
                           
 
 
 

Wissahickon Creek Feasibility Study  
Public Meeting 

Jan. 14, 2010 at Founders Hall, New Covenant Church 

 
General Questions and Answers 
 
Q: Does this project have an impact on the upper trail of the woods? 
A: No, the study focuses on the mainstem of the creek, some of the tributaries, and the 
floodplain area. 
 
Q: What is the funding source for this project? 
A: The feasibility study is cost-shared on a 50/50 basis by the US Army Corps of 
Engineers and the non-Federal sponsor, the Philadelphia Water Department. Construction 
costs are typically shared on a 65% federal and 35% non-federal ratio. Federal funds are 
appropriated by Congress.  
 
Q: Why does your evaluation process take three fish species under consideration and not 
other birds or mammals? 
A: We’re looking specifically at the floodplain/channel and we wanted to study species 
that are resident in that area. Birds and mammals can go into upland areas and escape 
stressful factors in the creek while the fish cannot.   
 
Q: Several of the dams have heavy sediment built up. If you decide to remove a dam, will 
you dredge that material out so it doesn’t flow downstream? 
A: Yes, this will take place if the project plans include dam removal or partial dam 
removal.  
 
Q: How do you plan to choose between the 10 sites? 
A: There are several factors that will be considered when evaluating the different sites, 
including for example, cost, construction access, impact and public input.   
 
Q: Will all 10 sites be funded? 
A: The total cost of restoring all 10 sites would be significant and projects will need to be 
implemented as funding becomes available. The public is encouraged to state their 
preferences. 
 



Q: Each site has influence on another site, so if only certain sites are funded, it may cause 
problems. 
A: The evaluation process will consider the impact a site may have on other locations. 
 
Q: Why are you looking at the problem from downstream to upstream and not the other 
way around? 
A: The Philadelphia portion of the watershed is being looked at as a whole.  Montgomery 
County is not participating in the study, but impacts on Philadelphia are being taken into 
account.  Earlier in the study key areas of concern in the Philadelphia part of the 
watershed were identified and we are currently focusing on those sites, but relevant 
information will still be considered on a watershed basis.  The order of presentation of 
information does not imply prioritization or order of examination of the sites. 
 
Q: The cost-benefit analysis seems focused on financial and environmental impact. How 
are social and archaeological considerations taken into account?  
A: The Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Analysis models a certain set of criteria for 
evaluating alternatives and deciding how a project may move forward. However, the 
decision making process will also take into consideration other factors, such as social and 
archeological information. 
 
Q: What is the best guess for the timeline of this project?  
A: A project timeline is always dependent on provision of funding, as well as design 
considerations.  If fully funded, the feasibility study could be finished two years from 
now.  Once the feasibility study is complete and evaluated, it can take up to a couple 
years to design a project and obtain approval and funding for construction. 
 
Q: How heavily does the NEPA process weigh things like public health? Could this study 
weigh improvements to public health with things like drinking water? 
A: Yes, there are opportunities to document and consider improvements to public health, 
including water quality.  
 
Q: What kind of observations and data are used as the basis for planning? 
A: The planning process takes into consideration the physical, chemical and biological 
attributes of the ecosystem, as well as real estate, cost, social, historical, archeological, 
and public opinion information. 
 
Q: If you remove the dams, what will be the post-storm impact? 
A: Any dam removal or partial dam removal alternative will have the impact of a storm 
event considered during the project design phase. However, because of sedimentation 
buildup, the dam pools do not currently retain much water.  
 
Q: How did the Wissahickon project originate?  
A: The Philadelphia Water Department initiated the process based on their need to 
provide Philadelphians with clean drinking water, which is promoted by a healthy 
ecosystem.  
 



Q: Will more trees be planted along the creek and tributaries? Lots of research shows that trees 
stabilize banks, slow water rates and provide food and habitat for beneficial benthic organisms. 
A: We concur with you about the benefits of trees, especially native species.  What trees 
are planted will be dependent upon each site design and the opportunity for trees to 
enhance the stream restoration. 
 
 
Site Specific Questions and Answers 
 
Big and Little Ridge Avenue Dam Comments 
         
Big Ridge Avenue Dam – Is there any impact relationship between the proposed Gustane Lake 
interchange revisions and any of the alternatives proposed for Big Ridge Avenue Dam? I think 
alternative #3 has the best options for all concerned on Big Ridge.  
 
Big Ridge Avenue Dam – I’d like to see this dam removed. I don’t think the aesthetics of the dam 
are great. Redoing the sewer line would be terrific. Let the creek go natural to the Schuylkill.  As 
for the second alternative, the rock ramp is aesthetic and good for the fish. And for the 3rd 
alternative, ramp – no; too convoluted.  I think this project is a big priority, given the size of the 
dam and sewer line.  
 
Big Ridge Avenue Dam (Site 1) – Has the canoe club been notified of potential changes? Will the 
people fishing here be able to continue to fish? Can the public get to the creek at this location 
since the water level will be lower?  
 
Big and Little Ridge Avenue Dams - What is the impact of removing the dams at the base of the 
steams? There is a canoe club nearby.   
 
Big and Little Ridge Avenue Dams, Monoshone Creek (Sites 1, 2, 3) – If any trails are impacted 
during construction and are resurfaced, I hope it would be suitable for equestrians. I can be 
reached to consult on appropriate footing. I went through training with Penn. Equine Council.  
 
Big and Little Ridge Avenue Dam Response 
 
There will be no related impacts between the Big Ridge Avenue Dam project and the Gustine 
Lake project.  The Gustine Lake project is located downstream of the dam on the south side of 
Ridge Avenue.  The Gustine Lake project will be required to meet the new stormwater 
regulations enforced by the Philadelphia Water Department.   The design for the Gustine Lake 
project will include infiltration as well as other best management practices for stormwater. 
 
Impact of alternative designs on the canoe club and anglers will be considered as we move 
forward with the feasibility and design phases of the project.  Restoration of trails impacted 
during construction will be coordinated with Fairmount Park staff and will follow their 
requirements with regard to equestrians. 
 
Monoshone Creek Comments 
 
Monoshone Creek – The biggest opportunity is to fix sewers in Pelham that drain into this creek. 
Biggest benefit is better public health through reduced need for chlorination at Queen Lane.  
 



Monoshone Creek – Habitat restoration on Monoshone Creek prior to addressing sewage 
overflows into the stream is putting the cart before the horse. There will not be an improvement in 
aquatic life without addressing water quality issues. This should be last priority.  
 
Monoshone Creek – It seems foolish to worry about sediment and stream flow in the Monoshone 
as long as sewage flows from Outfall 5, 24 hours a day, 365 days per year. Perhaps it would be 
more reasonable to fix the sewage problem first.  
 
Monoshone Creek – Most serious problem/opportunity within the scope of this planning process 
is the wall along Lincoln Drive between Wissahickon and RittenhouseTown – stream bed is down 
to bedrock and wall is undermined and collapsing. This will require civil engineering attention 
within 20 years. You could help.  
 
Monoshone Creek– Why is no economics associated with the alternatives? 
 
Monoshone Creek – It would be helpful if the maps were accurate. They are seriously outdated. 
There has been work done at some of these sites which has not been addressed.  
 
Monoshone Creek (Site 3) – This is wonderful but you must get the sewage out first. No ifs, ands, 
or buts. This must be done.  
 
Monoshone Creek (Site 3) – We want the sewage out of the Monoshone.  
 
Monoshone Creek (Site 3) – What are the water quality levels coming out of Saylor’s Grove? 
Will the Monoshone be diverted to flow through the new wetland? That might mitigate the high 
bacteria levels appearing periodically in the Monoshone? Also, there is a large patch of knotweed 
at Wissahickon and Lincoln.  
 
Monoshone Creek (Site 3) –How will your plans affect the high pollution levels in Monoshone 
Creek? We are concerned about the extreme readings of fecal coloform. Can you help address 
this problem which the city has promised to rectify for years?  
 
Monoshone Creek - Construction of channel next to Monoshone Creek (= Lincoln Drive 
Foundation). This has archaeological remains in it – it’s the 1st paper mill in North America.  
 
Monoshone Creek Response 
 
PWD’s response to the sewage comments is included in a separate attachment. 
 
The feasibility study process includes identification of documented archeological remains and 
coordination with appropriate agencies regarding any impact a project might have on the historic 
resource.  We are aware of the presence of the paper mill site and will take it into consideration 
during project design. 
 
With regard to economics, the feasibility report will include estimated costs for each alternative 
design at each project site.  The costs will be used while identifying the recommended plan.  The 
report will also include general documentation of the economics in the study area. 
 
The maps currently being used are for preliminary concept level information only.  If Monoshone 
Creek is selected as a restoration project then more detailed field surveys will be conducted to 



produce a more accurate, updated map and any previous work on Monoshone Creek will be taken 
into consideration during project design. 
 
Carpenter’s Woods Comment 
 
Carpenter’s Woods Tributary – I prefer alternative #3. 
 
Carpenter’s Woods Response 
Thank you for your input. 
 
Livezy Dam Comments 
 
Livezy Dam - The current breach in the Livezey Dam has caused a drop in the upper sections of 
the dam pool.  The area near the Valley Green Restaurant is no longer the upper end of the pool 
but has reverted back to a stream profile.  Excessive sedimentation in this area has caused the 
stream to be directed against the rock retaining wall supporting the parking lot.  Excessive erosion 
and wall failure have resulted.  Request that if dam removal or breaching is done, the project 
reach and stabilization of the stream above the dam be extended into this area. 
 
Livezy Dam - I am currently pursuing funding for the repair of the Livezey Dam raceway and 
mill house.  I hope to re-construct the area as a historic education area and would prefer the dam 
be repaired.  In any case, I hope the future use of this site as an education center would be 
considered in project development for the site.  
 
Livezy Dam Response 
 
Alternatives 2 and 3 will address the existing problems with wall by Valley Green Inn.  
Alternatives 2 and 3 will both reduce the impoundment that is currently caused by the dam.  
Alternative 2 will completely remove the dam and Alternative 3 will lower the dam in the 
location of the existing breach.  This will partially or completely remove the extent of the 
backwater, thereby improving aquatic habitat conditions in a newly free-flowing area.  This will 
change the profile of the stream in this location and should pull the thalweg of the channel away 
from the wall by Valley Green Inn.   
 
In our dam removal concepts we have taken into consideration bank stabilization upstream of the 
dams.     
 
Cresheim Dam and Creek Comments 
 
Cresheim Dam and Creek- This project is high on list. I tried to cross this creek a day after a 
storm (near Devil’s Pool). It was a raging, white water creek. I’ve hiked trails back here – the 
landscape is degraded and trails are hard to locate. My order of preference – 1) (Option 2) remove 
dam and deal with entire stream.  
 
Cresheim Dam and Creek – Integrity of the dam? Enormous work needed downstream of 
McCallum street.  
 
Cresheim Dam and Creek- Does the plan for Cresheim Creek specify any course of action for the 
partially collapsed bridges along the reach? If you invert the stream to a new level how can you 
be sure that the channel won’t re-erode away under flood flows? 
 



Cresheim Dam and Creek Response 
 
One benefit of raising the channel invert is that it spreads flood flows out onto the floodplain.  
This keeps the depth of the flow very shallow and thus reduces the ability of the water to erode.  
Also the boulder/cobble structures installed in the channel to raise the invert function as grade 
control structures so that the channel won’t erode back down. 
 
We currently do not know the integrity of Cresheim Dam.  If an option to retain the dam is 
selected then the integrity of the dam will have to be studied.  Our rapid assessment of the creek 
indicated that most of the bank erosion is taking place upstream of McCallum Street.  We did 
note some isolated areas of erosion downstream but the majority of this reach was stable with 
large boulders and bedrock stabilizing the channel. 
 
Cathedral Run Comment 
 
Cathedral Run – I’m concerned about the long-term stability of step pool boulders in Cathedral 
Run in the case of extreme floods, given mobilization of boulders in Wissahickon tributaries 
during recent floods. Alternatively, is it possible that the stream channel might just erode around 
any constructed step-pool structures? 
 
Cathedral Run Response 
 
Boulders are currently mobilized in the tributaries because of extremely high energy created by 
water flowing down a steep channel.  The main function of the step/pool structures is to reduce 
this energy by creating pools that slow down the water.  The boulders of the step/pools will be 
stable under the lower energy condition.  Also the step/pool structures will be designed based on 
large flood flows such that the flood flows will not erode around them. 
 
Thomas Mill Dam Comments 
 
Thomas Mill Dam - Please consider keeping the Thomas Mill Dam for historic reasons. 
Alternatives #3 and #4 are great.  
       
Thomas Mill Dam - I have the feeling most of the work will be for the sole benefit of fishermen, 
yet they are some of the most destructive of stream banks and habitat.  Unless there are plans to 
educate and enforce regulations and laws, all of the work will be for nothing.  
         
Thomas Mill Dam and Cathedral Run – Catch more storm water from the street (surface water). 
Start repair at the top of the creek, from urban areas. 
 
Thomas Mill Dam – Chestnut Hill College expansion at Sugarloaf Hill. Expansion site borders 
Wissahickon Creek at Germantown Avenue Bridge. Project to include a 600 car parking garage, 
dormatories, performance venue, classrooms, etc. Construction will require clear cutting of 80% 
of timber growth on historic/environmentally protected site.  
 
Thomas Mill Dam - I like alternative #4. However, I’m concerned about the effect in flood 
conditions on road bed if a great deal of water follows the old mill race rather than the main stem.  
 
Thomas Mill Dam Response 
 



The Chestnut Hill College (CHC) expansion at Sugarloaf Hill will not affect the Thomas Mill 
Dam project.  The CHC project is located over three quarters of a mile north of the Thomas Mill 
Dam project location.  The CHC expansion project will be required to meet numerous regulations 
on the Local and State level to manage their stormwater.   
 
PWD has hired an engineering consultant, AKRF, to design a stormwater treatment 
wetland just west of the current location of outfall W-076-01 at the headwaters of 
Cathedral Run.  The wetland will be located in a natural depression area, approximately 
one acre in size that is owned by the City of Philadelphia and managed by the Fairmount 
Park Commission (FPC).  The project will provide more than 94,445 cubic feet of storage 
and will substantially reduce flows to an impaired reach of Cathedral Run. During dry 
weather, the facility will provide one acre of valuable wet meadow habitat. 
 
At Thomas Mill Dam, most of the storm flows will remain in the mainstem of Wissahickon 
Creek.  Flows into the old mill race will be controlled to allow fish to pass around the dam. 



 
 
 
Wissahickon Creek Feasibility Study 
PWD Response to Public Meeting Comments of January 14, 2010 
Re the Monoshone Creek 
February 23, 2010 
 
 
Background of Sewage Problem 
 
In many of Philadelphia’s homes, sanitary sewage and stormwater travel together through 
a combined sanitary/storm sewer system for treatment at one of the City’s three sewage 
treatment plants, where it is cleaned before it is discharged to the Delaware River. In 
some areas of Philadelphia, such as the Wissahickon Creek Watershed, stormwater from 
downspouts, yards and streets is piped to separate storm sewers and released into local 
streams. This stormwater runoff is not treated before it is released. Homes that are 
serviced by separate storm sewers also have a separate drainage system for their sanitary 
sewage, which is collected in the sanitary sewer and sent to a treatment plant. In some 
homes, the pipes (called laterals) leading to these two systems may be leaking or 
improperly connected. In this situation, sanitary sewage may enter stormwater sewers and 
may be released untreated into local waterways. Laterals that are improperly connected 
(also known as crossed laterals or cross connections) and laterals that are leaking due to 
deterioration are known as defective laterals. PWD funds the correction of the crossed 
laterals in its effort to improve stream water quality with minimal public impact. 
 
Challenges of Separate Sewer Systems 
 
Separate storm sewers can be beneficial to our rivers and streams as they often contain 
underground streams, providing essential base flow to our waterways. But urban 
environments also present some challenges, as the quality of stormwater runoff can be 
tainted by litter, gasoline, oils, fertilizers, animal wastes and other pollutants that are 
washed from our lawns and streets into storm drains. In addition, high volumes of 
stormwater runoff are delivered to streams during intense rain storms, which impacts 
stream habitats. The programs that PWD has instituted in the Monoshone Creek 
Watershed are programs focused on the inherent problems of separate sewer systems in 
urban areas.  PWD’s efforts to address the maintenance and operation of its sewer 
infrastructure and stormwater management in the Monoshone Creek Watershed include 
the inspection and repair of defective sewer lateral pipes, the relining of the sanitary 
sewer under Lincoln Drive, stream channel restoration, the creation of the Saylor Grove 
Treatment Wetland demonstration project, and the initiation of the Wissahickon 
Watershed Partnership 
 



Since the Philadelphia Water Department (PWD) initiated a number of pollution 
prevention programs in the Monoshone Watershed in 1999, we have seen a significant 
reduction in the levels of bacteria that indicate the presence of sewage at the seven 
stormwater outfalls that drain into the Monoshone Creek. Much of this ongoing work is 
encouraged and supported by local environmental organizations including the Friends of 
the Monoshone, the Senior Environment Corps and the Friends of the Wissahickon, 
enabling us to make the Monoshone Creek a priority. 
 
Pilot Monitoring Program 
 
However, we too felt that additional samples were needed at Outfall 5 to gain a better 
picture of typical water quality at this outfall, in addition to determining if a more timely 
response could be made by PWD crews if sampling showed that a pollution causing event 
was happening somewhere in the Outfall 5 drainage area.  
 
To address these issues, we initiated a pilot sampling program beginning in May 2009, 
geared to collected samples at Outfall 5 and a location downstream of RittenhouseTown, 
above the confluence of the Monoshone and Wissahickon creeks. Samples were to be 
collected on a weekly basis, three times a month, during dry weather (no rainfall within a 
72 hour period) as the sampling goal was to determine the quality of the stream flow 
within Outfall 5 untainted by polluted stormwater runoff.  
 
The good news, fecal coliform results, beginning in May 2009, are fairly good for an 
urban stream like the Monoshone, and sampling results are even better in the creek itself 
by the time the stream travels past RittenhouseTown. These results are comparable to 
fecal counts found in all of the streams in the built out, Southeast PA Region. However, 
we recognize that there is still much work to be done on resolving defective laterals 
which continue to pollute the Monoshone. PWD is continuing to refine its program and 
plans to have an update to its protection program by this summer. 
 
Attached is the most recent Monoshone Water Quality Update, which provides some 
additional information and up to date sampling results as of this writing. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


