Borough workers have recaived proper training |
to perform routine maintenance work, Unsafe conditions are reported. Proper repairs are made by the two fulltime |

employees for normal depths, A dump truck and a backhoe with equipment operators perform excavation and access

the sewer lines for repairs and maintenance. Qutside Contractors used for deep sewers and/for poor soil conditions.

E. ifyour community has combined sewers, briefly describe your program for street and catch basin
cleaning. Please sttach cleaning schedite also.

With the completion of the Hillville Combinad Sewer Separation Project in 2009, al) sanitery sewerss are separate

to the best of bur knowledge and helief.

F. Describe any work being performed to reduce infiltration/inflow, or any extracrdinary
sewer rehabilitation during the past year.

See attached Exhibit A"

5 SEWAGE PUMP STATIONS: Provide the following information for each pump station:

Design Present Projected
Capacity Maximum Flow Z2-year Maximum
Name Condition {gpm} {gpm} Flow {gpm)
Patricktown Good 52 52 52

6 SEWER EXTENSIONS: Provide the following information for each sewer system
extension. Aftach a copy of the plot plan or a map of each sewer extension.

Development/Exiension Name Poputation Served Status {Constructed, Approved for
Construction, Proposed}
None in 2023 N/A N/A
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1724123, 5:48 PM Borough of West Leechburg, PA Pretreatment Program

§ 225-22. Unlawful to fail to comply with Authority rules and
regulations.

[Amended 2-9-1994 by Ord. No. 244]

No person shall contribute, cause to be contributed, or discharge any industrial wastes to the public
sanitary sewage facilities of the Kiski Valley Water Poliution Controf Authority, except in accordance with
the rules and regulations governing indusirial sewer use that have been adopted, or may hereafter be
adopted, by the Authority.

§ 225-23. Violations and penalties: failure to comply with industrial
sewer use rules and regulations.

[Amended 2-9-1994 by Ord. No. 244]

Any persan who is found to have violated or willfully or negligently fails to comply with any provision of
the rules and regulations goveming industrial sewer use adopted by the Authority or any order,
regulation, service contract, or permit issued by the Authority, shall, upon conviction, be subject to pay a
fine of not tess than $1,000 and costs of prosecution, and, in default of payment of fine and costs, to
undergo imprisonment for not more than 30 days. Each day's continuance of a violation shall constitute
a separaie offense.

§ 225-24. Violations and penalties: falsification of records or
tampering with monitoring devices or methods.

Any person who knowingly makes any false statement, representation or certification in any appfication,
record, report, plan or other document filed or reguired to be maintained pursuant to the Authority's rules
and regulations governing industrial sewer use, or who falsifies, tampers with, or knowingly renders
inaccurate any monitoring device or method required pursuant to the Authority's rules and regulations
governing industrial sewer use shall, upon conviction,) be subject to a fine of not more than 3300 and
costs of prosecution, and, in default of payment of fine and costs, fo imgrisonment for not more than 30
days.

§ 225-25. Severability.

[Amended 2.9-1894 by Ord, No. 244}

If any provision, paragraph, word or section of this article shall be invalidated by any court of competent
jurisdiction, the remaining provisions, paragraphs, words, and sections shall not be affected and shall
continue in full force and effect.

§ 225-26. Adoption by reference of revised local discharge limits.

[Added 2-9-18534 by Ord. No. 244]

The Borough of West Leechburg shall adopt the revised local discharge limits as adopted by the Kiski
Valley Water Poliution Control Authority, substantiaily in the form of Resolution 1982-1 which was
presented at this meeting and is made a part hereof by reference only and is on file with the Borough
Secretary.
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WEST LEECHBURG BOROUGH
WESTMORELAND COUNTY

Exhibit "A"

History of Work Dene to Date to:
Separate Combined Sewers, Reduce Infiltration/Inflow, and
Repair and Rehabilitate Sewers

Main Street Sewer {Separation Project done m 1999)

The purpose of this project was to mstali a new sanitary sewer line along the left side of Main
Street for two reasons: First, to service some homes not tied into the sewer on the lefi side of
Main Street looking {rom First to Fifth Streets; and second, to connect into this 10-inch PVC
line and the 8- and 10-inch V.C. pipes servicing the residents at Willow Lane, Third Street,
Walnut Lane, Fourth Street and Fifth Street. These 8-inch V.C. lines need to be checked for
condition with a video camera. The new line is tied into existing Manhole No.4A on First
Street, where an existing 10-inch V.C. line exists and is tied into the manhole above the
diversion chamber.

New Sewer line for Apple Lane and Jantosik Street (2002)

A project funded with CDBG funds was constructed to remove existing taps from the
combination sewer line (24-inch V.C. pipe) at Apple Lane and Jantosik Street, tying these taps
into a new 8-inch PVC line along these streets. This line connects to the existing manhole on
First Street where a new 10-inch PVC sewer line has been instalied to the Pump Station manhole
1o bypass the diversion chamber. For the time being, the Iine on First Street will not connect to
the 10-inch line and will continue to flow to the diversion chamber. It needs monitored for flow
volume during rams.

Second Street (2003)
A new line was installed for Second Street to remove the taps from the combination line located
on Second Street.

Pleasant Hill Road (2003)
On Pleasant Hiil Road between Main Street and the intersection with Bell Avenue, the borough
constructed a new sewer line to remove the flow contribution from three catch basins along
Pleasant Hill Road which was previously tied into the combination sewer line which flows to
Bell Avenue and South Avenue.

Sewer Cleaning and Inspection (2003)
In 2003, 4,500 L.F. of sewer lines were cleaned and mspected in the Giron Street area.

Sewer Cleaning and Inspection (2005)
In 2005 the borough conducted an extensive sewer cleaning and inspection program, including
over 12,000 L F. of sewers, with the hope of completing a first round of inspections of all the
lines in the borough within the next several years. The reporis and tapes are being evaluated to
determine priorities for repairs to lines in poor condition and repairs needed to reduce
mnfiltration.




Exhibit "A" (con’t) Page 2

Main Street from Fifth Street to Eighth Street {1999)

The borough separated the storm sewers that were connected to this branch of the system
making this branch no longer a combined line and therefore eliminating the need to extend a
new line from Fifth Street to Eighth Street.

In 2009, as part of the Hillville Combined Sewer Separation Project, we connected the existing
10-inch line (which is no longer combined) above Fifth Street to the new sanitary sewer below
Fifth Street which was installed in 1999

Hillyille Area (2009)
In 2006 we started working on the planning and design of the Hillville Area Combined Sewer

Separation Project. In 2007 the design was complete. In 2008 we applied for the required
permits, and on behalf of the borough we applied for a PennVEST loan in the amount of
$400,000 and a Competitive CDBG grant aiso 1n the amount of $400,000. We received the
CDBG grant commitment, and closed on the PennVEST loan on March 10, 2009, The borough
committed $635,000 toward the project for a total design and construction cost of $865,000.
Bids were opened in December 2008 and awarded in January 2009. Construction was
completed in 2009, and restoration and removal of the overflow on First Street was completed
n 2010.

Dve Testing Program (2005 - Present)
Over the past several years, the Borough has conducted an area-by-area dye testing program to

identify improper downspout and drain connections.

'The borough has identified many residences in the Gosser/Edgewood Drive area whose roof
drains or other storm drains are connected into the sanitary sewer. Letters have been sent
directing owners to disconnect their storm drains-from the system. To date, the majority of
homeowners in this area have complied and removed their storm drains from the system.

Other areas are being tested and enforcement letters are sent when improper connections are
identified. This program is being conducted in-house by borough employees and Arnold
Plumbing.

Flow Monitoring (2017)
The Borough has cooperated with and participated in the KVA flow monitoring study.

Internal Inspection (2018)
The Borough planned for a Sewer Inspection Program to include several key sewer lines which

have not been mspected.

Internal Inspection (2019)
Quotations were sought and the work was assigned to the lowest bidder. Vartous sewers were

cleaned, inspected and internally televised on Edgewood Drive, Circle Drive, portions of
Jantosik Street, Poplar Lane to 5% Street and Plum Lane.

CDBG Grant Application (2020)

The Borough applied for CDBG funds to perform mainline replacement of sections of the sewers
on Circle Drive and Bosin Street. These pipes are terra cotta with some broken sections and are
suspected to be contributing to the infiltration of water during heavy rain. Circle Drive was
approved by the County for pipe replacement in 2021, however, Bosin Street was not approved by
the County. The project was advertised for bids and only one bid was received which was almost
double the estimated cost which was rejected. The project was re-bid in 2022.




Exhibit "A" (con’t) Page 3

Circle Drive 1&Y Elimination Project - CDBG

The Borough advertised and re-bid the project in 2022 with options to replace, slip line or
internally line using CIP liner. The lowest cost was for the Internal Lining using CIP pipe. The
project was completed in 2002 (Final Construction Cost $57,500).

1&1 Elimination Sanitary Sewer Replacement Cost Estimates (May 2022)

The Borough identified 3 key areas which have been identified as major contributors of 1&]
defined as areas “A”, “B” and “C” (see attached location maps). Area “A” is the largest area and
includes the sewers on Main Street from Fifth Street to Eighth Street, Eighth Street from Main
Street to Giron Street, James Street (north and south) including the lines in the sewer rights-of-
ways, and Bosin Street. Area “B” includes sewers on Gosser Street from the Lamp Hole at the end
of the line to MH No. 46. Area “C” includes sewers on Shirley Drive, Graham Place and the line
through the woods from Shirley Drive down to MH No, 50C behind the homes on Deerfield Drive.
The cost for total replacement including design and construction inspection is estimated at roughly
2.8 million dollars.

DCED Local Share Account Fund Category 4 Program Grant Application (Sept. 2022)

In September, the Borough applied for a grant to fully replace the sanitary sewers in Area “A”, the
largest of the 3 areas identified for I&] abatement. See attached Location Maps for all 3 areas. The
Area “A” project includes the replacement of approximately 4,040 LF of Sanitary Sewers, 42 Wye
Connections, 1,235 LF of Service Sewers, 16 Manholes, 48 Inspection Stacks, 3,447CY of 2A
Stone Backfill, Replacement of 732 SF of Congcrete Sidewalks and Driveways, 1,211 SY of Trench
Pavement Restoration, 6,310 SY of Wearing Course Replacetnent, 5,600 SY of Lawn Restoration,
50 LF of Encasement al Waterline Crossings, 263 Tons of Temporary Asphalt Surfacing, Removal
and Replacement of 5 Trees, and Core Drilling of Concrete Manholes. The estimated cost is
$1,823,420. This particular grant program requires No' Local Matching Funds commitment. The
meeting at which these applications were to beteviewed by the CFA has been postponed. The
CFA Board meeting was finally re-scheduled March 16, 2023 at which time, West Leechburg
Borough’s application was unfortunately pot awarded.

DCED Covid-19 ARPA PA Small Water and Sewer Program Grant Application (Dec. 2022)
The Brough realizes that the chance for approval of a large amount of funds (such as the above-
mentioned grant application) is very slim. In December, after seeing the success of the Circle Drive
Internal Lining Project, the Borough applied for a PA Small Water and Sewer Grant to internally
line a small portion of the sanitary sewers in Area “A”, those being the Sewer on South James
Street (including the line through the woods), Bosin Street and the replacement of MH No. 26
which causes a flow restriction due to opposing sewers entering the manhole at the same elevation.
See the attached Location Map for this paired down project. This particular grant program requires
a 13% Local Funding Match, and therefore, the size of the project and the cost was determined by
the amount of funds that the Borough can afford without other funding assistance or loans. The
total cost of this project is $248,000 with a local match of $37,400. Again, the meeting at which
these applications were to be reviewed by the CFA was postponed several times. The CFA Board
meeting was finally re-scheduled December 19, 2023 at which time, West Leechburg Borough's
application was unfortunately not awarded.

2024 CDBG Grant Application
In 2023, the Borough applied for 2024 CDBG funds to perform mainline replacement of sections

of the sewer on Ninth Street where there are terra cotta pipes with some broken sections and are
suspected to be contributing to the infiltration of water during heavy rain and minor sags.
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PUMP STATIONS

Eight (8) pump stations in the conveyance system assist in delivering wastewater to the KVWPCA
treatment facility. All of the pump stations are equipped with telemetry and alarm systems to
alert operations personnel in the event of a malfunction. The Pump Stations and capacities of
each are listed in Table 4.

Table 4
Pump Stations — Capacities

Pump Station Designation Maxm;:nme[c)a;paaty
Beaver Run 4.00
East Vandergrift 1.20
Elder Run 2.50
Guffy Run 10.00
Leechburg 8.00
Penn Run 2.50
Vandergrift 5.00
Wean United 0.50

All pump stations operated below the maximum egapacity during 2023. The pump stations are
maintained on a regular basis and are in excellent operating condition. Seven (7) of the eight (8)
pump stations controls were upgraded during 2005 and the Beaver Run pump station was
upgraded in 2009. An engineering evaluation of seven {7) pump stations (Beaver Run was
excluded) was completed in 2016 which provided the design basis for the upgrade of the seven
(7) pump stations. The pum