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October 7, 2011 
  
 Re: East Hanover Township Act 537 Plan 

Addendum Summary 
 
To the reader of this plan, 
 
This addendum presents communications with the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Protection (PADEP) from January 25, 2011, to its approval on September 1, 2011. As this 
section contains vital information for continuity, it is highly recommended that this section be 
reviewed prior to use. 
 
A chronological summary of the communications is as follows:  
 

• January 24, 2011 – First Comments Letter from PADEP. 
• February 9, 2011 – Telephone Conference Memo LTL to PADEP. This memo clarifies 

items included in the data book on compact disk, attached to the end of this Plan. 
• June 9, 2011 – Official Response to PADEP January 24 Comments (including 

attachments).  
• September 1, 2011 – PADEP Approval Letter (Superseded Letter of August 29, with a 

minor contextual amendment).  
 
As is set forth in Pennsylvania Act 537, these communications have become a permanent part of 
this plan and shall be included with all subsequent copies and printings.  
 
Final Note on Contextual Changes to this Plan - It should also be noted that all revised maps, 
schedules, tables, and other content discussed and presented in these communications are 
incorporated in the appropriate portions of the plan.   
 
       Sincerely,  
 
 
        
 
       Leo R Scott 
       Community Planner 
       LTL Consultants, Ltd.  

 
 



 









 



 

 

June 9, 2011 
 
 
Mr. Michael C. McNulty 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 
Water Management Program 
Southcentral Regional Office 
909 Elmerton Avenue 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-8200 
 

Re: East Hanover Township Act 537: Response to 
Letter of January 24, 2011 

 
Mr. McNulty,  
 
This letter is to serve as our response to your letter of January 24th, 2011. The responses are in 
italics below each comment transcribed from your original.  
 

1. The Resolution of Adoption provided in the plan does not have the municipal seal as 
required.  
 
See attached, signed and sealed copy.  

 
2. The plan fails to adequately document that sewage needs in the planning area were 

identified in accordance with the publication, “Act 537 Sewage Disposal Needs 
Identification”. Sewage needs mail survey forms were not provided. Documentation of 
field verifications likewise was not provided.  
 
Reference to the “Act 537 Sewage Disposal Needs Identification” (or “Needs Book as 
indicated in the Plan) was made in section III.B.2 (pp. 10, 13). The citation is made 
regarding the implementation of the Tier 1 Sanitary Needs Survey as well as 
descriptions of malfunctions provided for Table 3.4. Direct insertion of language from 
the “Needs Book” was omitted for reasons of format and readability. Other reference 
to the same was made in Section III.B.4 (p. 14) regarding sampling size for Individual 
Water Supplies.  
 
Reference to the “Needs Book” was made on page 3 of the Response to Public 
Comments. Further, the URL for the PA DEP Library online version is also provided 
in this section.  
 
It should be noted that communications with PA DEP staff also modified methods 
involved in the Needs Survey and Water Sampling Projects. Full disclosures of these 
communications are attached. Discussion with PA DEP regarded required sampling 
size based on exclusion of results from the special study of the Partridge Hills and 



 

Englewood land developments. As this research led to a sewer construction project 
approved under a Component 3M, it was to be left out of this Plan. The table found in 
Appendix 2.4 summarizes the results as defined by the “Needs Book” and modified by 
the above mentioned conversations. The table goes further by identifying the number 
of surveys used, field verified, and well water samples taken.   
 
Regarding examples of sewage needs survey sheets; an example form is located in 
Appendix 2.3. This was deemed sufficient to identify all questions that were asked in 
the form. The responses were also recorded in the database used to map malfunctions 
and well water sampling.  
 
Regarding documentation of field verification; Appendix 2.5 consists of a spreadsheet 
including dates of well water sampling and field verifications of survey forms. Actual 
field verifications (including the date, the signature of the inspector, and redline 
markup of items) were done on the actual survey forms. The originals remain in the 
Engineers Records in hardcopy format. Enclosed with this letter are three (3) 
hardcopies of the survey forms (including field verified) and laboratory results.   
  

3. The lack of sanitary survey and water sampling information suggests that sewage needs 
have not been clearly and sufficiently analyzed. Such analysis is necessary to support the 
conclusions drawn regarding, which areas of the township present with the most critical 
public health hazards.  

 
See response to Comment #2 above.  
 

4. There appear to be confirmed malfunctions along Crooked Hill Road in the identified 
problem area designated 4.B on Map 3.13. The Plan fails to propose any methods for 
abating these malfunctions.  

 
Initial design of Alternative 4.F locates the potential pumping station site adjacent to 
the northernmost of the three mentioned confirmed malfunctions on Crooked Hill 
Road (See Appendix 4.1). The location of this pumping station was determined to 
serve the most densely clustered area of malfunctions north of the site.  
 
Since the submission of the Plan, discussions have been made with a significant 
interested third party. These ongoing discussions regard providing potential 
conveyance and treatment for problem areas in Study Sector 4. A conveyance scenario 
would include the connection of the above-mentioned malfunctions. It is assumed that 
a minor revision to the Plan would be required if an agreement would be made. This 
has been discussed with PA DEP staff and remains tentative pending further 
discussion with the third party.   

 
5. Previous wastewater planning identified the Ridge Road area as a needs area. The Plan 

fails to justify why Alternative 1.A.1, providing for sewer service to this area has not 
been selected for implementation.  
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The magnitude of need addressed by alternative 4.F takes priority over all other 
alternatives due to the number of properties served and problems to be addressed. 
Alternative 2.A and portions of alternative 2.E have been accepted as additions to the 
extension of sewer currently underway. Extension of service to Ridge Road requires 
significant investment to serve too few residences, no confirmed malfunctions, and 
well contamination that can be addressed by individual treatment and requirements 
under Ordinance 98-6 (Appendix 1.2 of the Plan).  
 
In the attached response to the Township’s request for information regarding 
potential additional capacity, representatives of Penn National Raceway and 
Hollywood Casino indicated that in order to meet future development goals and 
discharge limitations that there will be no additional capacity available for service to 
users outside of this private system.  
 
The Plan indicates that Alternative 1.A.1 would only be feasible with funding from a 
third party contributor (p. 35). It is for this reason that the Ridge Road Area was 
included in Map 3.18 but not identified as a selected alternative. At this point, there 
have been several inquiries by landowners and developers along Bow Creek Road for 
future connection to the system. The Commercial Recreational nature of this area has 
shown to be a great force for attracting development, potentially leading to the funding 
of the sewer extension in the near future.   
 

6. The Plan fails to identify on-lot system repairs that were accomplished using Best 
Technical Guidance.  

 
The Township SEO provided copies of permit applications (PA DEP form 3800-FM-
WSFR 0290) for the OLDS Needs Analysis section of the Plan. Review of these 
records showed that no BTG repairs were performed. All SEO Documented 
malfunctions are considered Confirmed regardless of their nature (Section I.A.1.a of 
the Act 537 Sewage Disposal Needs Identification Book).  

 
7. The Plan fails to delineate the area using the Penn National sewage collection 

conveyance and treatment system. The plan must address how sewage needs related to 
future growth and development in that area will be met.  
 
As stated above, no additional treatment capacity will be available from the Penn 
National Raceway and Hollywood Casino System. Additionally, Penn National’s 
NPDES Permit has granted them unique autonomy from connection to the East 
Hanover Township System.  
 
Please find the attached revision to Map 3.18 now showing the properties currently 
served by Penn National’s system. However, it is imperative that these areas are not to 
be interpreted as future sewer service areas due to the closed status of the system.  
Secondly, as mentioned in our response to question #5, any technical alternative to 
service problem areas and growth in Study Sector 1 will be dependent on the 
contribution from future land development.  
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8. The Plan fails to provide water sampling data keyed to a map of sufficient scale to be 

useful as a planning tool. For subdivisions and land development proposing the use of 
on-lot sewage disposal systems, the Plan must clearly identify areas where Component 1 
planning modules and Requests for Planning Exemption are inappropriate, and require 
Component 2 planning modules with Preliminary Hydrogeologic Evaluations in 
accordance with Chapter 71, Section 71.61(c)(2)(I-iv).  

 
Please find attached the revised version of map 3.10 at a revised scale of 1:12,000. In 
addition, the notes section states the following. 
   

“Proposed subdivisions and land developments in Nitrate Buffer Areas 
will be subject to the requirements for Plan Revision Modules for Land 
Development and Hydrogeologic Studies as set forth in the East 
Hanover Township Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance, 
Section 620 and PA Code Title 25, Chapter 71, Section 71.62 ” 

 
 The referenced section of East Hanover Township Subdivision and Land 
Development Ordinance, Section 620 (see attached excerpt), is also referenced on page 
20 of the Plan.   

 
9. The Plan proposes an ordinance to govern the use of Small Flow Treatment Facilities. A 

copy of this ordinance must be included in the Plan for review. Further, the Plan must 
clearly state the conditions under which the use of Small Flow Treatment Facilities will 
be allowed.  

 
At this time, no official small flow treatment facility ordinance has been drafted. 
Drafting for this ordinance will begin shortly after the approval of this Plan by PA 
DEP. Completion and adoption of the ordinance has been scheduled for six months 
after plan approval (see Plan Summary p. X). At the completion of the Ordinance, a 
copy will be submitted to PA DEP. 
 

10. The Plan alludes to the need for PENNVEST funding to implement Alternative 4.F. The 
plan lacks necessary information to be considered for PENNVEST funding, including a 
Uniform Environmental Review, documentation that the most cost effective alternate has 
been chosen based on a present worth cost analysis, and documentation that other 
alternatives have been considered for the provision of adequate sewage disposal for the 
areas of need being considered.  

 
Although PENNVEST financing is an option, the timeframe for completion of 
Alternative 4F does not lend to more intensive analysis. The Act 537 Plan Content and 
Environmental Assessment Checklist, Sections VI.D & E states the cost 
estimates/funding analysis “shall be limited to areas identified in the Plan as needing 
improved sewage facilities within five years from the date of Plan submission.” As the 
project is an estimated 7 years away from implementation a current cost effectiveness 
analysis and drafting of a UER appears to be premature. However, and although not 
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required per Sections VI.D & E, specific, detailed cost estimates (for a number of 
alternatives) and the affect on sewer rates were provided in Section VI of the Plan. 
Details of the other alternatives considered are found in the table on page 39, and in 
Appendix 4 of the Plan.  

 
Drafting of the UER is not a specific requirement of the Plan, as PENNVEST funding 
has not been selected as an absolute alternative. As is discussed in our response to 
question #4 the Township is currently in preliminary discussion with outside parties for 
potential cost sharing in the construction of Alternative 4F. If discussions bear fruit, 
the cost and scope of the project may be significantly modified. It is the Township’s 
intention to pursue PENNVEST or other funding only after discussions with outside 
parties have reached their conclusion. 

 
11. The Plan fails to address how East Hanover Township’s wastewater treatment plant will 

comply with the requirements of the Chesapeake Bay Tributary Strategy as a Phase 4 
facility.  

 
The Plan does recognize that more stringent limitations will be placed in the next 
NPDES Permit renewal. How the Township intends to comply with the Chesapeake 
Bay requirements is not discussed in the Plan because the Township was focused on 
submission of the Plan itself. A timetable given to PA DEP called for submittal of the 
Plan by November 2010. Many of the other studies and plans under development were 
placed on hold until the Plan was submitted to PA DEP. These included a Wastewater 
Treatment Facility & Bow Creek Analysis. This study takes three separate studies 
(Flood Study, WWTF Capacity Study & Aquatic Biological Study) and determines the 
suitability of the WWTF and Bow Creek to absorb larger flows while discharge criteria 
are made more stringent. Future challenges and alternatives to meet those challenges 
are discussed in that report. A copy of the WWTF and Bow Creek Study is enclosed for 
your review.  

 
It is our hope that the responses provided have sufficiently answered the Department’s questions 
regarding the Plan. Please be sure to contact us if any additional information is needed for your 
review. 
 

Sincerely,  

 
Leo R Scott 
Community Planner / Wastewater Specialist 
LTL Consultants, Ltd.  

 
Attachments:  
1. Signed Sealed Copy of East Hanover Township Resolution #2010-10 (1p) 
2. Communications with PADEP on Sanitary Survey and Well Water Sampling (5p) 
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3. Penn National Response to Inquiry about Capacity (3p) 
4. Revision to Map 3.18 (1p) 
5. Revision to Map 3.10 (1p) 
6. Excerpt from East Hanover Township SALDO Section 620 (1p) 
 
Enclosures 
 
1. Act 537 Plan Revision Data Book (3 bound)  
2. Dairy Lane WWTF and Bow Creek Analysis (bound) 
 
 
 
 
 
Cc: Chris Hannum 
 Lisa Sweigert 
 Scott Wyland, Esq.  
 East Hanover Township Board of Supervisors 
 File: M:\Engineering\East Hanover Township - 07\0507-1101 Act 537 Respond to PADEP 
Comments\Correspondence\Response to DEPs 012411 Letter 060911.doc 
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Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance Article 6
                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

East Hanover Township 79

619.4. Setback - No change in existing topography, which results in a slope greater
than the pre-development condition, may be located within twenty-five feet (25')
of the neighboring property.

Section 620 Sanitary Sewage Disposal
620.1. When the Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act, Act 537 of 1966, as amended,

requires a Sewer Facilities Plan Revision (Plan Revision Module for Land
Development), or Supplement, approval of the Revision or Supplement shall
be submitted with the Preliminary Plan Application and approved prior to Final
Plan approval.

620.2. The applicant shall provide the type of sanitary sewage disposal facility
consistent with the East Hanover Township Act 537 Plan.

620.3. The applicant shall provide a preliminary hydrogeological study for all develop-
ment areas located within one-quarter mile of an area known to possess
nitrate-nitrogen levels exceeding 5 milligrams per liter. Information on the
location of these areas is available at the Township Municipal Office.

620.4. Sanitary sewer systems shall be designed and permitted in accordance with
the prevailing rules and regulations of the Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Protection and any applicable bona fide sewer authority, or
cooperative association of lot owners.

620.5. When sanitary sewage disposal is provided by means other than by an
individual on-lot system for use by a single unit of occupancy, the Final Plan
Application shall include:

620.5.1. Evidence that the supplier is a certificated public utility; a bona fide co-
operative association of lot owners; or a municipal corporation, authority,
or utility. A copy of a Certificate of Public Convenience from the Penn-
sylvania Public Utility Commission or an application for such certificate, a
cooperative agreement or a commitment or agreement to serve the area
in question, whichever is appropriate, shall be acceptable evidence.

620.5.2. Notice of approval of the design, capability to service, method of
installation, and possible financial guarantee from the provider.

620.5.3. Appropriate measures, as deemed necessary by the Board of Super-
visors, to ensure adequate future maintenance of the system.

620.6. Where on-lot sewage disposal systems are to be used, each lot shall be
specifically tested for and secure one disposal site (field, bed or trench) and
replacement (alternate) area. Approval by the Sewage Enforcement Officer
shall be attained for both disposal sites. Furthermore, the replacement disposal
area shall be perpetually protected from excavation, construction, and other
activities that would result in disturbance of the soils’ ability to renovate sewage
effluent, until such time as the alternate field is activated due to malfunction of
the initial disposal site.
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PLAN SUMMARY 
A. PURPOSE 

The purpose and scope of this study is to develop a plan that can be implemented 
by the East Hanover Township (EHT) Supervisors to correct existing and future 
wastewater disposal problems in the Township. This study provides an analysis of 
existing and projected growth in the Township and what effect existing zoning 
regulations will have on growth patterns, as well as the ultimate effect a population 
increase would have on the sewage needs of the Township. This report contains 
short-term and long-term planning, and cost estimates for proposed facilities and 
methods to obtain the necessary sewer requirements that will promote planned 
population and economic growth within East Hanover Township. 

The goals of the plan include: 

• Develop a comprehensive data set on sewer related parameters that can be 
used as a basis for planning. 

• Based on the data, identify service areas that require sewer and remedies for 
the largest problems. 

• Insure that any selected alternative meets the requirements set forth in the 
Chesapeake Bay Initiative. Specifically, no new source of nutrient loading is 
created by this plan. 

• Dedicate existing reserve capacity at the Dairy Lane Wastewater Treatment 
Facility (WWTF) to primarily serve existing residents with sewer needs. 

• Create an administrative body to oversee the implementation of the plan. 

• Identify and install ordinances necessary to further regulate individual sewage 
facilities. 

• Derive a long-term implementation schedule based upon the financial 
capabilities of the Township and its residents. 

B. PLANNING AREA DESCRIPTION 
East Hanover Township is a rural municipality located in eastern Dauphin County. 
The Township has a variety of land uses including: agriculture; industry; both large- 
and small-lot residential; and commercial, including large-scale commercial 
recreation near the Interstate 81 interchange with Bow Creek Road. The 2,043 
housing units located in the Township equate to approximately 51 homes per square 
mile. 

At the present time, public sewer serves a portion of the Township. The majority of 
properties uses individual on-lot sewage disposal systems (OLDS) and small flow 
sewage treatment facilities (SFSTF). The majority of these systems are functioning 
properly. However, there are a few locations in the Township that consist of older 
residential and commercial uses on small lots which may have sewage disposal 
problems, and therefore are of particular concern to the Township. These locations 
include areas near the Manada Creek and State Route 22, and neighborhoods along 
Trail Road, Canal Road, Shady Lane, Dairy Lane, Kelly Court, Ridge Road, and 
Pheasant Road. A delineation of problem areas was performed and an evaluation of 
site-specific repair and septic system management, versus public sewage 
alternatives, was conducted. 
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This Plan studied the entire Township as a Tier-One Sewage Needs Analysis. The 
Tier-One data was derived from documented malfunctions, well water contaminant 
sampling, and an OLDS Needs Survey. OLDS replacement suitability limitations 
were also analyzed using United States Dept. of Agriculture/Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (USDA/NRCS) soils data and an inventory of potential natural 
restrictions to development. These factors were considered in the delineation of 
needs areas. 

For the purpose of delineating the Township into sewage management areas five (5) 
separate sectors were created. The plan utilized the general watersheds of the Bow 
Creek and the Manada Creek to separate the Township east and west. These two 
(2) broad districts were further separated on a north-south basis using existing major 
road arteries (US Route 81). This segregation also generally correlated to zoning 
districts.  

In the case of the most northern sector of the Township (Study Sector 5), it was 
given its own dedicated district. The needs, lower population, state game lands and 
military reservation made it unique enough that individual planning was required. 
Appendix 3.8 is a map of the study sectors. 

These areas were studied individually. Based on a Geographic Information Systems 
(GIS) compilation of the well water sampling, soil, survey and other data, a map 
depicting the areas of concern was created. The GIS assigned values to individual 
data points and summed them together. The summation of the points is then 
depicted through coloration, creating a “hot-zone” map. The results of the mapping 
are depicted in Appendix 3.13. 

The mapping highlighted three (3) areas of concern that were to be given top-
priority. These included: 

• Hunter Lane, Red Fox Lane, Mill Road, Campbell Court, Circle Drive, 
Sycamore Lane, Chestnut Place, Carlson Road and Crooked Hill Road. 
These are located in the southwestern portion of the Township (problem 
areas 4.A & 4.B); 

• Pheasant Road located in the southeastern portion of the Township and in 
close proximity to the Englewood and Partridge Hills sewer project. (Problem 
Area 2.E); and 

• Dairy Lane located in the southeastern portion of the Township. (Problem 
Area 2.A). 

Using the “hot-zone” map in comparison with existing infrastructure several 
alternatives were reviewed for these areas. The alternatives were parsed down 
based on feasibility. 

C. CHOSEN ALTERNATIVE 
The selected alternative for this plan include: 

• Install a collection system to service Hunter Lane, Red Fox Lane, Mill Road, 
Campbell Court, Circle Drive, Sycamore Lane, Chestnut Place, Carlson Road 
and Crooked Hill Road. By selecting this alternative the Township brings sewer 
to approximately 180 homes that are in an area that has shown a need. 

• Extend sewer to Pheasant Road. 
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• Connect the homes on Dairy Lane to the approved and under design, 
Englewood sewer system. 

• Based on the long-term schedule and financial commitments, the Township will 
form an Authority to execute this plan. 

• The Township will develop a Small Flow Sewage Treatment Facilities 
Ordinance (SFSTFO) to regulate any proposed use of these types of systems. 

• The Township will increase rates to insure sufficient capital reserve for the 
construction of new infrastructure. 

D. CHOSEN ALTERNATIVE COST 
Installation of a collection system to service Hunter Lane, Red Fox Lane, Mill Road, 
Campbell Court, Circle Drive, Sycamore Lane, Chestnut Place, Carlson Road and 
Crooked Hill Road is estimated to cost $8,960,000. This will require the Township to 
initially raise sewer rates from the current $640/year to $700/year. From that point 
rates will have to be increased approximately 6.7 percent per year for the next 10-
years. 

Extension of sewer to Pheasant Road will cost approximately $900,000 and the 
connection of those homes on Dairy Lane is estimated to cost $16,850. Based on 
the proposed schedule these will not impact rates beyond those that are already 
projected (6.7 percent). 

The costs of the formation of an Authority and the transfer of debt will be based on 
the legal and administrative fees associated with that alternative. A majority of these 
fees will be based on time and materials. 

The creation of an SFSTFO is within the normal operations of a Township. The 
creation of this ordinance should not impact the current budget. 

E. MUNICIPAL IMPLEMENTATION COMMITMENTS 
East Hanover Township has the resources to implement the recommendation of this 
plan. By forming an Authority and transferring the administrative responsibility to the 
Authority, the execution of the major milestones is less likely to be encumbered by 
political changes. 

In addition, the Township currently has a Sewage Management Program and 
Ordinance to oversee the maintenance of On-Lot Disposal System (OLDS) within 
the Township. To enhance the regulation of individual systems the Township will 
adopt a SFSTFO. 
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F. SCHEDULE OF IMPLEMENTATION – MAJOR MILESTONES 

MAJOR MILESTONE DATE  
Connect the Dairy Lane Properties to the 
Sewer System (Alt. 2.A) 

November 2011 (Only if construction is 
completed) 

Start Design for the Pheasant Road Sewer 
Extension (Alt. 2.E) November 2011  

Create SFSTF Ordinance February 2012 
Complete Design and Permitting for the 
Pheasant Road Sewer Extension (Alt.2.E) August 2012 

Create the East Hanover Township 
Municipal Authority February 2013 

Bid the Pheasant Road Extension (Alt. 2.E) October 2012 
Complete Construction of the Pheasant 
Road Sewer Extension (Alt. 2.E) December 2013 

Start Design of the Study Area 4 Sewer 
Extension (Alt. 4.F) August 2018  

Complete Design and Permitting of the Area 
4 Sewer Extension (Alt. 4.F) February 2020 

Bid the Study Area 4 Sewer Extension     
(Alt. 4.F) April 2020 

Complete Construction of the Study Area 4 
Sewer Extension (Alt. 4.F) April 2022 
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PLANNING COMMISSION WORKSHOP MINUTES 
EAST HANOVER TOWNSHIP 

DAUPHIN COUNTY, PENNSYVANIA 
8848 JONESTOWN ROAD, GRANTVILLE, PA 17028 

 
August 31, 2010 

 
Members Present:  Michael Webb, Vice Chairman;  
Glenn Moyer, Member; Michael Kovach, Member 

Member Absent:  Marie Beaudet 
 

Also Present:  Dawn Eppinger, Administrative Assistant to the Planning Commission   
Heather Sloniger, Planning Commission Candidate 

 
This meeting was audio taped.  The tapes are strictly for the use of the 
Administrative Assistant for clarification during preparation of the minutes.   
 
The meeting was called to order by Vice Chair Mike Webb at 7:10 p.m.  . 
 

 
AGENDA ITEMS 
 

1. Approval of the July 27, 2010 Meeting Minutes  

Vice Chair Mike Webb asked for a motion for the meeting minutes. 

 Mr. Moyer made a motion to recommend approval of the meeting minutes of 
July 27, 2010.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Kovach.  Being no further 
discussion, the motion was approved 3 in favor, 0 opposed. 

 
2. Zoning Ordinance, Immediate 

Mr. Webb asked if there was a time limit on making a recommendation. 

 Mrs. Eppinger noted it was her understanding it was discussed at the July 
meeting about the Dauphin County comments being the last piece before it goes 
before the Board of Supervisors. 

 Mr. Webb asked if LTL made any changes to the draft which was submitted. 

 There was discussion regarding the submission of changes to the ordinance 

 Mr. Webb noted he didn’t believe there was any deadline 

 Mr. Kovach and Mr. Webb noted they have not seen any changes come through 
yet  

 Mrs. Eppinger noted Ms. Beaudet spoke at an earlier meeting being concerned 
with the deadline because reimbursements for grant monies 

 Mr. Webb noted the comprehensive plan was also part of a grant which was put 
on indefinite hold 

 There was discussion regarding the determination of stock piling 

 Mr. Webb noted it was his understanding there was going to be additional 
changes; his noted it should be a single ordinance and not a series of ordinances 
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 There was discussion regarding making a recommendation would be premature, 
especially if there are changes coming 

 Mr. Kovach added maybe the recommendation should be to table this item until 
everything is received that was promised.  

 Mr. Kovach also noted they cannot recommend to reject it because there is no 
deadline 

 Mr. Webb added it is not a plan; there is no legal requirement to move any faster. 

 Mr. Webb noted the recommendation should be that both Mr. Smith and Mr. 
Wyland be contacted to find out when they are going to have their modifications to 
the ordinance available for review 

 It was agreed upon to do this by consensus to table the item 
 

2. Act 537 Plan 

 Mr. Webb apologized for not having sent his changes out earlier.  He noted he 
found some wording that needs to be re-worked. 

 He noted the first item was on Page 10, Item #2, the Sanitary Survey, Tier 1, first 
paragraph.  The second sentence reads, “the final number of usable returned 
surveys was 1,594; 546 surveys were returned.  He noted he feels an error was 
made and the first figure would be the number of surveys they sent out with a 
return rate of 34%.  He noted he feels they misspoke on the first sentence and 
should have been the number of surveys sent out.  

 Mrs. Eppinger noted she had Ms. Lisa Sweigert’s cell phone number and offered 
to call her for clarification. 

 Mr. Webb answered if Mrs. Eppinger sends her a copy of the comments or he 
could provide something.  Mrs. Eppinger read the note which was provided to her 
from Mrs. Casey 

 Mr. Webb brought up population projections for 2010.  He though at this point they 
may be able to get real population numbers from the census and noted no 
projections were done beyond 2010. 

 He noted if they were going to make an estimate on 2010, they would be doing 
four projections for 2020 and 2030 or 2010 and 2015; considering usually 537’s 
are not re-done more than 10 years or so.  If they are planning for a 10-year time 
window, he noted they might want to do the projections a little past that. 

 On page 39, he noted there is a serious typo.  Under the funding analysis on the 
second chapter it says, “to accomplish this, the Township will have to initially raise 
rates to $640 per quarter from $640 per quarter to $700 per quarter.” 

 Mr. Webb noted $640 not currently not charged per quarter.  It is $640 per year.  
He noted it is a typo, but should have gotten picked up when they did their proof. 

 He noted the projections at the end of 10 years with a 7% increase, the rate will 
be $350 per quarter, which does not include inflation which will be tacked on top 
of it. 

 He did a map based on information on Page 44, option 4F, selected alternative 
and financing plan is based on the data.  He noted if you take a look at the cost, 
which is $8+ million and the number of people that is serving, the cost per person 
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is approximately $50,000 per household.  He added he found it difficult to believe 
this was the least expensive alternative.   

 Mr. Webb also noted on one of the other thing he noticed reading the analytical 
for the data, they made a statement that a 10% quality control was performed but 
nowhere either in the appendices or anywhere did it show or give any data as to 
how good the quality control was. 

 Mr. Webb noted a number of years ago the laboratory that they used gave up 
significant portions of their certification in order to avoid losing it; he added there is 
no indication as to what the quality of the data is at this point they are using to 
make their determination. 

 He added the last comment he would make is when he read it, and got to the end 
of it, he had some real concerns in that it looked like someone had a pre-
determined decision as to what the outcome was going to be and then they went 
hunting for proof that they needed to come to that point.  That to him was not the 
way the process was supposed to work.  From that point, he feels it is an 
extremely flawed area. 

 He noted there was a statement in the report that said the soils of the Township 
were not suitable for on-lot septic systems.  If you look at the examples of failures 
that they have in the report, all of them were able to be replaced with a standard 
or a sand lot system.  There was not a single one that required an alternative 
system. 

 Mr. Webb also noted another thing that had him concerned was they had a fairly 
nigh number of coli forms but a very low number of fecals showing up.  His 
concern is the data they were using is nowhere in there was there any indications 
that they had gone back to determine well construction on any of the failures to try 
to determine whether or not  the failure was due to poor well construction in 
getting surface water in it or whether or not it due to ground water contamination, 
which would seriously change the percentage of failing systems. 

 Mr. Webb commented he argued early on that what they should have been doing 
was selecting systems that had modern cased appropriately constructed wells for 
their test. 

 Mr. Kovach noted that would come back to the idea that they came up with the 
idea and then finding the data to back it up. 

 Mr. Webb also commented that looking at nitrate contamination is not necessarily 
in an agricultural area a result of failing on-lot septic systems.  It can be more 
likely due to manure and/or fertilizer application in the agricultural fields abutting 
the areas where the wells are.  Particularly since ammonium nitrate is not well 
retained by soil matrices and it will spread significantly from wherever the 
application is if it is overdone. 

 Mr. Webb noted we had a very low percentage of wells that triggered the 10 
milligram per liter range for having a serious problem with nitrates. 

 Mr. Kovach noted they could recommend rejecting it. 

 Mr. Webb answered he is really unhappy with what he perceives to be the use of 
the way the data was used and the supporting data for making the decision.   
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 He commented the Planning Commission had sent back the Hilton Garden’s 
sewage plan because they hadn’t done a good alternatives analysis.  He asked 
Mr. Kovach if he saw any alternatives analysis and Mr. Kovach answered no. 

 Mr. Kovach asked what the implications are if the Planning Commission votes to 
reject. 

 Mr. Webb answered the Township Supervisors can do whatever they please. 

 Mr. Kovach commented, “let’s assume they go with our recommendation”. 

 Mr. Webb answered the Planning Commission would need to indicate why they 
feel that it is not well presented.  Then they either decide to take another look at 
the data or do some supplemental work on the existing data to see if it still 
supports where it’s at or takes a look at other alternatives for what they are doing. 

 He noted they made some statements in there about not building a plant closer to 
where they felt the need was going to be because they were making the 
statement they would need another employee, but they don’t use full-time 
employees at the existing plant.  It might require somebody to have to commute 
but he didn’t think it necessarily translated to, particularly since Partridge Hills and 
Englewood are going to be going there.  4F was not either of those, it was another 
area they were going to try and pipe all the way across and it was a necessity for 
the additional pump stations that were part and parcel of that to get it to the 
existing system. 

 Mr. Kovach noted the need or lack thereof for an additional employee should not 
drive this. 

 Mr. Webb answered the Township should be looking at capital costs, not 
necessarily at the operational costs because the operational costs truthfully are 
small “potatoes” relative to whatever.  He added he is not even sure they provided 
enough data to demonstrate that sewage was absolutely necessary in the areas 
that they were claiming.  He added he was underwhelmed by the quality of the 
data. 

 Mr. Moyer noted it was basically a southwest corner that they would have to tie 
into where Partridge Hills and Englewood is now. 

 Mr. Webb answered he thought there was at least one more if not two more pump 
stations they would have to use to get to it. 

 He also noted it was very difficult to read the maps, which were placed at the very 
end of the document.   

 Mr. Webb added for the future growth potential map, a lot of the parcels that they 
picked are Hershey parcels. 

 He noted Map 318, Future Sewer Areas, they show sewage on Ridge Road, they 
show Partridge Hills and then all the way over on the western edge of the 
Township, they have a whole bunch of them that are tied together and then they 
have a line that goes all the way across basically from one side to the other down 
to the plant and it doesn’t tie into either Englewood or Partridge feeds. 

 Mr. Kovach noted he could not read the map very well either. 

 Mr. Webb noted he can increase the size for viewing on his computer, but when 
he looked at it what he can up with was they are very close to the West Hanover 
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area and it may actually be cheaper for both the Township as well for them to 
develop a collaborative agreement with West Hanover and pump it to them.  
Rather than using the capacity of the Dairy Lane plant, it would still allow the Dairy 
Lane plant to continue to feed the other areas that are on the one side of the 
plant. 

 Both he and Mr. Kovach added it is a long run.  Mr. Kovach added they were 
serving very few. 

 Mr. Webb pointed on the map and showed the members where there were 3 
pump stations.  He noted he didn’t see any type of a situation where they were 
looking at possibly tying into a neighboring sewer system. 

 Mr. Kovach pointed out that is something that may already be in existence. 

 Mr. Kovach and Mr. Webb looked at the run on Ridge Road on the map and Mr. 
Kovach noted it is almost up to station because it’s the high point. 

 Mr. Webb added he looked for but didn’t see a real understanding of where their 
data points were because they simply identified where there were coli forms 
picked up not where the fecals were and the fecals are a much better indicator 
that you actually have a failing septic system. 

 Mr. Kovach asked if the members read the attachment.  He noted there are a lot 
of general statements in it. 

 Mr. Kovach read from the statement page of the waivers which were being 
submitted. 

 Mr. Webb pointed out that would be for the SALDO waiver because they want to 
avoid having to do any planning whatsoever for the pump stations.  He noted that 
is down further in the agenda. 

 Mr. Kovach asked where all the failures are at. 

 It was noted by Mrs. Eppinger that the information he read from goes with the 
waiver packet. 

 Mr. Kovach noted that it ties into the Act 537.  He asked where they are getting all 
the data. 

 Mr. Webb answered the number of failing systems they found were not that high.  
He noted he was surprised.  They had the ones that were a potential to fail. 

 Mrs. Eppinger noted Englewood and Partridge Hills is being mandated by DEP 

 Mr. Webb answered it is only being mandated because one of the Board of 
Supervisors at one point signed a consent order of decree.  The moment they 
signed that, they committed to sewering it whether or not they needed it or not.  
That was part of the agreement having to do with the main sewer plant.  DEP 
used the leverage of the sewer plant and what they could have assessed in fines 
for the ongoing continual failures to get them to agree with it. 

 Mr. Moyer noted it was back in Phase I about 10 years ago. 

 Mr. Webb continued at the time they probably made the assessment that it was 
cheaper to say yes they would do it than try to put it off which is what they did.  He 
noted it would have been cheaper to connect them then instead of waiting for 10 
years. 

 Mr. Webb noted a the background information took up a lot of space, a lot of 
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which was not necessarily pertinent.  He asked Mr. Kovach and Mr. Moyer if they 
made their case for having to sewer all those other areas. 

 Mr. Kovach answered no. 

 Mr. Moyer said absolutely not.  He does not think they did.  He added they don’t 
have any proof of what data that they have to really substantiate saying what they 
said. 

 Mr. Webb answered not in the document and it was not provided as an appendix. 

 Mr. Kovach asked why not recommend delaying approval of the plan pending 
citing of data sources. 

 Mr. Webb answered he thinks is making a case that there are a significant 
number of failures or that there is reasonably expected to be a significant number 
of failures that cannot be corrected onsite.  He added if you look at the table 
where they show all the failures that occurred at this point, they were all 
correctible on the existing lots. 

 Mr. Kovach noted he would like to see the number of actual failures and how 
many of the failures are correctable on site. 

 Mr. Moyer noted almost all the properties, other than in the developments have 
enough property to move their systems.  He added the developments have no 
place to go so they could not correct the problem. 

 Mr. Webb answered even on some of the other properties, even if the septic 
system was not moved, even though it would be expensive, you could go in and 
remove and rebuilding with a sand mound and effectively replace a failing system 
with a sand mound. 

 He added he has two problems with the report at this point.  One is there is no 
economic determination on what the alternative cost would be and looking at it, he 
noted he feels there has to be a cheaper way of doing this than spending $50,000 
per house in an area, that as far as he could tell, they weren’t indicating had large 
significant or had any failures at this point that he was aware of that had not been 
corrected.  There is no indication in here that in this area there were five failing 
systems that cannot be corrected or 10 out of the 180. 

 Mr. Webb noted there are some advantages to setting up an authority, but that 
has more to do with being able to get funding.  An Authority would remove control 
from the Supervisors on price increasing.   

 He add that on the flip side one of the problems with having it Township controlled 
and owned is that the Township are reluctant to raise rates, no monies are put 
aside and then when something happens, there is a huge sticker shock to the 
entire system. 

 Mr. Webb noted he has a real problem with 7% a year, which is what they are 
proposing.  If indeed this is a Township initiative, he believes the Township should 
be looking for finding ways to fund it without basically hammering just the people 
that are on the septic system.   

 He added there are two ways.  Either the people that get the system pay for the 
new system because they need it or the Township needs to find a way to cough 
up a percentage of it as opposed to just spreading it among the limited amount of 
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people that are on the septic system. 

 Mr. Kovach answered that is a tough sell.  How will you sell that to the individuals 
who have a perfectly functioning sand mound that they spent $10,000 to $15,000 
to build 

 Mr. Webb added it is a no-win situation.  He noted what people have to appreciate 
is that the cost of sewers when people start looking at doing development for 
individuals that have vacant property will find the value of the property will be less 
if the cost of sewering is high.  All of a sudden sewers are no longer a benefit, but 
become a liability; particularly at the direction this is going. 

 He added the other thing is they will cram as many properties in as they can on 
the development process in order to maximize their return..   

 His noted a concern of his is if a sewer line is run all the way across half the 
Township on the southern tier, you have effectively opened up an area for much 
more dense housing than what we currently have in those areas.  People will 
argue along the sewer line that you change the zoning to medium or high density. 

 He also noted that if it is approved, it should be zoned like that because that is 
where the infrastructure is.. 

 Mr. Kovach commented when working on the comprehensive plan, all the 
comments received were to avoid that very situation. 

 Mr. Webb answered it goes back to, if indeed you can prove to him they really 
need sewage over there, we need to consider how we can do that, what the costs 
associated are with doing that without necessarily running a line halfway across 
the Township.  He added that was a personal view, but  in an effort to try and 
keep the Township as rural as possible. 

 Mr. Kovach commented they all pretty much agree they don’t like it a presented. 

 Mrs. Eppinger asked for a formal recommendation for the Board of Supervisors. 

 Mr. Webb made a motion to recommend to the Board of Supervisors that the 
plan as presented not be accepted; that the plan needs additional 
documentation of need of additional sewering based on actual failures that 
have occurred that cannot be corrected on lot and that their alternatives 
other than the ones that have been chosen need to have more detail 
indicating why they were not acceptable and the economics behind it, 
specific justifications.  Mr. Webb commented for the amount of money that they 
spent to do the plan, he was appalled at the lack of data.  Mr. Kovach seconded 
the motion.  Being no further discussion, the motion was approved, 3 in 
favor 0 opposed. 

 
3. Preserve at Bow Creek (Keystone Custom Homes) 

 Mr. Webb asked what the item on the agenda was.   

 Mrs. Eppinger answered Mr. Smith brought this up at the July meeting where he 
was talking about the number of issues that people are having with setbacks.  

 There was discussion regarding the plan being approved under one set of 
ordinances and then when the owner buys the property they are bound to the new 
set of ordinances. 
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SHIRK SUBDIVISION – GRANT OF AN EXTENSION OF TIME 
It was noted a grant of an extension of time for the Shirk Subdivision was received. 

• Mr. Rish made a motion to accept the grant of an extension for 30 days 
until November 19, 2010.  Mr. Shutt seconded the motion.  The motion 
was approved 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 

 
K.L. TYNDALE – LETTER OF CREDIT 
Tyndale installed the generators for the pump stations.  They are asking for the release 
of the letter of credit in the amount of $26,338.50.  Everything is up and running. 

• Mr. Marshall made a motion to return the letter of credit to K.L. Tyndale in 
the amount of $26,228.50.  Mr. Nelligan seconded the motion.  The 
motion was approved 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 

 
FIRE POLICE REQUEST – PAXTANG BOROUGH POLICE DEPARTMENT 
Paxtang Borough has requested the use of the East Hanover Fire Police for the 
Paxtang Lions Club Halloween Parade on Tuesday, October 26th.  The request came 
through the Grantville Volunteer Fire Co. Fire Chief, Saul Schmolitz. 

• Mr. Nelligan made a motion to authorize the East Hanover Township Fire 
Police to attend the Paxtang Halloween Parade to be held on Tuesday, 
October 26th provided they have the personnel to cover the event.  Mr. 
Shutt seconded the motion.  The motion was approved 5 in favor, 0 
opposed. 

 
BUDGET WORKSHOP – ADVERTISE  

• Mr. Rish made a motion to allow Mrs. Casey to advertise for a Budget 
Workshop on October 14th at 7:00 PM at the Township Building.  Mr. 
Nelligan seconded the motion.  The motion was approved 5 in favor, 0 
opposed. 

  
OTHER BUSINESS FROM THE BOARD 
Mr. Marshall noted on October 7th, the Water and Sewer Committee will be meeting at 
the Township building at 7:00 PM.  He asked what the wish of the Board is for any 
Planning Commission comments on the Act 537 Plan.  The time has expired for 
comments and we have not received any official comments from the PC.   

• Mr. Rish felt it would have been nice if the Planning Commission had sent 
something in writing, but they did have comments and questions in the minutes 
and he felt those should be addressed and answered in the 537 Plan. 

• Mr. Nelligan felt since the Planning Commission did not give their questions 
and concerns in writing, there are no comments. 

• Chairman Espenshade noted it would be up to Mr. Hannum to pick and choose 
what he would respond to from the minutes.  Mr. Hannum had a concern about 
what would be responded to.  Mr. Rish noted the Planning Commission did 
make some recommendations, but he did not want to be the one picking out 
what concerns should be addressed.   

lscott
Text Box
Excerpt from from EHT - Board of Supervisors Meeting Minutes of 10/05/2010
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• Mr. Marshall noted he spoke with Marie Beaudet, Chairman of the Planning 
Commission, and she requested several times to get the comments together 
since was not able to attend the meeting where the comments were presented.  
Mr. Marshall felt their comments should be considered, but he is also not going 
to pick out what comments should be addressed.  He felt since the comments 
were not presented in writing, they do not get addressed.  The PC was given 
the opportunity to present its comments, but did not do so.   

• Chairman Espenshade noted the Planning Commission’s recommendation will 
be put into the plan but would it be possible to note the comments were not 
formally received.  Mr. Marshall commented Mr. Hannum will note in the 537 
Plan that there was not a formal response from the Planning Commission.  
Since no formal response was received, it will be assumed that the PC agrees 
with the plan.   

• Mr. Stein suggested that Mr. Hannum respond to the questions and the 
response would only be to those questions that were within the prevue of the 
Planning Commission.  Most of its comments were outside of the prevue of 
what it should be speaking to.   

• By consensus of the Board, Mr. Stein’s suggestion will be presented to Mr. 
Hannum.  Discussion continued.     

 
Solicitor Wyland noted LTL requested the Township put together a blasting ordinance 
for the sewer project.  The ordinance was presented to the Board today.  LTL has 
reviewed the ordinance, provided comments and it is ready to be advertised.  LTL would 
like to attach the ordinance to the RFP’s for the project so that potential bidders know 
they have to follow the ordinance.  The Board needs to understand that LTL may attach 
the draft to the RFP’s before the Board acts on it.   

• This will be on the agenda for the next meeting 
 
BUSINESS FROM THE PUBLIC 
Chuck Mundy Way commented he saw in the newspaper that the Supervisors defended 
the Township from a civil action taken by a Township resident.  He attended the last 
meeting and there was no mention in the minutes that the Board took any action to 
defend the Township’s position.  He felt this was a violation of the Sunshine Law.   

• Mr. Mundy asked what the cost to the Township was, at this point, to defend the 
lawsuit.  Solicitor Wyland noted the Township has an insurance policy and when 
a claim is received, it is turned over to the insurance company for defense.  The 
Township has a $1,000.00 deductible.  A preliminary injunction was scheduled 
for about 4 days after the Township received the pleadings from the plaintiff.  The 
$1,000.00 has been spent already and that is what it will be charged for the 
defense.  The Township’s insurance carrier will pay the rest. 

• Mr. Mundy asked if that would include anything awarded to the litigant.  Solicitor 
Wyland noted it would.  Discussion continued. 

• Mr. Mundy asked if the Township has taken official action to appeal the decision.  
Solicitor Wyland noted there was no decision issued by the Middle District Court.  
There was some press that got the preliminary injunction completely wrong.  The 
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Court indicated it will be issuing an order staying the case for 120 days and 
nothing more.  That issue has not yet been received.   

• Mr. Mundy asked if there was any indication given that the ordinance needs to be 
changed.  Solicitor Wyland noted there were discussions among the parties 
about voluntarily reviewing the ordinance content and report back to the Court 
during the period of stay.  There was no requirement or order for the Township to 
change its ordinance.  Discussion continued.  Solicitor Wyland noted there were 
other issues with the original sign besides the language.  It was in the Township 
right-of-way and nailed to a tree.  The sign would have to come down no matter 
what it said.  New signs were posted that had the language removed and there 
was no action taken with respect to the new signs since there was no indication 
that the new signs violated the ordinance as to being in the right-of-way or nailed 
to a tree.  The Zoning Officer initially reacted to the original sign because of 
complaints received by the Township that the language was not suitable.   

• Mr. Mundy asked if the Board, in the future, would be transparent in its policy to 
undertake or defend litigation.  Mr. Marshall noted the Township has insurance 
for these issues and the insurance company has made the decision. 

• Chairman Espenshade asked if Mr. Mundy is asking the Board if it is going to 
take a vote to defend a lawsuit.  He did not feel the Township has any choice as 
to not defend a lawsuit.  Solicitor Wyland noted you automatically have to defend 
a suit.  You have  to act in the interest of the Township and it would be 
malpractice if you did not defend it. 

• Chairman Espenshade made a motion to defend against the suit brought 
upon the Township by Mr. Kliss.  Mr. Marshall seconded the motion.  The 
motion was approved 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 

• Mr. Epstein noted the Township was not served in a timely manner for a Board 
vote.  If you are sued and there is a hearing date, what happens if you don’t 
show up.         

 
Wayne Isett noted on the ditch area that the Air Guard won’t be doing, that is now going 
into the bid process.  He appreciated all the work the Air Guard has done which has 
saved the Fire Co. a lot of money. 
 
Mr. Nelligan made a motion to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting was adjourned 
at 8:30 PM. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Deborah A. Casey 
 
cc: Keith Espenshade   Charles Longreen   Curt Cassel 
 John Nelligan   Planning Commission  Eric Epstein 
 Dave Marshall   Light-Heigel & Associates 
 Thomas Shutt   Posted    
 George Rish    Zoning Hearing Board 

Hawke, McKeon & Sniscak LTL Consultants      



 

 

 
October 7, 2010 

VIA E-MAIL 
 
East Hanover Township Board of Supervisors 
8848 Jonestown Road 
Grantville, PA  17028 
 

Re: Review of East Hanover Township Planning 
Commission Workshop Minutes for August 31, 
2010.  

 
Gentlemen, 
 
We have reviewed sections of the East Hanover Township Planning Commission Workshop 
Minutes from August 31, 2010 pertaining to the Agency Review of the Draft Act 537 Sewage 
Facilities Plan. At this time, the Board of Supervisors has received no official submission of 
comments.  
 
It should be noted that the goal of this letter is to be neither argumentative toward the Planning 
Commission’s discussion, nor to reflect negatively on their efforts. It is intended to interpret the 
meaning of the discussion held at the workshop and provide our perspective on issues presented 
in the minutes.  
 
Due to the volume and conversational nature of the minutes, we have attempted to break them 
down into statements pertaining to the Planning Commission’s role in advising the Board of 
Supervisors regarding sewage facilities planning. Comments of an editorial nature in the Draft 
shall not be discussed in this letter.  
 
Several statements recorded in the minutes identify concerns with the plan’s methodology. In 
particular the quantity, quality, and interpretation of the data has come into question. The 
minutes imply that technical alternatives were pre-determined and that the data was used to 
defend these alternatives after the fact. The commissioner’s statements in the meeting minutes 
directly question the validity of the plan and warrant special consideration in our summary.  
 
Regarding data quantity and quality - The majority of data used for the plan was derived from 
a 2006 survey conducted by authorized agents of the Township with an actual sample return rate 
much higher than average. This data was field verified as directed by the Pennsylvania 
Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP). Secondly, well water samples were 
conducted and tested under the direction and cooperation with PADEP. A PADEP certified 
laboratory conducted water testing and split samples were used to maintain Quality Control.  
Further, the Township Sewage Enforcement Officer presented on-lot malfunction data to LTL 
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Consultants, Ltd. for analysis. Due to the volume of the data, it was not included in the body of 
the plan.  
 
Regarding the additional data used in the plan, electronic data was obtained by a myriad of 
sources, some of which are the US Geological Survey, US Department of Agriculture, the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, Tri-County Planning Commission, and many others. 
A summary of the origin, nature, and use of this data was provided in the end of the mapping 
section.  
 
Regarding data interpretation – Once compiled and field verified the data was analyzed per 
standards set forth in PADEP Documentation and under consultation with PADEP 
representatives throughout the process. Analysis and consideration of alternatives, both technical 
and administrative were done in accordance with the Act 537 Plan Content and Environmental 
Assessment Checklist Form (3800-FM-WSWM0003). As a part of the planning process, this 
Checklist becomes the first portion of the plan to be reviewed and verified by PADEP.  
 
It is our assertion that the methodology and data used in the plan were done so in a method 
approved by PADEP and the Township. To the best of our ability, we have reviewed this data for 
accuracy and did not use it in any attempt to move forward any private agenda.  
 
Pertinent statements are transcribed below in bold italics.  
 

• “Mr. Webb brought up population projections for 2010.  He though at this point they 
may be able to get real population numbers from the census and noted no projections 
were done beyond 2010.” 

 
Projections extended to 2020 based the Dauphin County Comprehensive Plan and the East 
Hanover Township Land Use Assumptions Report (LUAR) completed in 2009. Interpretation of 
this data is currently being used in the Draft Comprehensive plan and was also used in the Act 
537 Plan to ensure consistency. As of today, the US Census Bureau has not released sufficient 
results of the 2010 census.   
 

• “He did a map based on information on Page 44, option 4F, selected alternative and 
financing plan is based on the data.  He noted if you take a look at the cost, which is 
$8+ million and the number of people that is serving, the cost per person is 
approximately $50,000 per household. He added he found it difficult to believe this was 
the least expensive alternative.” 

 
This statement appears to imply that the plan does not indicate the actual financial impact to 
individual households and that a large expense project is the goal of the plan. In the evaluation of 
the alternatives, it was apparent that a significant number of homes in the western portion of the 
Township are located in an area having elevated nitrates, coliform and frequency of OLDS 
Malfunctions. This shows a serious threat to public safety, health, and welfare. 
 
Secondly, the cost of $50,000 per household was not calculated as actual cost to be paid by each 
household. The capital-financing plan proposed as well as the funding analysis provides 
construction funds through sources other than just the individual homeowners to be served by the 
project.  
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• “He added the last comment he would make is when he read it, and got to the end of it, 

he had some real concerns in that it looked like someone had a pre-determined 
decision as to what the outcome was going to be and then they went hunting for proof 
that they needed to come to that point.  That to him was not the way the process was 
supposed to work.  From that point, he feels it is an extremely flawed area.” 

 
This issue has been addressed on pages 1 and 2 of this letter.  
 

• “Mr. Webb noted he can increase the size for viewing on his computer, but when he 
looked at it what he can up with was they are very close to the West Hanover area and 
it may actually be cheaper for both the Township as well for them to develop a 
collaborative agreement with West Hanover and pump it to them.  Rather than using 
the capacity of the Dairy Lane plant, it would still allow the Dairy Lane plant to 
continue to feed the other areas that are on the one side of the plant.” 

 
Consideration of this alternative has been given in sections V and VI. Reasons for its rejection 
are also provided in these sections.  
 

• “Mr. Webb noted a the background information took up a lot of space, a lot of which 
was not necessarily pertinent.  He asked Mr. Kovach and Mr. Moyer if they made their 
case for having to sewer all those other areas.” 

• “Mr. Kovach answered no.”  
• “Mr. Moyer said absolutely not.  He does not think they did.  He added they don’t have 

any proof of what data that they have to really substantiate saying what they said.” 
 
These statements are addressed on pages 1 and 2 of this letter.  
 

• “His noted a concern of his is if a sewer line is run all the way across half the 
Township on the southern tier, you have effectively opened up an area for much more 
dense housing than what we currently have in those areas.  People will argue along the 
sewer line that you change the zoning to medium or high density.” 

• “He also noted that if it is approved, it should be zoned like that because that is where 
the infrastructure is.”  

• “Mr. Kovach commented when working on the comprehensive plan, all the comments 
received were to avoid that very situation.”  

• “Mr. Webb answered it goes back to, if indeed you can prove to him they really need 
sewage over there, we need to consider how we can do that, what the costs associated 
are with doing that without necessarily running a line halfway across the Township.  
He added that was a personal view, but in an effort to try and keep the Township as 
rural as possible.”  

 
It should be noted that the existence of a high-pressure sewer main would not effect or redirect 
growth. It is not being recommended that any additional tap-ins be made to the main in 
alternative 4f. It’s intent is to act as a bridge for existing areas of need.  
 
As the funding analysis and overall spirit of the Plan dictate, the remaining existing capacity of 
the Dairy Lane WWTP should be used for existing problems. New development in outlying 
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areas would be addressed through funding from the developer, thus acting as a control on 
additional sprawl in the less densely developed areas. This is intended to be consistent with the 
draft Comprehensive Plan.  
 

• “Mrs. Eppinger asked for a formal recommendation for the Board of Supervisors.” 
• “Mr. Webb made a motion to recommend to the Board of Supervisors that the plan as 

presented not be accepted; that the plan needs additional documentation of need of 
additional sewering based on actual failures that have occurred that cannot be 
corrected on lot and that their alternatives other than the ones that have been chosen 
need to have more detail indicating why they were not acceptable and the economics 
behind it, specific justifications.  Mr. Webb commented for the amount of money that 
they spent to do the plan, he was appalled at the lack of data.  Mr. Kovach seconded the 
motion.  Being no further discussion, the motion was approved, 3 in favor 0 opposed.”  

 
As discussed at length above, PADEP’s standards have been applied to the plan’s data and 
methodology. It should be also noted that throughout the development of the plan, presentation 
of results and alternatives were made to the Board of Supervisors and to the Water and Sewer 
Committee in public sessions with no participation from the Planning Commission at the 
meetings.  
 
It is our hope that we have provided a concise breakdown of the issues presented by the Planning 
Commission Workshop minutes from August 31, 2010. Moving forward, we would request that 
the Board of Supervisors consider this letter a reference to the response it must make and not as a 
response itself. We look forward to your direction.  
 
Please feel free to contact us with any additional questions regarding.  
 
 

Sincerely,  

 
 
Leo R Scott Jr.  
Community Planner,  
Water & Wastewater Department 

 
Cc: Christopher M. Hannum, LTL Consulants 
 Scott Wyland, Solicitor 
 Water and Sewer Subcommittee 
 File: M:\Engineering\East Hanover Township - 07\0507-0803 ACT 537 UPDATE\PUBLIC 
AGENCY REVIEW\AGENCY COMMENTS\Review of PC Workshop 08-31-10 100710.doc 
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----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: "David Boyd" <dmb_jo@msn.com> 
To: "ehsupervisors" <ehsupervisors@comcast.net>, chrishannum@ltlconsultants.com 
Sent: Saturday, August 14, 2010 1:37:43 AM 
Subject: Act 537 Plan comments/concerns 
 
Dear Board Of Supervisors and Chris Hannum: 
 I attempted to clarify some general questions/concerns re: sewage issues in an e-mail 
to the BOS on 7/26/'10 as well as attending the Twp. meeting, 8/03/'10, with no 
immediate success since the e-mail was considered by those in official attendance to be 
related to the Act 537 Plan. I was informed it would be responded to by letter from Mr. 
Hannum. 
 The following is information I have compiled from Township meeting minutes that were 
derived from the Township Web Site archives from 2004 up until the present, as of July 
20, 2010, as well as other pertinent information. I have many notes/meeting minute 
copies, etc., with reference dates to substantiate all that I am presenting if it is required 
or do as I have done and dig into the meeting archives. 
  
 The Draft, July 8,2010, Act 537 Sewage Facilities plan was submitted by the latest 
engineering firm, LTL Consultants,LTD. with Mr. Hannum as the lead engineer 
presenting the project. Previous wastewater planning listed on that draft included a 
concise history of the progression of the various Act 537 Plan updates and due to 
time/expediency constraints, could not cover the total history or background. 
 I feel it is important to look more in depth at some information that comes from that 
history or progression. 
 
 The following paragraph from the July 8, 2010 draft is key or most central in importance 
to that progression: 
   "In July of 2004, The Township(BOS) signed a Consent Order & Agreement (COA) 
with the Pa Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) to address issues with the 
existing wetlands wastewater treatment facility. In accordance with the COA, the 
Township has since constructed a new treatment facility, which was put into operation 
on Oct. 26, 2005, and has been operating successfully." 
 The Township Board Of Supervisors (BOS) meeting minutes, 10/04/05, pages 7-10 has 
a wealth of information exchanged that is central/pivotal to this scenario. 
 One critical statement that has been mentioned numerous times, past/present that 
somehow has been either lost or ignored is: The Act 537 Plan will be revised for the 
ENTIRE Township within the next 18 months following the startup of the new plant 
which would have been Feb. 26, 2007. 
It is now Aug. 2010, three years past the due date and the Act 537 Plan is still a work in 
progress, no fault atributed to LTL. 
  
 ( This Act 537 Plan material will be continued as a Microsoft Word 
Document attachment  to this e-mail to complete my concerns! ) 

 



 

There has been a multitude of “facts”, “statements”, “information”, “miss-information”, “conjecture”, 
“unsubstantiated comments”, etc., etc., too numerous to mention so I will list some, as follows: 

Act 537 Plan initially was for all of East Hanover Twp., Dauphin Co., then it got separated into sections of 
varying levels of importance or needs. 

Partridge Hills/Englewood was included in Act 537 per statement on pg.15, 2/07/06, of BOS meeting 
minutes, “DEP agreed that Act 537 Plan revision would include Partridge Hills & Englewood. Also pg.5, 
2/21/06, when Ms. Tammie Myers, Eng. / Benetec Assoc. noted, “Those areas will be done concurrently. 
DEP agreed to allow the Twp. to process those 2 areas on a “fast track” so they can be put into the Plan 
immediately.” 

Roger Phillips, latest Eng. after Ms. Myers was “left go”, noted 8/01/06, pg.7 BOS minutes, “The result of 
a Twp. wide study is the intent to sewer the entire Twp.” Chair. Beaudet noted, “That was not her intent.” 
but also noted, “Partridge Hills/Englewood had to be included.” Mr. Marshall suggested, “Allow Mr. 
Phillips to go ahead with only doing the study on Partridge Hills/Englewood.”  

9/05/06, pg.6, Mr. Phillips said, “The Component 3M, which is a planning module for land development 
for municipal projects to deal with existing, failing systems is currently being reviewed.” “This will take out 
known failing systems from the review and will be an actual design to serve those areas and not a plan.” 
(There was no mention of E./P.H. being this 3M module.) Meeting minutes, 3/20/07, pg.3, Now it becomes 
3M of the Act 537 Plan. 4/17/07, pg.3, “The expiration date of the (COA) Consent Order is April 26th. 
(MORE DOUBLE TALK!) 

7/17/07, pg.4, Mr. Phillips, “No wells were sampled that exceeded the EPA limit of acceptable Nitrate 
level.” Pg.5, he also noted, “The language on the COA indicates that sewage needs to be addressed in the 2 
areas.” (Partridge Hills/Englewood) 

6/03/08, pg.6, BOS meeting minutes, Chairman Beaudet said, “The Township suggested a Partridge 
Hills/Englewood roll over into the 537 Plan instead of the Component 3M, but DEP didn’t allow it to wait 
for an update completion.” 

This thing of being included ( See BOS mtg. 2/07/06, pg 15 and 2/21/06, pg.5 noted previously.), now it is 
suggested and rejected. 

Pg. 9, Mr. Hannum noted, “It would take approximately one year from now to complete (Act 537) and 
would cover everyone. With that said, it goes way past the 18mo. Completion after WWTP on 
line,10/26/05. 

2/04/09, Special Meeting, pg.22, M.Beaudet said, “DEP decided it was not going to wait for the Act 537 
Plan so the planning was shifted from the 537 Plan to the Comp.3M.” 

7/20/10, pg.7, BOS mtg., Mr. Marshall noted, “Partridge Hills/Englewood were not part of the Act 537 
Plan. They were part of the 3M Component.” (This contradicts his previous statement on 2/07/06, pg.15.) 
(QUITE CONFUSING ) 

Today, 8/13/10, I just read, in the Patriot News Community section, an article regarding the sewer issue 
that had a statement from Chairman Espenshade that somewhat addressed a question/comment I had in my 
unanswered e-mail to the BOS on 7/26/10 . He said, “Clarification is needed in the township’s sewer 
ordinance (98-5). He said state law ( PA Second Class Township Code) says homes that are 150 feet from 
sewer facilities to a house can be mandated to connect, while the township ordinance requires houses that 
are 150 feet from sewer lines to connect.” 

Confusion along with indecisiveness between all local and state parties has run rampant over the last six to 
ten plus years on the subject of Act 537. 

The on again, off again, inclusion, exclusion aspect with no clear direct answers has not been endearing to 
many within East Hanover Township. 

Economically speaking, the majority of the citizens in this township, as well as the administration have 

 



 

been fighting an uphill battle to resolve a very difficult environmental situation. This is happening along 
with trying to maintain the other every day, ongoing, business activities that keep occurring. 

The timing of this Act 537 Plan could not have been worse! 
It is almost like waking a hibernating bear (DEP) from its 10 or 15 year sleep. Now it is time to deal with 

it because it won’t go away. 
 
Questions need answers that are clear and concise to resolve the many issues that have been presented to 

both the Township and to DEP, such as : 
1)If a sewer line/system is going past properties does the DEP have the right to ignore or override the law 

of PA Second ClassTownship Code and/or Township Ordinances just to satisfy their varying mandates? 
2)Since some sewer systems, Partridge Hills/Englewood, are being “separated” from the overall Act 537 

Plan now and accelerated into a sooner hookup than others along the path lines are placed, why can’t, or 
shouldn’t, other houses along that path be able to hook on ? Wouldn’t it be better economically/engineering 
wise to do it now rather than later? 

3) There are many in this township that are not able to pay for so much being required above and beyond 
what they have money for, now or in the near future, without just selling or leaving the mess to others. Is 
there some type of assistance they will be able to tap into to prevent giving up? If there are programs for 
these situations then they have to be made available and understandable, sooner than later! 

4) Some townships have been inundated with the after effects of sewage installations being installed and 
having malfunctions that have been worse than doing nothing. Also the infrastructure, roadways, driveways, 
yards, etc. have not been repaired or brought back into reliable condition. Are there safeguards that will be 
in place to remedy those conditions/possibilities? Who is to be held responsible to safeguard this project, the 
state or the township? 

5) If by chance other houses are to be required to hook on to the existing WWTP, and capacities are 
exceeded or close to being exceeded, is there some magic available to increase capacity quickly? Will it be 
cost effective or excessive? The more required to hook on the sooner it gets paid off and the sooner a 
reduction in fees will occur to make it cost effective! 

6) Since most of East Hanover Twp. consists of a predominant rural nature, other areas that may require 
sewer systems will probably need their own, more closely orientated waste treatment facility. Have long 
term plans been activated to remedy that situation? 

 
I have spent more time and energy on this situation for now so please accept what I have written in light of 

what and how it has been presented and hopefully you will understand my perspective. 
 
    

 















 



RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS – SEPT 2010 
 

The public comments received were evaluated for content, consolidated and numbered. 
In  italics  below  is  the  public  comment,  followed  by  our  response  for  each.  Complete 
copies of the comment letters/emails are provided following the East Hanover Township 
(Township) responses. 

1.  I request that the township inform residents on Pheasant Road of this impending work.  I live on 
this street and most residents are not aware of the planned sewer extension.  At a minimum the 
township  should  correspond with  affected  residents  in  the  same manner  as  residents  in  the 
Partridge Hills and Englewood developments. Courtesy letters should be sent stating that public 
sewer extensions may soon affect them and that they should plan for the financial burden.   

The  residents affected by a project  such as  this are normally notified when  the design of  the 
system is begun. This has been a past practice of the Board of Supervisors (Board). By doing so, 
this usually gives the residents one or more years to plan for the associated costs. The Pheasant 
Road project will not begin until after the Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan (Plan)  is approved by 
the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PA DEP). Please note that the Plan 
was advertised as required by the PA DEP and the comment period was extended beyond 30‐
days.  The  Board  is  awaiting  Plan  approval  prior  to  any  future  notifications  regarding  sewer 
projects. 

2.   Page viii, last line ‐ Pheasant Run Road, should be Pheasant Road. 

Several  sources  indicate  Pheasant Run Road or  Pheasant Road. However,  for  the purpose of 
consistency Pheasant Road will be utilized in all future discussions. 

3.   Page viii, last sentence – I think additional problem areas can be  identified. Please explain why 
the  area  of Meadow  Lane,  Colt  Drive  and  County  Line  Road  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the 
township is not a problem area. At first glance it appears to have many potential and suspected 
OLDS malfunctions, is in close proximity with an existing gravity sewer main extension, and may 
be readily served by gravity sewer extension. Yet this area is not even evaluated for sewerage. 

Most malfunctions  in  the  area  are  identified  as  Potential,  thus  being  less  severe  than  the 
Confirmed and Suspected Malfunctions  in other areas. The density of malfunctions reported  is 
less than in other problem areas. It also should be noted that the distance from many of these 
homes to the road (where the sewer line would have to be located) is greater than the 150‐foot 
requirement to connect. Therefore, only a few properties would be required to connect. There 
are  locations  in  this  area  with  wells  reporting  contamination;  however  in  this  case,  it  was 
deemed probable  that a more‐focused  implementation of  the On‐lot Disposal  System  (OLDS) 
Management Ordinance would be a more acceptable solution than sewering. 

The Bow Creek Interceptor runs perpendicular to South Meadow Lane approximately 4,500 feet 
west of this area. The average  lot size from this area going west along South Meadow Lane to 
the Interceptor, is 2.5 acres, which is large enough to allow for a replacement OLDS if necessary. 
The  soils  in  this area are more  suitable  for OLDS  than other problem areas. Running a  sewer 
main  from  an  area  with  few  potential  connections  through  another  area  that  does  not 
necessarily need sewers, is not consistent with the goals of this plan.  

4.  Page ix, fifth and sixth paragraph ‐ Explain why the three areas of concern are given top priority. 
I  fail  to see how the “hot‐zone” map  (Appendix 3.13) highlights areas of concern. For example 
Area 2.C and 2.B as well as Area 1.A seem much “hotter” than Area 2.E yet Area 2.E is selected 
for  implementation.    Please  provide  a  better  justification  for  alternative  selection  and 
implementation other than “The alternatives were parsed down based on feasibility.”  Since the 
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accepted portion of  the 2.E alternative  removes Hills Drive  from  implementation all data  from 
Hills Drive residences should be removed from “hot‐spot” mapping if that is a decision tool. 

When evaluating sewage needs, the "Hot Spot" map is effective in showing immediate areas to 
review.  However  this  was  not  used  as  a  stand‐alone  device  in  determining  the  conditions 
present in the Township. The areas selected as needing "Top Priority" attention on page ix were 
selected  using  more  than  a  quantitative  layering  process  as  provided  in  the  Geographic 
Information System (GIS). These are the result of an iterative, qualitative process where the data 
was evaluated by the engineers based on the following: 

• Current PA DEP regulatory information and problem solving guidelines 

• Potential for alleviating OLDS malfunctions using replacement areas 

• Effectiveness of the current OLDS management ordinance 

• Severity of actual conditions 

• Distance from existing sewer 

• Economic feasibility.  

As a  result,  the problems were  then examined  from  the perspective of using sanitary sewers, 
considering regulatory, engineering, and cost effectiveness as decision‐making tools. The most 
feasible of  the  sewering  solutions have been presented as  "Top Priority". This  represents  the 
areas that would be most effectively handled by a sewering option. 

5.  Page x, Section D, first paragraph – Please provide a cost table showing anticipated yearly and 
quarterly sewage rates so that residents truly know what to expect in the future. 

As  shown  in Appendix  4.6  the  sewer  rate  after  10  years will  be  $1,224.  This  is  based  on  an 
annual  increase of 6.7%. Although  this was calculated using  the best  information we have on 
hand, there are several assumptions that have been  included such as  inflation (2.5% per year) 
and a 3.5% rate of return. In addition, for the purpose of conservatively estimating costs, it was 
assumed that the Township would obtain no new sources of revenue, tapping fees or grants. It 
is  our  assertion  that  this  has  produced  a  rate  that will  enable  us  to  plan  for  the  future  and 
complete those actions required by the Plan. However, it is anticipated that these rate increases 
will be adjusted depending on need or surplus. Predicting a rate  increase over ten‐years, year‐
by‐year, and publishing  it  in  the Plan would  suggest an accuracy  that  is not present and may 
mislead rate‐payers.  

6.  Page  x,  Section  D,  second  paragraph  –  Cost  estimate  for  Pheasant  Road  extension  is  not 
updated. Please update and correct all appropriate cost estimates in the document.  

The original cost estimate included installation of grinder pumps on Hill Drive. At the direction of 
the Board  grinder pumps  are  to be  avoided.  This made  the  inclusion of Hill Drive  infeasible. 
Although the costs  for Hill Drive have been removed additional contingency was added to the 
estimate. This increase in contingency is due to the smaller nature of the project. Any change in 
the design or construction of a smaller project is likely to have a profound affect on the overall 
cost as a percentage of construction versus a large project. Although some of the line items have 
changed the overall cost has not. Therefore, no change to the selected alternatives is warranted 
by this modification. 

7.  Page ix, Section F – Please provide a justification on the schedule of implementation. It appears 
that alternatives 2.A and 2.E are to be implemented as soon as practical but that alternative 4.F 
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will  not  be  implemented  for  seven  years.  Is  this  a  financial  decision  necessary  to  create  the 
capital reserve fund prior to a large capital project like 4.F.? 

Yes,  this  is  a  financial  decision  to  create  a  capital  reserve  fund.  This  is  explained  in  Section 
VIII.A.6 of the Plan. 

8.  Page 8, G. Wetlands – I don’t think the SALDO acronym is defined prior to this. Please verify and 
correct if necessary.   SALDO is defined on page 20. 

This  is  correct.  Parenthesis  should  have  enclosed  the  subsequent  notation  of  “SALDO” 
(Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance). 

9.  Page 10, 2. Sanitary Survey, paragraph 1 – The second sentence states that “The final number of 
usable, returned surveys was 1594.” Yet the third sentence states that 546 were returned. Should 
the  second  sentence  state  that 1594  surveys were  “sent” and 546  “returned”? This  should be 
rewritten for clarity. 

The  notation  should  read  1594  were  sent  and  546  were  returned.  This  is  further  correctly 
illustrated in Table 3.4 of the plan. 

10. Page 10, 2. Sanitary Survey, paragraph 2 – Please state the number of surveys sent  in 2009 for 
water well sampling in order to verify that 15% of the surveys were returned. Also, I believe this 
information  is more  appropriate  for  Section  4  on  page  14  regarding  Individual Water  Supply 
Survey (Water Well Sampling).  

Table 3.4 clearly identifies the number of surveys sent and returned. As the table shows, 546 of 
the 1594 surveys were returned (34%). Of the 546 returned, 239 were field‐verified (15% of the 
546 returned). In addition, 24 Sewage Enforcement Officer (SEO) confirmed failures are shown 
on the table. 

Pertaining to the suggestion to place this paragraph of information in another area of the Plan, 
this information does belong here because it identifies how the field verifications of the surveys 
were performed.  

11. Page  13,  Study  Sector  2  –Map  3.9  lists many malfunctions  as  “Suspected Malfunctions”  and 
“Potential  Malfunctions”  that  I  assume  have  not  been  verified.  The  township  sewage 
enforcement officer should further investigate “suspected” and “potential” malfunctions to verify 
decisions prior to implementation. 

The  procedures  used  to  develop  this  Plan  are  in  accordance  with  the  PA  DEP  guidelines 
contained  in  the Act  537  Sewage Disposal Needs  Identification Book  (Needs Book).  Standard 
practice  does  not  dictate  field  investigations  of  all malfunctions,  and Malfunction  types  are 
determined  according  to  the  Needs  Book  definitions.  This  document may  be  found  at  the 
following web address:  

http://www.elibrary.dep.state.pa.us/dsweb/Get/Document‐70480/3800‐BK‐DEP1949.pdf. 

12. Page 15, Problem Area Analysis – I believe this should be a separate section in the document. It 
applies to OLDS malfunction as well as water sample results and doesn’t necessarily “fit” under 
the 4. Individual Water Supply Survey section. 

When writing  an  Act  537  Plan,  a  designated  outline  prescribed  by  the  PA  DEP  is  generally 
followed. By doing  so  the plan  remains  consistent with  the expectations of  the PA DEP.  This 
specific  information does not  fit  neatly  into  any one  section,  and  a  separate  section  for  this 
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analysis is not dictated in the PA DEP outline. It is our contention that this section is placed in a 
logical portion of the plan. 

13. Page 29, 2. Sewer Extension Potential,  first paragraph –  I  fail  to  see how  capital  construction 
costs alone can define project feasibility without considering the project benefits such as revenue 
generation,  elimination  of  environmental  hazards,  controlling  growth  and  land  development, 
etc.  

Capital construction costs alone did not define project feasibility. Refer to Sections V and VI, and 
Appendix 4.6 of the Plan. In general, one of the primary goals of the plan was to utilize reserve 
capacity within the existing wastewater treatment facility and allocate it to the largest number 
of  existing  residents  that would  benefit  from  sewer  service. Of  the  alternatives  chosen,  the 
largest project contains 180 residential connections that show the most need for sewer. 

14. Page 30, first bullet – How is an area of need defined? Hot‐zone mapping? Please clarify. 

Areas of need are analyzed based on the presence and severity of OLDS malfunctions and well 
water contamination, as defined in the Needs Book.  

Hot Zone mapping analyzed both the density and severity (based on rank) for Malfunctions and 
Well Water  Contamination  issues.  This map  was  not,  and  should  not,  be  used  as  the  final 
analysis  of  conditions  present  in  the  Township,  but  rather  as  a  starting  point  for  further 
investigation which was  conducted  in  the  planning  process.  It  should  be  noted  that  the GIS 
supplies an interpretation of the data. It is the responsibility of the planner to further scrutinize 
this  interpretation  to  insure an accurate presentation  is made. This was done  throughout  the 
mapping and conditions review of this project. 

Additional  analyses,  as  required  by  the  PA  DEP,  on  existing  conditions  of  natural  features, 
demographics, potential growth, zoning, limitations of natural features, regulatory requirements 
for alternative  systems and discharge  to  surface water, were also done  to determine  sewage 
needs. 

15. Page 35, 1.A.1 – The basis of rejection seems to be that you can service this area with a gravity 
sewer and not a pump station.   Please explain why that  is a bad thing and clarify  the basis of 
rejection.  Appendix  4.1,  Alternative  1.A.1  doesn’t  show  a  pump  station. What  am  I missing? 
Please provide a better explanation and justification for rejecting alternative 1.A.1. 

This alternative  itself was a pumping station.  It was rejected solely because a gravity option  is 
feasible. Once  this was  rejected,  the other alternatives  (utilizing gravity)  for  this Study Sector 
were developed, and eventually rejected due to prohibitive cost. It is stated in the table that the 
options for Sector 1 can be reconsidered if a third‐party contribution becomes available. 

16. Page 35 and 36, Technical Alternatives Considered Table ‐ At what point is this statement valid; 
“Cost is not justified based on the number of homes served”. 

Sewer  construction  cost  is  generally  based  on  linear  footage  of  pipe. When  the  number  of 
connections  is small and the  linear footage of pipe  is  large, the cost per connection  is greater. 
Sometimes  the  cost  is  so  great  that  the  user  fees  would  be  too  prohibitive  for  residents, 
therefore not  justifiable. Although cost  is always considered  it  is not a stand‐alone gauge. This 
plan  did  not  use  any  type  of  formulaic  or  quantitative  number  as  a  sole means  of  denoting 
needs or feasibility. 

17. Page 35, 2.E –  I don’t believe  this alternative  corrects  “existing on‐lot  failures.”  It  is  shown  in 
Map  3.9  that  “potential”  on‐lot  malfunctions  are  within  this  area  but  not  “existing  on‐lot 
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failures.”  Furthermore,  any  extension  can  meet  the  goal  of  utilizing  existing  capacity  and 
conveyance.  

Refer to comment numbers 11 and 23 for explanations.  

18. Page 39, Cost Estimate Table – Please add a column for cost per EDU. This provides a different 
perspective  on  alternative  selection. Apparently  economical  costs  per  EDU  are  approximately 
$40,000  (Alternatives  2.E  and  4.F)  but  are  not  economical  at  approximately  $50,000 
(Alternatives 1.A.2 and 2.D). An explanation of economic  feasibility would be helpful  to  justify 
alternative selection.   A benefit to cost analysis may be a more appropriate evaluation tool. 

Economic feasibility is based on the user fees required to construct and operate a sewer system. 
Standard  practice  does  not  utilize  a  project  cost  per  EDU.  Refer  to  response  number  13  for 
response to the benefit to cost analysis. As stated previously this plan has no single measure of 
feasibility. The options  are  reviewed based on  an overall  consideration of  all  the parameters 
considered. 

19. Page 39, second paragraph ‐ should state $640 per year to $700 per year, not per quarter. 

“Year” is the proper timeframe and “Year” was used in the advertising of the plan. 

20. Page 44, 6. second paragraph – should state $640 per year to $700 per year, not per quarter. 

See comment number 19 above. 

21. Map  3.18  –  Is  the  intent  of  this map  to  show  all  evaluated  Alternatives?    If  so,  please  add 
Alternatives 2.C and/or 2.D. If that’s not intended, I see no reason to shown 1.A.1 and 2.B if the 
map represents “selected” future sewer service areas. 

The  intent  of  the map  is  to  show  the  “Future  Sewer  Service  Areas”.  Alternative  1.A.1  was 
included because  the  Township will  accept  sewer  flow  from  this  area but  it  is  contingent on 
third party contributions. As the plan states, the expected growth in this area is of an unknown 
magnitude  based  on  the  presence  of  the  gaming  industry.  It  is more  likely  that  the  gaming 
industry  and  their  support  infrastructure  (i.e. hotels, bars,  retail  stores) would be  the  largest 
beneficiary of sewer service. Therefore, it is altogether fair for these parties to participate in the 
funding of  the needed  infrastructure. Without  them,  the connection of Ridge Road  is beyond 
the means of  the Township when combined with  the burden created with  the other  selected 
alternatives.  

The  area  reviewed  under  Alternative  2.B  is  predominantly  zoned  Highway  Commercial.  The 
Board has previously offered those that wanted to connect in this area to do so at their cost. To 
date, none have done so. The  inclusion of  this area was done  to more  readily allow  this area 
access to connection without the encumbrance of significant planning modifications. 

22. Also, new sewer mains, gravity mains and  low pressure mains are all  the same color and  line‐
type. A unique color would help define the systems better.   

The purpose of Map 3.18 is to show the physical extent of the sewer system and the properties 
included  in  the  future  sewer  service areas. There are more detailed drawings within  the Plan 
starting in Appendix 4.1 that illustrate the information being requested. 

23.   [Rather than retype an entire letter regarding comments on one alternative, specific comments 
from that letter were consolidated and are summarized below.  Copies of the original letter are 
included in this response]  
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 Coliform conditions on Pheasant Road and Nitrates found  in agricultural soils are not good 
indicators of either the need for, or effectiveness of, sewering this area.  

 Counting  repaired OLDS as malfunctions  should not be a  justification  for  sewering of  this 
area.  

 Cost Effectiveness mentioned in the plan in reference to analysis of alternatives is insensitive 
to the residents of Pheasant Road.  

The identification of Coliform and Nitrate contamination along the properties on Pheasant Road 
does  indicate that there are potential problems with groundwater and well water  in the area. 
Based on direction from PA DEP, indication of presence and severity above specific limits is the 
current  accepted  method  of  evaluation.  Finding  the  nature  of  nitrate  and  coliform 
contamination, be  it  from  failing OLDS,  runoff  from agricultural  sources, or  runoff  from other 
non‐point  sources  is  not  directed  and  beyond  the  scope  of  the  Plan.  Nitrate  and  Coliform 
contamination reported on Hill Drive are not found in the hydric soils areas as defined by United 
States Geological  Survey  (USGS)  and  the Natural Resources Conservation  Service  (NRCS).  The 
hydric soils areas mentioned are surrounding the tributary to Bow Creek  intersecting the road. 
The contaminated areas are located generally up gradient from this area.  
Malfunctioning OLDS, as defined by PA DEP, to be used  in Act 537 planning, consist of: repairs 
meeting  Chapter  73  Standards;  Best  Technical  Guidance  Repairs;  Holding  Tanks,  systems  of 
significant  age;  systems  that  have  been  documented  in  the  needs  survey  forms;  or  those 
systems determined by  licensed SEOs as having any of several potential conditions  that could 
indicate malfunctions.  Further,  systems  located  in  areas  of  natural  restrictions  (steep  slopes, 
hydric soils, wetlands, etc.) are also considered malfunctions to be mapped and addressed.  
The  cost effectiveness of  the  chosen alternatives  is  in  respect  to protecting  the health of  the 
greatest number of residents and the natural resources of East Hanover Township. It refers to a 
balance between achieving the goals of the Plan while minimizing the costs to the residents. The 
Township is not akin to require some areas to be served by public sewer, and that the residents 
must pay  for  it. But  the Township does have  a  responsibility  to plan  for  sewers  in  the  areas 
where physical conditions dictate their necessity. To ease the financial burden, the residents are 
notified well  in  advance  of  the  requirement  to  connect  so  they may  plan  for  the  costs.  The 
Township will also look for other ways to help lower the costs of connection for their residents.  

24.  Sewer rate increase. 80% over 10 years. How was this arrived at? What is the data? What is the 
justification? With people getting very little if any pay increases, federal taxes going up the first 
of the year, possible reassessments and local and school tax increases, what is the justification? 

Currently there  is a shortfall  in revenue needed to operate the sewer plant. For years tapping 
fees from new connections have bolstered the funds needed to operate the sewage treatment 
plant. Based on the downturn  in the housing market, the Township needs to bring the  level of 
revenue from user fees up to a level where those revenues can support normal operations and 
maintenance. To avoid a sudden  rate  increase,  it was designed  to be  introduced gradually.  In 
addition,  to  complete  the  sewer  extensions  selected  in  the  plan,  a  capital  reserve  will  be 
needed. Using the capital reserve will offset construction costs and stabilize rates at the end of 
the  construction  period. And  although  the  rate  increase  approaches  80%  over  ten  years  the 
actual yearly increase is 6.7%. 
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25.   Previous wastewater planning listed on that draft [dated July 8, 2010] included a concise history 
of the progression of the various Act 537 Plan updates and due to time/expediency constraints, 
could not cover the total history or background.  

 I feel it is important to look more in depth at some information that comes from that history or 
progression….. One  critical  statement  that has been mentioned numerous  times, past/present 
that somehow has been either lost or ignored is: The Act 537 Plan will be revised for the ENTIRE 
Township within  the next 18 months  following  the startup of  the new plant which would have 
been Feb. 26, 2007.  

It is now Aug. 2010, three years past the due date and the Act 537 Plan is still a work in progress, 
no fault atributed to LTL. Confusion along with indecisiveness between all local and state parties 
has run rampant over the  last six to ten plus years on the subject of Act 537. The on again, off 
again,  inclusion, exclusion aspect with no clear direct answers has not been endearing to many 
within East Hanover Township. (Please refer to the attached documents for the full list of meeting 
minutes and comments provided.) 

Your view of the history of the Component 3M (Partridge Hills and Englewood) and this Act 537 
Plan  is understood.  That  is why  this Plan will protect  the public health  and water  resources, 
while maintaining  those  financial  instruments  necessary  to  operate, maintain,  and  construct 
facilities for the public. 
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I. PREVIOUS WASTEWATER PLANNING 
A. PAST WASTEWATER PLANNING  

1. Previously Undertaken Under Act 537 
In 1988, HRG, Inc. prepared an Act 537 Plan Update for East Hanover 
Township. As part of its review, the Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Protection (PA DEP) requested a water sampling 
investigation be performed. Mark S. Mills, a consulting soil scientist, 
then performed the required investigation and submitted a “Water 
Sampling Program Report” in May 1989. This plan proposed a sewage 
collection system and treatment facility located on Bow Creek south of 
Meadow Lane. When this plan was implemented, construction costs 
were higher than previously estimated, and almost half of the 
anticipated flow to the new WWTF was lost due to legal issues, thus 
making the costs per EDU prohibitive. The Township hired another 
consultant (Erdman, Anthony Associates, Inc.) to review the situation 
and downscale the project to become financially feasible. 
In 1992 a supplement to the plan was submitted to PA DEP. The purpose 
of the supplement was to meet Federal Title II Planning requirements. 
These requirements must be satisfied to meet the standards of the Clean 
Water State Revolving Fund, a primary source for PENNVEST funding 
assistance. The conclusions of the supplement found that the proposed 
project did not represent a significant environmental impact with respect 
to Federal Title II planning requirements.  

In 1994 and 1995, Erdman, Anthony Associates, Inc prepared 
Supplement #2 to the plan. This addition addressed changes to the 
sewer system design and WWTF proposed in the 1988 Plan. The 
sewer design eliminated areas south of Route 22, and placed the 
treatment facility (wetlands treatment system) on Jonestown Road. 
The sewer system and treatment facility were placed in operation in 
the year 2000. Immediately there was concern over the treatment 
capability of the wetlands facility. A number of measures were taken to 
try to bring the facility into compliance, however none were successful.  

In 2003, Civil and Environmental Design Group, Inc. prepared 
Supplement (#3). This addressed the construction of a new WWTF to 
replace the failing wetlands wastewater treatment system. The new 
facility (sequencing batch reactors) was to be located on Dairy Lane. 
Other areas of the Township were not addressed due to the urgency 
for a new facility. 

In July of 2004, The Township signed a Consent Order & Agreement 
(COA) with the PA Department of Environmental Protection (PA DEP) 
to address issues with the existing wetlands WWTF. In accordance 
with the COA, the Township has since constructed a new treatment 
facility, which was put into operation on October 26, 2005, and has 
been operating successfully.  

As part of the COA, the Township was required to address the sewage 
disposal needs in the Partridge Hills and Englewood Developments. 
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As a result, in 2006 East Hanover Township commissioned a 
comprehensive update to their Act 537 Plan. As part of that plan, a 
mail survey was sent to all Township residents to determine the 
condition and adequacy of the existing on-lot disposal systems 
throughout the Township. The Township-wide Plan was then put on 
hold until the areas of Englewood and Partridge Hills were addressed.  

At a meeting on February 4, 2008, PA DEP required the Township to 
submit a Component 3M to address the sewage disposal needs of 
Englewood and Partridge Hills. It had been common knowledge that 
on-lot disposal problems had existed for many years within these 
areas, as documented from the report of 1988. Due to public 
opposition to the construction of a public sewer system in these two 
areas, the Supervisors commissioned a more in-depth needs 
evaluation for the two areas in 2007. The Township Sewage 
Enforcement Officer (SEO), Light-Heigel, Associates, performed a 
door-to-door survey and well water sampling for the two study areas. 
Due to great opposition to sewers in these areas, the Component 3M 
was submitted on June 4, 2008, with the determination that a Sewage 
Management Program would be adequate for these areas. PA DEP 
disapproved the Component 3M on September 15, 2008. The 
Component 3M was resubmitted to PA DEP on March 4, 2009 with a 
plan for a sewer system to serve Partridge Hills and Englewood. PA 
DEP approved the Component 3M on March 23, 2009. 

Work on this current iteration of the plan resumed in June 2008 and 
does not include planning for the Partridge Hills and Englewood 
developments as they have been covered in the 2009 Component 3M 
mentioned above.  

2. Wastewater Planning Not Carried Out 
At this current time, the implementation schedules from precursory 
plans have been addressed either through project development or 
modifications to the implementation schedule.  

Pertaining directly to this iteration of the plan, the implementation 
schedule of the 2003 Revision to the Plan has been addressed via the 
construction of the Dairy Lane WWTF and Bow Creek Interceptor.  

The proposed Englewood and Partridge Hills Sewer Project is 
currently under design to meet the requirements set forth by the 
approved implementation schedule in the Component 3M of 2009.  

3. Anticipated Wastewater Planning 
No impact is anticipated, planned by sewer authority or approved 
under a Chapter 94 Corrective Action Plan.  

4. Planning Performed Through Planning Modules 
All subdivisions are reviewed and approved via the PA DEP planning 
module process. 
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II. PHYSICAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS 

A. PLANNING AREA IDENTIFICATION 
East Hanover Township is located in the east central portion of Dauphin 
County (see Appendix 3.1) and is predominantly agricultural in nature of land 
use. There are a few centers of residential and commercial development, 
including the Interstate 81 (I-81) Grantville interchange area, the older 
villages of Grantville and Shellsville, and several newer developments. The 
northern portion of the Township is mountainous and heavily wooded while 
the southern portion of the Township is gently rolling hills and open, making it 
more attractive for future development. The central part of East Hanover 
Township is located approximately six (6) miles north of Hershey and twelve 
(12) miles east of Harrisburg. 

East Hanover Township is bordered by the neighboring municipalities of Rush 
Township to its north, Middle Paxton and West Hanover Townships to its 
west, South Hanover and Derry Townships to its south, and Cold Spring and 
East Hanover Townships, Lebanon County, to its east. The Township is 
traversed east to west by traffic routes Interstate 81 Pennsylvania, Route 443 
(Mountain Road), U.S. Route 22 (Allentown Boulevard), and Old U.S. Route 
22 (Jonestown Road). Pennsylvania Route 743 (Laudermilch Road and Bow 
Creek Road) traverses the southern portion of the Township from north to 
south. 

East Hanover Township has an approximate area of 25,024 acres, or 39.1 
square miles. Pennsylvania State Game Lands No. 211, owned by the 
Pennsylvania Game Commission, extends over a large portion of the 
northern section of the Township, totaling 4,700 acres. In addition, the U.S. 
Military owns approximately 6,000 acres in the northeastern portion of the 
Township. This land is part of Fort Indiantown Gap. No residential or 
commercial land development is present in these areas.  

B. IDENTIFICATION OF PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS 
There are four (4) major stream basins located in East Hanover Township. 
The stream basins in East Hanover are Swatara Creek, Bow Creek, Manada 
Creek and Stony Run.  

Chapter 93 – Water Quality Standards, establishes water quality criteria and 
protected water-use classifications for all waterways in Pennsylvania. Section 
93.9, Drainage List O – Susquehanna River Basin in PA, contains the 
classifications for the streams in East Hanover Township 

• The Swatara Creek establishes the southeastern border of East 
Hanover Township with Derry Township and is designated as Warm 
Water Fishery (WWF).  

• Bow Creek is the only creek with its headwaters entirely within 
Township borders. It runs from the center of the Township south to 
Swatara Creek and is designated a WWF.  

• Manada Creek’s headwaters are in Lebanon County, in the valley 
between the Blue Mountain and Second Mountain. Manada Creek 
flows west from the northeastern border of EHT to just north of 
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Manada Gap. From here it meanders south and exits the Township at 
the southern border with South Hanover Township. Manada Creek is 
designated a Cold Water Fishery (CWF) from its source to I- 81, and a 
WWF from I-81 to its mouth. Manada Creek is a source of water 
supply for the Pennsylvania Waterworks System. The intake is located 
near the mouth of Manada Creek in the village of Sand Beach, South 
Hanover Township. The PA DEP has established a policy whereby 
new discharges of Wastewater into Manada Creek will not be allowed 
except to correct an existing malfunctioning system. PA DEP’s intent is 
to preserve the water quality of Manada Creek as a public water 
supply.  

• Stony Run flows from east to west on the north side of Second 
Mountain and is designated High-Quality CWF. 

C. SOILS 
The Dauphin County Soils Survey lists four (4) soil associations that are 
predominant in East Hanover Township: (1) Berks-Bedington-Weikert, (2) 
DeKalb-Lehew, (3) Calvin-Leck Kill-Klinesville, and (4) Laidig-Buchanon-
Andover. The Berks-Bedington-Weikert association is a silt loam and prevails 
south of PA Route 443. The remaining soil associations range from silts to 
stony loams and prevail north of PA Route 443. Each of the soil associations 
consists of individual soil types; for example, one soil type from the Berks-
Bedington-Weikert association is the Berks. 

The majority of the soils in the Township are classified as residual soils. 
Residual soils are developed in place from the weathering of parent material 
(rock). The typical rock types that form residual soils in the Township are 
units of gray and red shale and sandstone. Berks-Bedington-Weikert, 
DeKalb-Lehew, and Calvin-Leck Kill-Klinesville are classified as residual 
soils. 

The Laidig-Buchanon-Andover soil association is classified as a non-residual 
soil. It was formed from sediments that were transported by water, wind, and 
gravity. The typical parent material for the Laidig-Buchanon-Andover soil 
association is shale and sandstone. 

Appendix 3.2 illustrates the different soil classifications that exist in the 
Township. 

Prime farmland is recognized as 9 percent of land acreage in the Township. 
Prime farmland is depicted in Appendix 3.2.A The majority of the prime 
farmland is located near the Swatara Creek, on the southern slope of Blue 
Mountain near Manada Gap, and in the valley between Blue Mountain and 
Second Mountain.  

Farmland of statewide importance makes up 39 percent. These soils are 
spread throughout the southern portion of the Township encompassing most 
of the developable and agricultural lands.  

The majority of soils by acreage in the Township are non-prime farmland 
(47%); and quarry, water, or very stony land accounts for five percent (5%). 
These soils make up the flanks of the mountains and are also scattered 
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throughout the southern portion of the Township, following streambeds and 
floodplains.  

Hydric soils are found predominantly in areas near waterways. 
Concentrations of hydric soils in the Township are located in the floodplains 
south of Manada Gap, throughout the valley between Blue Mountain and 
Second Mountain, at the sources of Bow Creek and in the alluvial areas 
surrounding Swatara Creek.  

The soils prevailing in the Township are important in the consideration of on-
lot subsurface disposal wastewater management systems. 

The soil types in the Township have been classified in this plan by their 
limiting factors for on-lot sewage disposal. Classifications of suitability were 
established based on an overlay of suitability for conventional on-lot systems, 
derived by the USDA/NRCS Soil Survey Geographic (SSURGO) Database. 
Dominant conditions for each soil-mapping unit were analyzed based on the 
SSURGO scale indicated below.  

• Not Limited  – soils that are suitable for on-lot sewage disposal 
systems 

• 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 or minimized 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. 

 
LTL Consultants, Ltd.  PAGE 5 



East Hanover Township, Dauphin County  ACT 537 Sewage Facilities Plan 
 

TABLE 2.1 
EAST HANOVER TOWNSHIP SOIL TYPES 

 

MAP UNIT 
SYMBOL  NRCS ‐ SOIL DESCRIPTION  FARMLAND STATUS 

HYDRIC SOIL 
RATING 

TOTAL 
ACREAGE  PERCENTAGE 

BkB2 
Berks shaly silt loam, 3 to 8 
percent slopes, moderately 

eroded 
Farmland of statewide importance  Not Hydric  5472.6  21.489% 

BkC2 
Berks shaly silt loam, 8 to 15 
percent slopes, moderately 

eroded 
Farmland of statewide importance  Not Hydric  2548.3  10.006% 

LdD 
Laidig very stony loam, 8 to 

25 percent slopes 
Not prime farmland  Not Hydric  2361.0  9.271% 

LdgD 
Laidig gravelly loam, 8 to 25 
percent slopes, extremely 

stony 
Not prime farmland  Not Hydric  1191.0  4.677% 

At  Atkins silt loam  Farmland of statewide importance  All Hydric  1093.5  4.294% 

VsF  Very stony land, steep  Not prime farmland  Not Hydric  829.2  3.256% 

DlF 
Dekalb and Lehew very 

stony sandy loams, 25 to 80 
percent slopes 

Not prime farmland  Not Hydric  786.2  3.087% 

BtB2 
Brinkerton and Armagh silt 

loams, 3 to 8 percent 
slopes, moderately eroded 

Not prime farmland  All Hydric  765.5  3.006% 

DlD 
Dekalb and Lehew very 

stony sandy loams, 8 to 25 
percent slopes 

Not prime farmland  Not Hydric  681.0  2.674% 

BkD2 
Berks shaly silt loam, 15 to 

25 percent slopes, 
moderately eroded 

Not prime farmland  Not Hydric  674.7  2.649% 

 
D. GEOLOGIC FEATURES 

Appendix 3.3 illustrates the major geologic formations underlying East 
Hanover Township. This geology is divided primarily into the mountainous 
area and lowland area south of Blue Mountain. The mountainous area 
consists mainly of sandstones, shales, and conglomerates with ages in the 
Pennsylvanian Period estimated to be 208 million years old. The majority of 
residential properties are found along Manada Bottom Road, passing through 
the Manada Gap and heading north into West Hanover Township. These 
homes are located over rocks of the Catskill, Trimmers Rock, and Hamilton 
Group formations. The grey shale of the Martinsburg Formation, Ordovician 
Period - estimated at 435 million years old, is found on the southern slope of 
Blue Mountain. Few residences are located in this the heavily forested 
southern slope of Blue Mountain.  

The vast majority of human activity occurs over the Ordovician period rocks of 
the Hamburg Sequence. Hamburg rocks in Township are predominantly 
shale, greywacke, and limestone. Hamburg series rocks are the parent 
materials for the Berks-Beddington-Weikert soil association, the dominant soil 
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series in this area. Well water nitrate contamination exceeding 10 ppm is 
found in properties over the shale and greywacke.   

A Pennsylvania Geologic Survey Study of groundwater resources for 
Lebanon County completed in 1983 found that the Hamburg Sequence rocks 
had moderate to high well yields with median domestic wells surveyed 
ranging from 5 –15 gallons per minute (gpm) and reported yields ranging from 
4 to 575 gpm. The apparent growth of residential and commercial wells in the 
Township signifies a need to protect these geologic formations from further 
threat of contamination. Further analysis of hydrogeologic potential and 
vulnerability will be discussed in the East Hanover Township Aquifer Study 
and Comprehensive Watershed Management Plans forthcoming.  

E. TOPOGRAPHY 
Appendix 3.4 illustrates the floodplain and steep slope areas in the Township. 
The floodplain boundaries are representative of the areas that are prone to 
flooding in a 100-year flood. The steep slope areas are representative of 
those areas that have slopes greater than or equal to fifteen percent (15%). 
The existence of floodplain precludes the use of on-lot subsurface disposal 
systems. Steep slopes impose restrictions relative to suitability of subsurface 
disposal systems and techniques. Per PA DEP Title 25 Chapter 73, 
subsurface disposal is not allowed on slopes in excess of twenty-five percent 
(25%). 

F. POTABLE WATER SUPPLIES 
The vast majority of potable water supplies in East Hanover Township is 
sourced from the aquifer via individual wells.  

There are three (3) existing public non-municipal water supplies located 
within East Hanover Township. Using The Pennsylvania Ground Water 
Information System (PAGWIS), seventeen (17) individual wells were located 
and categorized as being “Public Water Supply”. However, several of these 
wells serve industrial and commercial needs and were therefore removed 
from the water suppliers’ table. The remaining water suppliers represent 
public potable supplies for residential use. Table 2.2 and Appendix 3.5 
illustrate the location and capacity of the existing public water supplies.  

A fourth, large-scale water supply is owned by the Penn National Raceway 
and Hollywood Casino. The casino was listed as a public water supply in the 
1988 iteration of the plan, but has been removed from the list of public 
suppliers, as it does not contribute to the supply of residential potable water. 
All remaining large-scale water supplies in the Township pertain to 
commercial or recreational uses.  

All other water supplies for individual households within the Township are 
private wells. It is assumed that each dwelling, excluding those dwellings that 
are serviced by public water supplies, has one well and that each well is 
located within close proximity to the dwelling. 

The private water supplies located in East Hanover Township that coordinate 
with on-lot sewage disposal systems should be closely monitored due to 
potential contamination from malfunctioning systems. The main concern with 
those areas is the degree of separation between the water supply and the on-
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lot sewage system. Typically, these areas represent high-density populations 
with small lots, which do not provide a sufficient separation for the isolation of 
the water supply and the on-lot sewage system. Even if a resident’s water 
supply and on-lot system are sufficiently isolated, a failure in an adjacent 
property owner’s on-lot sewage system may impact the water quality due to 
insufficient separation. Furthermore, since a public water supply services a 
relatively large population, this problem may become intensified where there 
is a community water supply (public water supply) contaminated by existing 
or potential malfunctioning on-lot sewage systems. 

TABLE 2.2 
EXISTING WATER SUPPLIERS 

 

Facility Number of 
Connections Well Information System Configuration 

Manada Creek Mobile 
Home Park 45 Well #1: 3,750 GPD, 

Well #2: 3750 GPD 
2 Wells, 2-500 Gallon Storage Tanks, PVC Distribution 

System 

Chesapeake Estates 
Mobile Home Park 345 Well #1: 60 GPM, Well 

#2: 45 GPM 
2 Wells, 2 Hypochlorinators, 80,000 Gallon Elevated 

Concrete Storage Tank, PVC Distribution System 

Shady Back Acres 
Mobile Home Park 22 Well #1: 15 GPM, Well 

#2: 12 GPM 

2 Wells, 2 Pressure Tanks, 2 Hypochlorinators, 2-300 
Gallon Chlorine Detention Tanks, Distribution System - 

Unknown 

It should be noted that the above data was derived from Pennsylvania 
Ground Water Information System and verified by PA DEP Regional files and 
that the information is assumed to be current. 

G. WETLANDS 
Wetlands and Hydric Soils in East Hanover Township are shown graphically 
in Appendix 3.6, and are based on the U.S. Department of the Interior 
“National Wetlands Inventory.” Presence of wetlands limits most forms of land 
development activities in the Township. The Township Subdivision and Land 
Development Ordinance of 2003 (SALDO) has indicated that, barring 
activities approved on a case-by-case basis by the Township, that no 
structure or earth disturbance shall otherwise be located within wetlands or 
wetland buffers. Wetland buffers are defined by the SALDO as transitional 
areas extending from the outer limit of a wetland. The wetland buffer shall 
extend to the limit of the Hydric Soils, or to seventy-five feet (75’), whichever 
is less. 
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III. EXISTING SEWAGE FACILITIES IN PLANNING AREA 

A. SEWAGE SYSTEMS IN PLANNING AREA 
1. Existing Wastewater Treatment Facilities 

The existing wastewater treatment facilities in East Hanover Township 
are as listed in Appendix 2.1. These facilities are mapped in Appendix 
3.7.  

2. Existing Wastewater Treatment Processes 
Refer to Appendix 2.1 for the treatment processes utilized by the 
wastewater treatment facilities in East Hanover Township. 

3. Existing WWTF Problems 
The Dairy Lane and Penn National WWTF’s are in compliance with 
their respective permits. No problems are noted at this time. Per the 
2009 Chapter 94 Report, the Dairy Lane WWTF is not projecting an 
overload in the next five years. 

Shadyback Acres’ WWTF is generally in compliance with its permitted 
effluent limitations. However, there are problems with Operations and 
Maintenance (O&M). The NPDES permit renewal application was 
submitted to PA DEP January 2, 2008. The draft NPDES permit was 
issued in late 2009. As a condition of final NPDES permit issuance, PA 
DEP required the owner to address the O&M issues by providing a 
report describing improvements made, or to be made, at the facility. 
This report was submitted November 23, 2009. As of Plan Adoption, 
the final NPDES permit has not been issued.  
The Manada Creek MHP WWTF appears to be operating in 
compliance with its permit. 

The SFSTF’s are all for single-family homes. The only problems noted 
were failure to submit renewal applications in a timely manner. 

4. Future Growth Capabilities 
There are no scheduled or in-progress upgrades to any treatment 
facility within the Township. The Dairy Lane WWTF has a reserve 
capacity of 388 EDUs. Allocation of capacity for development is 
governed by Ordinance 2009-02 – The East Hanover Township Sewer 
Capacity Reservation Ordinance. Refer to Appendix 1.3. The rate of 
population growth will be considered in the design of any future 
expansions when needed. 

As listed in the goals of this plan, the current reserve capacity is 
dedicated to existing residents. As it currently stands there is sufficient 
capacity within the plant to treat the areas included as selected 
alternatives and still maintain a reserve capacity. Any future growth 
that would exceed that reserve capacity will be planned for separately. 

5. Operation and Maintenance Requirements 
There is no ordinance in place regulating the use of small flow 
treatment facilities at this time. An ordinance regarding Small Flow 
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Sewage Treatment Facilities will be developed and implemented. 
Refer to the Implementation Schedule in Section VIII. 

6. Alternate Disposal Areas 
Given the soil conditions in the Township, any type of land application 
would be prohibitive and is not considered a viable long-term option. 

B. INDIVIDUAL AND COMMUNITY ON-LOT SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS 
STUDY SECTORS:  
For the purposes of this plan, five (5) distinct study sectors were established 
to identify sewage needs and alternatives in a sub-watershed based 
perspectives. A map of the individual study sectors is found in Appendix 3.8.  

Barriers to flow define each study sector. Sector 5 is located north of Blue 
Mountain including the headwaters to the Manada Creek Watershed and 
components of the Stony Creek Watershed. Little needs analysis was 
performed in this sector due to its isolation and sparse population. Sectors 1 
and 2 comprise the Bow Creek watershed. Sectors 3 and 4 make up the 
Township’s portion of the Manada Creek Watershed. Interstate 81 acts as a 
barrier to flow between Sectors one and two, and three and four respectively.  

Although these sectors were devised in order to provide ease in analysis, 
they are not considered Tier II Study Areas. Sewage needs are defined by 
Study Sector later in this plan. Secondly, technical alternatives are 
enumerated and presented based on the Study Sectors.  

1. Existing On-Lot Systems 
The OLDS in East Hanover Township consist of standard in-ground 
septic tanks for initial treatment of home sewage. Septic tanks are 
then followed by drain fields, sand mounds or other means for 
dispersal of treated water. Several cesspools and seepage pits have 
been identified in the sanitary survey (see below). No wildcat systems 
or community on-lot systems have been identified. Several residential 
and commercial holding tanks are also implemented in sewage 
removal. 

2. Sanitary Survey 
TIER ONE (Entire Township) 

A mass mailing (1,594 surveys) was sent to all properties in late 
2005/early 2006 requesting participation in a sanitary needs survey as 
prescribed by PA DEP guidelines. Five hundred forty-six (546) surveys 
were returned, making the return rate 34%. According to the PA DEP 
Sewage Disposal Needs Identification book (Needs Book), a 15% 
minimum return rate for surveys is required for a representative 
sample. East Hanover Township’s return rate was more than twice the 
minimum requirement, and the surveys are therefore a representative 
sample of the OLDS in the Township.  

According to a conversation with a PA DEP Planning Specialist, at 
least 15% of the OLDS surveys in the study area (in this case, the 
entire Township) must be field-verified. This is done to determine the 
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accuracy of the information provided on the surveys so that the 
surveys can be considered a representative sample, and be used for 
the determination of the OLDS malfunction rates. This equates to 239 
surveys where verifications were necessary.  

In spring 2009 mailings were again sent to residents in order to 
schedule well water sampling. At the time of well water sampling, field 
verifications were performed for those receiving water samples and for 
a random sample of those who did not request a water sample. Two 
hundred and thirty nine (239) surveys were field-verified, satisfying the 
required percentage (15%). A copy of the letter to the residents, a 
sample survey form, the sampling requirements summary table and 
the well water sampling and field-verification summary table are 
located in Appendix 2.0. 

The Tier One malfunction figures were derived from Township SEO 
documented malfunctions, interpretation of OLDS needs surveys from 
the 2006 mailing, and presentation of new survey data generated by 
the field technicians. A map of the Tier One malfunctions is shown as 
Appendix 3.9.   

The documented malfunctions in East Hanover Township during the 
last 6 years are tabulated as follows.  
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TABLE 3.1 
SEO DOCUMENTED MALFUNCTIONS 

 
YEAR ADDRESS MALFUNCTION TYPE RESOLUTION 

 5/14/09 1013 Trail Rd Backup to structure Replacement sandmound 

 11/25/08 106 Kelly Ct Backup to structure Replace building sewer 

 9/13/06 8201 Jonestown Rd Backup to structure Install sandmound 

 4/9/09 8059 Devonshire Heights Rd  Baffle missing & clogged con. pipe 
Replace conveyance line and 

baffles 
 3/6/09 1304 Ridge Rd  Baffle missing & collapsed d-box Replace baffle and d-box 

 9/9/08 111 Windy Ln  Collapsed d-box Replace d-box 

 4/29/08 320 Dairy Ln  Cracked tank bottom Repair tank bottom 

 2/4/05 322 Pheasant Rd  Deteriorated dose tank Replace dose tank 

 11/20/08 300 Station Rd  Deteriorated septic tank Replace septic tank 

 6/1/05 605 Canal Rd  Deteriorated septic tank Replace septic tank 
 12/15/06 1150 Manada Gap Rd  Deteriorated septic tank and d-box Replace septic tank and d-box 

 10/19/07 383 Pheasant Rd  Deteriorated septic tank and d-box Replace septic tank and d-box 

 2/25/09 8135 Devonshire Heights Rd  Deteriorated septic tank and d-box Replace septic tank and d-box 

 10/24/03 343 Crooked Hill Rd  Surface discharge Replacement at-grade 
 6/19/08 453 East Canal Rd  Surface discharge Replacement A/B system 

 6/6/06 111 Evergreen Ln  Surface malfunction 
Install at-grade with a peat moss 

filter 

 11/19/03 149 Red Fox Ln  Surface malfunction Install sandmound 

 2/4/08 153 Pineview Dr  Surface malfunction Install sandmound 
 9/2/04 2711 Sand Beach Rd  Surface malfunction Replacement sandmound 

 12/23/04 339 Crooked Hill Rd  Surface malfunction Install sandmound 

 5/27/04 406 Crooked Hill Rd  Surface malfunction Install sandmound 
 11/24/04 8125 Jonestown Rd  Surface malfunction Replacement sandmound 

 7/20/07 9552 Mountain Rd  Surface malfunction Install sandmound 

 5/31/07 Early's Mill Rd 
 Abandoned property with suspect on-lot 

system 
New house and system 

constructed 

 1/13/06 1709 Laudermilch Rd  Clogged building sewer Replace building sewer 
 4/9/08 146 Manada Gap Rd  Clogged conveyance pipe Replace conveyance pipe 

 8/30/07 171 North Faith Rd  Deteriorated building sewer Replace building sewer 

 8/12/04 2491 Sand Beach Rd  Existing cesspool Install at-grade 

 4/23/04 1429 Ridge Rd  Existing cesspool Install at-grade 

 4/24/02 1171 Laudermilch Rd  Existing outhouse Install sandmound 
 10/2/06 5 Samantha Ct  Septic tank of insufficient size Replace septic tank 
 9/21/07 657 Trail Rd  Septic tank under the house Install new septic tank and d-box

 6/1/05 146 Manada Gap Rd  Slow toilets Replace building sewer 

 
The resolution of malfunctions shall be the responsibility of the 
Township SEO, following the guidance of this Plan. 
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TABLE: 3.2 
RESIDENTIAL HOLDING TANKS 

PROPERTY LOCATION 
623 S CRAWFORD RD 
142   CROOKED HILL RD 
414   FIREHOUSE RD 
693   LAUDERMILCH RD 

1127   MANADA BOTTOM RD 
787   MANADA BOTTOM RD 
243 S MILL RD 

9448   MOUNTAIN RD 
186   PHEASANT RD 

 

The above data was compiled with the Well Sampling data in Section 
III.B.4 below to perform the PROBLEM AREAS ANALYSIS located 
after Section III.B.4 below. 

3. Comparison of Existing and Appropriate Systems  
Resulting from the Sanitary Needs Survey, the following table has 
tallied the residents’ responses regarding sanitary system types.  

TABLE 3.3 
SANITARY SYSTEM TYPES 

SYSTEM TYPE REPORTED 
TOTAL 

PERCENT OF 
SURVEY 

SAND MOUND 198 36.3% 
SEPTIC TANK 186 34.1% 
INGROUND BED / TRENCH 114 20.9% 
NO RESPONSE 26 4.8% 
HOLDING TANK 9 1.6% 
CESSPOOL / SEEPAGE PIT 8 1.5% 
OTHER 3 0.5% 
PIPE TO SURFACE 1 0.2% 
SMALL FLOW SEWAGE TREATMENT FACILITY 1 0.2% 

TOTAL 546  
 

Sand mound and in-ground bed / trench systems are the most 
frequently used form of OLDS in the Township followed by holding 
tanks, cesspools and seepage pits. The survey results show that 
although twenty eight percent of the respondents provided no 
information on the age of their system, 46 percent of the OLDS in the 
survey have been identified as being greater than 20 years of age. 
Clustering of these older systems occurs in or near land developments 
south of Allentown Boulevard in Study Sector 4.  

Sand mound and In-ground bed / trench systems are considered the 
most economically feasible and appropriate on-lot systems for the 
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majority of the Township’s geography. However it should be noted that 
long-term viability would be questionable. Secondly, it is of concern 
that smaller villages such as Shellsville and Grantville, and land 
developments in the southwest portion of the Township, have lots that 
may be restrictive in size and natural features for replacement fields 
and alternative systems.  

Of the 546 systems surveyed and mapped, 21% of the systems were 
found in areas of natural restrictions, predominantly hydric soils and 
wetland buffer areas as depicted in Appendix 3.12. 

TABLE 3.4 
SANITARY NEEDS SURVEY 
NUMBER OF SURVEYS: 1594   

NUMBER OF SURVEYS RETURNED 546  34% OF MAILED 

NUMBER OF SURVEYS FIELD 
VERIFIED

239  15% OF MAILED 

SEO REPORTED MALFUNCTIONS 24   

  TOTAL SURVEYS 570   
 

MALFUNCTION TYPE*  NUMBER 
PERCENTAGE OF 

SURVEYED 
CONFIRMED  57  10% 

SUSPECTED  73  13% 

POTENTIAL  196  34% 

NONE  244  43% 

TOTAL MALFUNCTIONS 326  57% 
Malfunction types are defined in the PA DEP Needs Book, pages 2-3. 

 

Study Sector 1: Confirmed malfunctions and one holding tank have 
been found along Mountain Road. Larger concentrations of Potential 
and Suspected Malfunctions are located along Ridge Road.  

Study Sector 2: Malfunctions are scattered throughout the sector with 
concentrations located along Pheasant Road in the vicinity of Hill 
Drive; the intersections of Shady Lane and Trail Road; Kelly Court and 
Faith Road; and the intersections of Canal Road and Early’s Mill Road 
with Trail Road.  

Study Sector 3: Malfunctioning systems are scattered and sparse 
throughout the sector. Areas along Manada Bottom Road near 
Furnace Road and Moyer Road have both confirmed malfunctions and 
holding tanks. These problems may also be exacerbated by the 
presence of floodplains and hydric soils in abundance.  

Study Sector 4: The highest concentrations of malfunctions in the 
Township are located in the neighborhoods along Mill Road, Red Fox 
Lane, Campbell Court, Hunter Lane and Circle Drive. Several 
malfunctions and residential holding tanks are present south of 
Allentown Boulevard. System age and presence of systems near 
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restrictive areas are the primary reason for these suspected and 
potential malfunctions.  

The above data from this section was compiled with the Well Sampling 
data in Section III.B.4 below, to perform the PROBLEM AREAS 
ANALYSIS located after Section III.B.4 below. 

4. Individual Water Supply Survey (Well Water Sampling) 
TIER ONE (Entire Township): A well sampling program was 
implemented (via the mail survey discussed above) to collect and 
analyze groundwater samples taken throughout East Hanover 
Township. Three hundred seventy-five (375) surveys requested a 
water sample with the 2006 needs survey, as well as a number of 
additional requests from the 2009 study. The Needs Book requires 
that 15% of the wells in the study area (the entire Township) be 
sampled. Therefore a total of two hundred and thirty-nine (239) 
samples were taken throughout the Township, thus meeting the 15% 
sampling requirement. 

Water sample collection was performed by LTL Consultants’ SEOs, in 
accordance with industry standards. All samples were analyzed for 
total coliform, fecal coliform (if total coliform result was positive), and 
nitrates. The laboratory used for the analyses was American Westech 
(PA DEP certification No. 22-00578). Split samples were also provided 
to the lab to assure accuracy. No discrepancies were noted with the 
split samples. Along with the laboratory results, the property owners 
were also provided guidance regarding elevated contaminant levels 
and a well disinfection procedure. 

The results of both the Nitrate and Coliform contamination studies are 
presented in Appendices 3.10 and 3.11 respectively. Areas within a 
quarter-mile radius of samples with elevated Nitrate values (greater 
than 5 ppm) were noted to indicate high-risk areas for contamination.  

The following table summarizes the water supply testing results.  

 
TABLE 3.5 

WELL WATER SAMPLING  
 

NUMBER OF WELLS SAMPLED 239   
       

CONTAMINANT  NUMBER 
PERCENTAGE OF 
THOSE SAMPLED 

NITRATES    

< 1 ppm  12  5% 

1‐4.9 ppm  182  76% 

5‐9.9 ppm  39  16% 

>= 10pp,  6  3% 

COLIFORM PRESENCE  106  44% 

FECAL COLIFORM PRESENCE  12  5% 
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Study Sector 1: Nitrate contamination was only found at one location 
along Ridge Road. Coliform presence was found clustered along 
Ridge Road and scattered along Mountain Road.  

Study Sector 2: The greatest concentration of nitrates in this sector 
was found in the Timber Ridge Development, with levels under 
10ppm. Smaller clusters of nitrates were found along Shells Church 
Road, Allentown Boulevard and Laudermilch Road (Rte 743). Coliform 
presence was scattered in Timber Ridge Development, Pheasant 
Road, Kelly Court and along Laudermilch Road. The largest Coliform 
concentration was found at the intersection of Shady Lane and Early’s 
Mill Road. Fecal Coliform Presence was found at Early’s Mill Road and 
Shady Lane near Laudermilch Road.  

Study Sector 3: Only one well was found with elevated nitrates and 
coliform contamination was found on three properties along Ridge 
Road with one being found positive for fecal coliform.  

Study Sector 4: As was found with malfunctions in this sector, the 
heaviest concentrations of nitrate and coliform contamination were 
found in the neighborhoods along Mill Road, Red Fox Lane, Campbell 
Court, Hunter Lane and Circle Drive. Elevated nitrates are the highest 
in the areas south of Allentown Boulevard. Coliform contamination was 
also high in this area with six wells being found positive for fecal 
coliform. These results indicate a high potential that failing OLDS may 
be having a direct effect on well water quality.  

PROBLEM AREAS ANALYSIS: 
Analysis of problem areas is presented in Appendix 3.13. This map 
was generated by means of conducting an overlay analysis of OLDS 
Malfunctions, Nitrate Contamination, and Coliform Contamination 
testing results. Results for each portion of the analysis were ranked 
and coverage layers were generated for each indicator by means of a 
Nearest Neighbor analysis via GIS software. These layers were 
overlain and a weighted-sum analysis was performed based on the 
normalized data.  
The following areas have been identified as the most important needs 
areas. Study Sector ID numbers are used to enumerate each problem 
area. These enumerations coincide with proposed alternatives to 
follow in sections V and VI.  

The following table summarizes the problems identified. 
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TABLE 3.6 - PROBLEM AREAS SUMMARY 

PROBLEM 
AREA ID 

LOCATION  OLDS 
MALFUNCTIONS

HOLDING TANKS 
(RESIDENTIAL) SFSTF ELEVATED 

NITRATES 
COLIFORM 
PRESENCE 

FECAL 
COLIFORM 
PRESENCE

1.A  RIDGE RD  X     X X   
1.B  MOUNTAIN RD  X X     X   

2.A 
DAIRY LANE, EARLYS'MILL 
RD AND LAUDERMILCH 
RD (743) 

X     X X X 

2.B  KELLY CT, FAITH RD, AND 
ALLENTOWN BLVD.   X     X X X 

2.C  SOUTHERN TRAIL RD, 
SHADY LN, CANAL RD   X     X X X 

2.D  TIMBER RIDGE 
DEVELOPMENT  X     X X   

2.E  PHEASANT RD, HILL DR  X X   X X   

3.A  MANADA CREEK AREA 
AND RABBIT LN  X   X       

4.A 

AREAS NORTH OF 
ALLENTOWN BLVD 
(HUNTER LN, MILL RD, 
RED FOX LN, CAMPBELL 
CT, CIRCLE DR, 
STEEPLECHASE LN, BERRY 
DR, MANADA VIEW RD, 
YELLOWSTONE DR) 

X   X X X X 

4.B 

AREAS SOUTH OF 
ALLENTOWN BLVD 
(SYCAMORE LN, 
CHESTNUT PL, CARLSON 
RD, ULRICH CT, CROOKED 
HILL RD) 

X X X X X X 

 

The following in-depth descriptions focus on only the problem areas 
selected by the Board of Supervisors for alleviation via technical 
alternatives (see sections V through VII).  
1.A. Ridge Road: Ridge Road is located on the foothills of the Blue 
Mountain, roughly 1/2 mile northeast of the Interstate 81 and Bow 
Creek Road Interchange. The area is mostly composed of single-
family homes on lots that average 0.67 acres in area. There are also a 
few commercial lots located near Bow Creek Road. The Chesapeake 
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Estates Mobile Home Park is located in close proximity to Ridge Road. 
Finally several agricultural lots, commercial recreation properties and 
undeveloped land surround the residential properties on Ridge Road. 

Potential for land development surrounding the Ridge Road could be 
increased due to the draw from the Penn National Raceway and 
Hollywood Casino. Secondly, potential expansion of Chesapeake 
Estates could stress the area's existing sewer infrastructure capacity. 
OLDS malfunctions in the area are identified as suspected due to 
system age, property size, and potential natural feature suitability 
issues. Coliform contamination of wells has been found at a high rate 
per properties sampled along Ridge Road. 

Soil limitations for OLDS replacement along Ridge Road is fair to 
moderate. Natural feature restrictions in the area consist mainly of 
floodplains, riparian buffers, slopes and wetlands. Although OLDS 
replacement is probable, potential development pressure may 
exacerbate limiting factors in the future. 

In addition to the above areas, there are two properties on Bow Creek 
Road with sewer needs, despite having the public sewer in close 
proximity. There are high-pressure gas mains prohibiting connections 
by gravity.  

 Funck’s Exxon has a grinder pumping station, which is 
owned and operated by East Hanover Township. The pump 
station requires frequent maintenance.  

 A restaurant, currently named “Italian Delight,” has a 
holding tank.  

2.A. Dairy Lane: This area consists mainly of residential lots with two 
large agricultural plots of land with potential for future residential land 
development. The Dairy Lane WWTF is the terminus of the proposed 
Englewood and Partridge Hills Sewer Project. A large lot over 20 acres 
along Dairy Lane is owned by a land developing company. The owner 
of the adjacent lot, which was subdivided from the parent lot, has 
requested consideration for connection to municipal sewer.  

Two of the four properties responding to the OLDS needs survey have 
confirmed malfunctions. Secondly, two of the properties sampled for 
well water contamination have been identified as having nitrates from 
5-9.9 ppm, and presence of coliform.  

Soil suitability for OLDS replacement along Dairy Lane is some of the 
lowest ranked in the Township. Large areas of natural restrictions 
surrounding Bow Creek and its tributaries may further prevent new 
developments from using community on-lot systems and alternative 
systems, i.e. spray irrigation.  

2.E. Pheasant Road: This area includes properties along the east 
side of Hill Drive, south of Route 22, beginning at Sunset Drive; and 
Pheasant Road south of Route 22, beginning approximately 550 feet 
east of Sand Beach Road. The problem area extends to the beginning 
of the proposed Partridge Hills Sewer System near Bunny Lane. It 
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consists almost entirely of single-family homes on lots averaging one 
acre in area. 

Among the OLDS malfunctions found, one holding tank has been 
recorded. Well water contamination involves both coliform presence 
and elevated nitrate levels. 
4.A & 4.B: Manada Creek Developments: Found on both the north 
and south sides of Allentown Boulevard (Rt. 22), the problem area 
consists of two older land developments. It is also located between 
two major branches of the Manada Creek. The area consists of 
primarily single-family homes, small-scale commercial properties, and 
several tracts of agricultural or undeveloped land. 

While both areas contain an evenly disbursed number of 
malfunctioning OLDS, higher numbers of well contamination are 
present in the southern section, with concentrations on Sycamore 
Lane, Chestnut Place and Carlson Road. One holding tank is also 
present in this development. Well contamination in the northern 
development is in the form of coliform bacteria presence, including two 
fecal coliform presence readings. Contamination is concentrated on 
Hunter and Red Fox Lanes. 

Soil limitation for replacement of OLDS is moderate to high. There is 
also an abundance of natural restrictions to development and 
construction in the form of floodplains, hydric soils, and wetland areas. 
Although replacement of malfunctioning OLDS is probable for the 
majority of properties in this area, long-term system sustainability 
would be in doubt. Secondly, the large amount of natural restrictions 
increases space pressure for community on-lot systems and other 
alternative forms of disposal. 

5. On-Lot Sewage Management Program 
East Hanover Township adopted a Sewage Management Ordinance in 
1998 (Appendix 1.2). This ordinance indicates the specific uses and 
maintenance requirements for the upkeep of on-lot and alternative 
systems. The Ordinance authorizes the Township to direct and 
enforce the inspection process of OLDS and community systems.  

The Township is currently divided into three districts in which 
inspections of the systems are made on a revolving three-year 
schedule. Notifications are sent to residents for required inspection to 
be performed by authorized agents. The agents file reports after 
pumping and inspections are performed. Owners of aerobic tank 
systems are required to submit manufacturers documentation, service 
agreements and receipts.  

The program is actively operating with inspections ongoing. However 
the high number of systems and the rural nature of the Township tend 
to slow the management of the program. It is recommended that an 
evaluation of the programs effectiveness and efficiency be conducted. 
Modernization of the record-keeping method may prove essential for 
the ongoing success of the program.  
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C. IDENTIFICATION OF SLUDGE GENERATION & DISPOSAL 
1. Sources Of Sludge 

The sources of sludge generation in the Township are all wastewater 
treatment facilities and septic and holding tanks. 

2. Quantities Of Sludge 
The respective quantities of sludge generation for each WWTF are 
shown in Appendix 2.1.  

3. Present Disposal Methods 
The present disposal methods for each WWTF are shown in Appendix 
2.1. 
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IV.  FUTURE GROWTH AND LAND DEVELOPMENT 

A. MUNICIPAL AND COUNTY PLANNING DOCUMENTS 
1. Land-Use Plans and Zoning Map 

Dauphin County Comprehensive Plan (2008): The plan identifies 
areas in which future sewer will be provided, and analyzes current 
needs based on research stemming from a county-wide sanitary 
sewage plan in 1995. This data was supplemented by further research 
in 2001. The Plan recognizes that soil conditions for OLDS around the 
Susquehanna River are limited. The Plan’s goals recognize the need 
for encouragement of regional systems, coordination of land-use 
plans, discouragement of development in areas that are served by 
OLDS, and the efforts of municipalities and developers to coordinate 
planned growth appropriately with planned utility development. 

Tri-County Regional Growth Management Plan: The Tri-County 
Plan (currently in an update phase during the writing of this Plan) acts 
as a central guidance tool for municipal comprehensive and planning. 
The primary goal of the plan regarding utilities is to promote a policy 
framework for site location and responsible development, promoting 
natural and infrastructure sustainability. 

East Hanover Township Planning Documents: East Hanover 
Township is governed by four (4) primary land-use documents: the 
East Hanover Township Comprehensive Plan, adopted April 1993; the 
EHT Recreation Plan, adopted April 1, 2003; the EHT Zoning 
Ordinance of 2003, and the EHT Subdivision and Land Development 
Ordinance (SALDO) of 2003.  

In 2009, EHT sanctioned the development of a new Comprehensive 
Plan for the Township. Its development is coincident with the 
development of the Act 537 Plan. 

The EHT Recreation Plan adopted in 2003, is a tool for the Township 
to provide adequate recreation and open space areas for its residents. 

The EHT Zoning Ordinance (Zoning) provides for the proper and 
efficient development of the Township to protect the health and safety 
of its residents. The Zoning Ordinance establishes zones for specific 
types of uses for each zone. The current EHT Zoning Map can be 
found in Appendix 3.14.  

2. Zoning and SALDO Regulations 
The EHT SALDO of April 1, 2003 is a tool to promote development 
that is in conformance with Township land-use plans. 

The SALDO requires a preliminary hydrogeologic evaluation or when 
the use of subsurface soil absorption areas are proposed and one of 
the following exist:  

 1. A large volume OLDS will be used.  

2. A Subdivision of more than 50 equivalent dwellings with a 
density of more than one dwelling unit per acre is proposed.  
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3. In areas within 1.4 mile of water supplies having documented 
nitrate-nitrogen levels at or exceeding 5 parts per million (ppm) 

4. Geological conditions are found to contribute to the potential 
for groundwater pollution from the proposed systems. 

The Zoning and SALDO both establish regulations based on sewage 
disposal methods. SALDO Article 6 Section 620 provides 
requirements for sanitary sewage disposal. The Zoning Ordinance 
provides minimum lot sizes, for each land-use type, based on sewage 
disposal method. The following table shows the minimum lot sizes for 
each Zoning District based on presence of public sewer.   

 

TABLE 4.1 
LOT AREAS WITH PUBLIC SEWER  

PER ZONING DISTRICT 

Zone Code Zone Name 
Minimum Lot 

Size (ft2) 
Minimum Lot Area 

(Acres) 

Minimum 
Lot Width 

(ft) 
Maximum Lot 
Coverage (%)

C Conservation 43560 1.00 150 10 
RA Rural Agricultural 43560 1.00 150 25 

RMD Residential Medium Density 43560 1.00 360 20 

RMD - SSA Residential Medium Density 
– Public Sewer 20000 0.46 100 35 

MHP Mobile Home Park 5445 0.125 60 40 
VR Village Residential 43560 1.00 320 10 

VR - SSA Village Residential – Public 
Sewer 15000 0.34 120 20 

VO Village Overlay Zone 43560 1.00  70 
HC Highway Commercial 43560 1.00 200 30 

HC - SSA Highway Commercial - 
Public Sewer 20000 0.46 125 30 

IC Interchange Commercial 87120 2.00 250 60 
CR Commercial Recreation 87120 2.00 200 20 

CR - SSA Commercial Recreation - 
Public Sewer 43560 1.00 150 30 

I  Industrial 43560 1.00 150 60 
 

Zoning Ordinance Article 3 Section 316, and SALDO Article 6 Section 
620.6, requires one replacement area in addition to the primary 
disposal site for those uses that rely on On-Lot Sewage Disposal 
Systems. In addition, the replacement site must be perpetually 
protected from such activities that would destroy the absorption 
capacity of the soil. 
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The Zoning Ordinance provides density bonuses for land development 
in the RMD, VR, HC, and CR zones by decreasing minimum lot sizes 
and increasing building density (see table above).  

3. Floodplains, Stormwater Management, Special Protection Areas 
The Stormwater Management and Flood Reduction Ordinance, 
adopted March 18, 2008 sets standards for the proper management of 
stormwater to minimize the potential for flooding downstream of new 
development.  

The current Zoning and SALDO Ordinances (2003) designate 
protection zones and regulations for the following.  

• Floodplains – Although placement of stormwater facilities is not 
restricted in these areas, they must be designed to minimize or 
eliminate infiltration of floodwaters. In addition they should be 
located and constructed to minimize flood damage and 
impairment. 

• Streamside Riparian Buffers – Riparian buffers have been 
designated in three zones emanating from 15 ft. from the 
stream bank, the 100-year floodplain, and any adjoining 
identified wetlands, or 25% slopes. The ordinance indicates 
that the buffer zones must, in varying degrees per zone, be 
generally undisturbed. Manmade activities should be very 
limited in zones one and two.  

•  Wetlands – The SALDO indicates that wetland buffers shall be 
identified in land development plans. It indicates that the 
wetland buffer should extend seventy-five (75) feet from the 
wetland or the extent of hydric soils adjacent to the wetland. No 
structure or earth disturbance shall be located within the 
wetland buffer given that the applicant can demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of the Township that the activities will not degrade 
water quality, vegetation, or have any adverse hydrological 
impact.  

B. EXISTING AND FUTURE GROWTH AREA, LAND USE, POPULATION 
PROJECTION, ZONING AND PLANNING NEEDS 
1. Existing Development 

Listed in Table 4.2 are developments identified by Township records to 
be either approved and under construction or still in planning phases. 
These developments are identified in Appendix 3.15.  
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TABLE 4.2 
SUBDIVISIONS AND LAND DEVELOPMENTS 

ID NUMBER SUBDIVISION / LAND DEVELOPMENT NAME UNITS STATUS 
22 MOELLER 4 CONSTRUCTION 
74 PARMER 2 CONSTRUCTION 
70 PRESERVE AT BOW CREEK 61 CONSTRUCTION 
81 RELIANT ENERGY 1 CONSTRUCTION 
25 WINFINDALE 3 CONSTRUCTION 
12 ZEAGER 2 CONSTRUCTION 
162 BOW CREEK MALL 20 PLANNING 
21 CLARK APOSTOLOPOULOUS 2 PLANNING 
33 FERDON 1 PLANNING 
28 HAWKINS & CARROLL 1 PLANNING 
23 HESS 2 PLANNING 
152 HILTON GARDEN INN 57 PLANNING 
16 SHUMAKER 2 PLANNING 
26 WALTERS 1 PLANNING 
41 BROOKSMILL PHASE II 44 POTENTIAL 
24 CHESAPEAKE ESTATES ADDITIONAL LOTS 100 POTENTIAL 
1 VIA 4 PROPOSED 

 
2. Land Use and Zoning 

The Zoning Districts established by the Zoning Ordinance are listed 
below in Table 4.3. Appendix 3.14 contains the EHT Zoning Map. 
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TABLE 4.3 
EHT ZONING DISTRICTS 

ZONING DISTRICT DESCRIPTION 
Conservation This Zone seeks to protect large concentrations of 

environmentally sensitive features that also have significant value 
for passive and active recreational pursuits. 

Commercial Recreation The purpose of this Zone is to accommodate development 
associated with the Penn National Raceway, the Manada Gap 
Golf Course and other areas that exist within the Township. 

Highway Commercial This Zone provides suitable locations for highway-oriented retail, 
service, and entertainment businesses. The uses may involve 
outdoor activities and/or storage areas like automobile, boat and 
trailer sales, and service establishments. 

Industrial This Zone provides for a wide range of industrial activities that 
contribute to the well being of the Township by diversifying its 
economy and providing valuable employment opportunities. 

Interchange Commercial This Zone provides for large-scale retail, entertainment, and 
service uses within the Township. Uses within this Zone are 
meant to draw upon a Township-wide and regional market. 

Mobile Home Park This zone acknowledges mobile home park sites within the 
Township, and protects their continued existence. 

Rural Agricultural The primary purpose of this Zone is to blend productive farmlands 
with rural residences in outlying areas of the Township. 

Residential Medium Density This zone represents the Township's residential growth area. 
Because of the proximity with the planned provision of public 
services and utilities, overall permitted densities are higher here, 
than elsewhere within the Township. 

Village Residential This zone accommodates a mixture of land uses that have 
evolved within the villages of Grantville and Shellsville. Limited 
businesses have been selected to provide convenient access to 
nearby residents and commuters. 

3. Future Growth Area 
Future growth areas are shown in Appendix 3.16. Properties depicted 
in pink indicate areas of current development where property owners 
have requested inclusion in this Plan or capacity from the municipal 
sewer.  

Potential growth areas are shown in yellow and are defined by the 
following.  

• Have previously been proposed for development but were 
tabled or rejected in the process, showing the owner’s intent to 
develop in the future.  

• Lands owned by the Hershey Trust, which are currently under a 
postponement of development but may in the future, be 
reactivated.  

• Lands that have been identified by the Dauphin County Board 
of Assessment as being vacant lands for residential or 
commercial use greater than 10 acres in size. 

• Properties indicated in the Subdivision and Land Development 
Map that have requested connection to the East Hanover 
Township Sewer System or inclusion in this Plan.  

Build-out Analysis: A basic seventy percent efficiency build-out 
analysis was performed using natural restrictions, Dauphin County 
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current land use data, Dauphin County GIS building footprints, and 
impervious surface data. The resulting data is presented in Appendix 
3.16. The remaining buildable lots were analyzed based on zoning 
limitations for lot size. As mentioned above, an additional 30 percent of 
buildable land was removed to assume for setbacks, erosion controls 
and easements.  

Maximum build-out potential for residential lots is estimated at 5,342 
lots. This takes into account the many agricultural lots in the Township 
and relatively small minimum lot sizes in the RA zoning district. 
Spatially, the pattern of residential build-out is scattered throughout the 
Township. The commercial maximum build-out is estimated at 756 
lots. These lots are concentrated near the I-81 Interchange and in the 
Commercial Recreation districts. 

Potential projected development based on the Dauphin County 
Comprehensive Plan (Table 4.4) population growth shows that an 
additional 146 residential lots may be developed by 2020. A 7% 
growth rate applied to commercial growth would produce an additional 
50 lots. The East Hanover Township Land Use Assumptions Report 
(LUAR) indicates a 12% growth rate producing an additional 280 
potential residential units. Commercial growth at 12% would equal 90 
additional lots.  

The future land use map shows the greatest potential for residential 
development in the Hershey Trust Properties along the Township’s 
southern border. High residential development potential is also present 
in the Chesapeake Estates Mobile Home Park. Clustering of potential 
commercial development is shown east of the proposed Bow Creek 
Mall development and in the vicinity of the Penn National Raceway 
and Hollywood Casino on both maps.  

It is imperative that the Township maintain a working relationship with 
land developers, in particular the Hershey Trust and Penn National 
Raceway, in order to coordinate appropriate development with 
expansion of sewer disposal methods and facilities.  

Land development and growth pressures are expected to continue 
along the Route 743 corridor, the area surrounding the I-81 
interchange, and Allentown Boulevard. It is also reasonable to 
consider potential future growth in the southern portions of the 
Township along Sand Beach Road. In the current state of the US 
economy, potential growth may be slower than previous trends; 
however with the current expansion of the Pennsylvania gaming 
industry, it should be expected that commercial development would 
increase sooner rather than later.  

Population Projections: Local populations, housing, and employment 
trends depict how an area, its residents, housing stock and economy, 
all change over a period of time. These trends help determine planning 
and zoning policy as well as requirements per type of land use for the 
municipality. East Hanover Township has been growing at a rate 
greater than that of Dauphin County as a whole. 

 
LTL Consultants, Ltd.  PAGE 26 



East Hanover Township, Dauphin County  ACT 537 Sewage Facilities Plan 
 

Two sets of population projections for 2010 and 2020 are presented 
for comparison. The first is from the Dauphin County Comprehensive 
Plan and is calculated based on birth and death rates and migration 
trends; the second is from the East Hanover Township Land Use 
Assumptions Report. It is calculated based on the number of building 
permits for new dwelling units multiplied by an average 2.7 persons 
per household (from the 2000 Census). Results of the two methods 
are compared in Figure 2.4. Specific findings are as follows: 

• The Dauphin County projections yield lower population figures, 
resulting in an increase of 545 persons (10% growth) by 2010 
and 395 persons (7% growth) by 2020. The 2020 projection 
reaches 6,262 persons. 

• The Land Use Assumptions Report yields higher figures, 
resulting in an increase of 823 persons (15% growth) by 2010, 
and 756 persons (12% growth) by 2020. The 2020 projection 
reaches 6,901 persons. 

• Although they differ in their specific results, the two population 
projection methods demonstrate the same general conclusion: 
population will continue to increase in East Hanover Township 
and surrounding municipalities over the next ten years. 

 
TABLE 4.4 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS, DAUPHIN COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

 
TABLE 4.5 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS – EAST HANOVER TOWNSHIP 
LAND USE ASSUMPTIONS REPORT (November 2008) 
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FIGURE 4.A 
COMPARISON OF POPULATION PROJECTIONS 

 
 

 
4. Zoning, SALDO, and Plans Relating to Protection of Resources 

Zoning and SALDO regulations pertaining to the protection of natural 
resources are discussed in section IV.A.3.  

At the time of adoption of this Update to the Act 537 Plan, East 
Hanover Township was engaged in several natural resource protection 
studies and corresponding plans. An ordinance for stormwater 
management intended to reduce flooding in the Township was 
adopted in 2008. LTL Consultants Ltd. and ST Environmental 
Professionals Inc. will be submitting a final draft of an Aquifer Study to 
the Township Board of Supervisors in November 2010. The goal of the 
Aquifer Study is to analyze the aquifer’s status and potential to sustain 
current use and potential development. A Potable Water Supply 
Management Plan (PWSMP) is also being drafted in tandem with the 
Aquifer Study. The PWSMP analyzes surface and groundwater for 
potentially providing public water to residents.  

Secondly, a draft WWTF and Receiving Stream Analysis is nearing 
completion as of November 2010. This analysis measures the 
capability of the Dairy Lane WWTF and the Bow Creek to handle 
effluent loads from the Township’s sanitary sewer system.  

The research discussed above is intended to be the base work for 
drafting of comprehensive watershed protection policy in the 
subsequent years. This policy in cooperation with the Township 
Comprehensive Plan, to be completed in 2011, is intended to promote 
sustainable land development in cooperation with protection of natural 
resources.   
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5. Sewage Planning for the 5- and 10-year Future Planning Periods 
Extended sewage planning based on existing and proposed 
wastewater system growth is addressed in the following  

• Dauphin County Comprehensive Plan (2008): projected goals 
for the Plan extend to 2020.  

• Tri-County Regional Growth Management Plan (RGMP): 
currently projects analysis and goals to 2020.  
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V. ALTERNATIVES TO PROVIDE NEW / IMPROVED WASTEWATER FACILITIES 

A. CONVENTIONAL COLLECTION, CONVEYANCE, TREATMENT AND 
DISCHARGE ALTERNATIVES 
The alternatives for this plan were developed with the purposes of protecting 
the health, safety and welfare of the residents by alleviating sanitary sewer 
issues in the Township, and to address existing and future sewer capacity. 
Maps depicting the alternatives are attached in Appendix 4.1.  

The options and brief descriptions are as follows.  

TABLE 5.1 
TECHNICAL ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

ALTERNATIVE 
ID DESCRIPTION  

METHOD 

1.A.1 Extend existing system to Ridge Road using a 
centralized pump station. Sewer Extension 

1.A.2 
Extend existing system to Ridge Road via 
Remove and Replace Existing Transmission 
Crossing I 81. 

Sewer Extension 

1.A.3 Extend existing system to Ridge Road via Dual 
Transmission Crossing I 81. Sewer Extension 

2.A Connect Dairy Lane Properties to E & PH Sewer 
Project. Sewer Extension 

2.B Extend Existing Preserve @ Bow Creek system 
to serve Kelly Ct. and Trail Road Properties.  Sewer Extension 

2.C New WWTF on Swatara Creek to serve Shady 
Ln., Canal Rd., and Trail Rd. properties.  New Treatment Facilities 

2.D New Pumping Station to serve Shady Ln., Canal 
Rd., and Trail Rd. properties.  Sewer Extension 

2.E Sewer Extension from Partridge Hills 
Development to Pheasant Rd., and Hill Dr.  Sewer Extension 

4.A.1 Sewer Areas North of Route 22 Sewer Extension 
4.A.2 Pump Sewage to WHT System.  Regional Facilities 
4.B.1 Sewer Areas South of Route 22 Sewer Extension 

4.B.2 Pump Sewage to Dairy Ln WWTF via Early's Mill 
Rd.  Sewer Extension 

4.C Construct Manada Creek WWTF to Treat 
Sewage from 4A & 4B New Treatment Facilities 

4.D.1 Decommission Private WWTF and extend sewers 
to Jonestown Rd. Sewer Extension 

4.D.2 Decommission Private WWTF and extend sewers 
to WHT system.  Regional Facilities 

4.E 
Combination of alternatives 4.A.1 (minus Berry 
Dr, Yellowstone Dr, and Manada View Dr), 4.B.1, 
and 4.B.2 with a treatment plant and discharge on 
the Manada Creek.  

New Treatment Facilities 

4.F 
 
Combination of alternatives 4.A.1 (minus Berry 
Dr, Yellowstone Dr, and Manada View Dr), 4.B.1, 
and 4.B.2 

Sewer Extension 

X.1 Relocation of Existing Dairy Ln. WWTF outfall to 
Swatara Creek. Sewer Extension 
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ALTERNATIVE 
ID DESCRIPTION  

METHOD 

X.2 Funck’s Exxon Pumping Station Improvements Connect to System by Gravity When 
Available 

X.3 Italian Delight Restaurant Connect to System by Gravity When 
Available 

 
1. Regional Wastewater Treatment 

For the purposes of this plan Regional Wastewater Treatment infers a 
collaborative approach beyond one single political boundary. In 
general this approach was not consistent with the goals of this plan 
because: 

• The Township has a WWTF with enough reserve capacity to 
meet the needs of this plan. 

• The other municipalities surrounding East Hanover have an 
existing facility. This would require them to be the host 
municipality. Capacity would only be allocated as available. 
This could encumber any planning effort by East Hanover 
Township for sewage facilities. Due to the recent expansion of 
the gaming industry, the magnitude of growth within the 
Township is unknown. Therefore, it does not appear logical to 
enter into a restrictive agreement when the level of need has 
not been fully realized. 

• All of the surrounding municipalities are distant from East 
Hanover’s existing conveyance system and population centers. 
Economically it is not justifiable to incur a large cost for this 
type of extension when existing facilities reside within the 
Township. 

In addition, surrounding Townships were contacted regarding the 
presence of existing sewers near their border with East Hanover 
Township. Only West Hanover Township has sewers at the border 
with East Hanover. West Hanover Township was contacted regarding 
potential use of their system to serve some of the needs of East 
Hanover. A definitive response has not been received. 

2. Sewer Extension Potential 
The basis of this plan is to use the existing WWTF at Dairy Lane to 
remediate those areas of concern listed in Table 5.1. Using sewer 
extensions, based on the cost analysis performed, is the most feasible 
method to achieve this goal. As can be seen in Table 5.1 sewer 
extension is the most prevalent method. 

This is justified for the following reasons: 

• With the growth of the gaming industry within East Hanover 
Township there are areas where the magnitude of growth is 
unclear. By extending sewer within the Township the overall 
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planning for future requirements is managed within the 
Township. 

• The wastewater facilities within the Township were financed 
through a PENNVEST loan. Debt service is scheduled to 
mature in 2026. By extending sewers to those areas of need, 
the burden of that debt service is shared amongst more users 
and therefore offers the Township the opportunity to maintain 
rates on a more consistent basis. 

• By maintaining rates on a more consistent basis, budgeting and 
planning become a more straightforward process from year to 
year. 

• Due to the regulations promulgated by the Chesapeake Bay 
Initiative, discharge of treated wastewater in this area is more 
stringent. Nutrient budgets attached to new discharges are kept 
exceptionally low. By extending sewer, existing budgets are 
utilized, eliminating the need for enhanced treatment facilities. 

• The Township has operational staff to maintain the current 
systems. New systems would require the expansion of this 
staff. Although additional staff is envisioned over the planning 
period, new and/or innovative systems would expand 
manpower requirements beyond the expectations of the 
elected officials. 

3. Potential for Continued Use of Existing Facilities: 
East Hanover Township currently has existing facilities with reserve 
capacity. Inflow and Infiltration is low to moderate. This is further 
corroborated by the most recent Chapter 94 Wasteload Management 
Report. The basis of this plan is to utilize existing facilities to alleviate 
sewage disposal needs within the Township. 

4. Repair Existing Collection System Components 
The existing systems were constructed in 2004. They are expected to 
remain in good condition over this planning period. Although repairs 
are not needed at this time, continued maintenance will be. The 
operational and engineering staff currently reviews the monthly reports 
for indications of inflow/infiltration. The operational staff has a routine 
maintenance schedule. Continued observance of these practices will 
enable the existing facilities to be used to execute this plan. 

5. Need for New Systems 
Several alternatives were reviewed in reference to new systems. 
Specifically new plants were considered for the Manada Creek basin 
and a discharge to the Swatara Creek. These systems were rejected 
for the following reasons: 

• They did not meet the goals of this plan in reference to the use 
of reserve capacity within the existing plant. This would have 
encumbered the Township with additional debt service and 
expansion of the operational staff. 
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• The Preliminary Treatment Requirements (PTR) provided by 
the PA DEP limited the nutrient discharge levels for any new 
system to stringently low criteria. This would have created the 
need for enhanced and technically advanced treatment 
facilities. This appears unnecessary since the existing system 
is functioning correctly, has an existing discharge budget and 
an existing user base. 

• Economically the costs associated with new systems could not 
be justified. 

6. Use Of Innovative Collection/Conveyance To Serve Needs Areas 
Using Existing WWTF 
The Township currently has an existing conventional system with 
reserve capacity. To create a new system utilizing innovative 
collection/conveyance is not warranted. 

B. USE OF OLDS INCLUDING SPRAY IRRIGATION SYSTEMS 
The use of OLDS is the current method of sewage disposal in most of East 
Hanover Township. Spray irrigation systems for individual lots would be 
reviewed on a case-by-case basis and must demonstrate compliance with PA 
DEP design standards. East Hanover Township does not have an ordinance 
in place regulating spray irrigation systems. 

Although spray irrigation as a Township method of effluent disposal was 
considered due to the beneficial recharge it has on the aquifer, it was 
eliminated because it was in conflict with the goals of this plan. 

• Spray Irrigation is based on the soils ability to receive treated effluent. 
The soils in the Township are marginal, at best, to function in this 
capacity. 

• The Township has an existing system with reserve capacity and a user 
base. 

• Spray irrigation would create another source of nutrient loading to the 
Chesapeake. Based on the PTRs provided by the PA DEP, it was 
logical to assume that this would create the need for new treatment 
systems. 

• The Township has no readily available site for land application. 
Finding a centralized new site is not an efficient use of Township land 
or resources. 

• Spray irrigation is limited to months were the ground is not frozen. 
During these months treated effluent would have to be stored and 
hauled to the existing plant (if permitting would allow). This is an 
inefficient manner of handling any waste stream. 

1. Soil/Slope Suitability 
Soil and slope suitability for spray irrigation systems in the southern 
half of the Township is recognized as slightly limited based on data 
generated from the USGS/NRCS SSURGO database. Availability of 
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potential for spray irrigation systems for OLDS would be considered on 
a case-by-case basis.  

2. Preliminary Hydrogeologic Evaluations 
The SALDO Article 6 Section 620.3 requires preliminary hydrogeologic 
evaluations, when development is proposed within a quarter mile of 
areas known to possess greater than 5 milligrams of nitrate-nitrogen in 
the groundwater. These areas are identified in Appendix 3.10.  

3. Sewage Management Programs 
A Sewage Management Program has been in effect in EHT. Refer to 
Appendix 1.2. 

4. Repair/Replacement/Upgrading Of Existing Malfunctioning 
Systems In Areas Suitable For OLDS: 
Repair and replacement and upgrading of existing malfunctioning 
OLDS is currently regulated by the Township Ordinance on the 
Municipal Management of On-Lot Sub-Surface Sewage Disposal 
Facilities, Ordinance 98-6 as amended (see Appendix 1.2). As is 
indicated by the ordinance, any sewage system disposing of sewage 
either upon the lot by which it serves, or into a community system 
must be permitted via review and approval by the Township and its 
SEO.  

Requirements for placement of disposal systems are also set in place 
by the SALDO.  

In general the Township is not readily suited for OLDS. Poor soils, 
slopes and the age of many of the homes make this an unreliable 
sewage facility. It is the intention of this plan to strengthen the current 
sewer management program by adding a SFSTF Ordinance. By 
adding this ordinance virtually all forms of sewage disposal will be 
regulated by the Township. 

C. USE OF SMALL FLOW TREATMENT FACILITIES  
Use of small flow treatment systems did not meet the goals of this plan for the 
following reasons: 

• Existing infrastructure and treatment capacity to connect areas of 
concern is available. 

• During the production of several alternatives, PTRs were sought for 
the Manada Creek, the Swatara Creek and some of their tributaries. 
Based on the minimal nutrient loading listed in the PTRs it makes it 
impractical to install a small flow system that can consistently meet 
discharge criteria. 

• The current staffing is not sufficient to meet the operational needs of a 
small facility in addition to the operations of the Dairy Lane WWTF. 

• The soils in the Township do not support long-term use of OLDS. 
Therefore, any technology based on discharge to the soil could not be 
considered. 
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1. Treatment And Discharge Requirements 
As stated previously, this plan reviewed discharge criteria through 
PTRs (See Appendix 4.4). The discharge criteria given were stringent 
to the point that any additional discharge to the waters of the 
Commonwealth interior to East Hanover Township could not be 
considered.  

2. Soil Suitability 
Overall the soil conditions are not suitable for most types of on-lot 
disposal systems. The registered SEO will allow use of these on a 
case-by-case basis of suitability and certification. 

3. Preliminary Hydrogeologic Study Requirements 
Preliminary hydrogeologic studies are required by the SALDO. 

4. O&M Requirements Through Sewage Mgmt. Program 
The Sewage Management Program is discussed in Section III.B.5. 

D. USE OF COMMUNITY LAND DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVES 
Although no community on-lot disposal systems exist in the Township, use of 
such systems is not restricted. Planning and development of these systems 
are set under the purview of the Township through the On-Lot Sub Surface 
Sewage Disposal Facilities, Ordinance 98-6 as amended (see Appendix 1.2) 

E. USE OF RETAINING TANKS 
The use of retaining tanks in East Hanover Township is permitted through 
On-Lot Sub Surface Sewage Disposal Facilities, Ordinance 98-6 as amended 
(see Appendix 1.2). Their use is limited to abate a malfunction or as an 
interim measure, temporary or seasonal in nature. There are nine known 
residential holding tanks in use in the Township. Locations of the tanks are as 
indicated in Table 3.3 and Appendix 3.9.  

F. SEWAGE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
The Sewage Management Program is discussed in Section III.B.5. 

G. NON-STRUCTURAL COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING ALTERNATIVES 
Non-structural planning alternatives consist of mechanisms such as zoning 
ordinances and subdivision and land development ordinances that may 
impact sewage disposal in the municipality. These alternatives are as follows: 

1. Modification to Comprehensive Plans 
The Township is currently drafting a new Comprehensive Plan. It is 
anticipated that the final version of the Comprehensive Plan shall be 
approved and adopted in 2011. This Update of the Act 537 Plan is 
being used to draft goals for the Comprehensive Plan. It is intended 
that both documents, when completed shall be consistent. 

2. Consideration for Local Comprehensive Plan 
See V.G.1 above. 
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3. Municipal Subdivision and Zoning Regulations 
The Township’s Zoning, Sewage Management and Subdivision and 
Land Development Ordinances set requirements for assuring long-
term use of OLDS and protection of replacement disposal sites. Refer 
to Section IV.A.2. 

As part of the revisions to the Comprehensive Plan, new zoning 
districts are being considered to better facilitate sewers to areas that 
need it; and appropriately restrict growth in areas that are far from 
existing infrastructure. The utilization of existing infrastructure allows 
for the most efficient use of land. 

4. Local Agency Program and Training  
Local agency program and training was considered as part of this 
plan. However, due to limited staff and economic resources this effort 
has been given a secondary priority ranking. If future conditions allow 
for this type of effort it will be reconsidered at that time. 

H. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
A “No Action” Alternative would recommend that East Hanover Township “do 
nothing”. This would result in negative effects in both the short and long 
terms. Although not under order by the Commonwealth to conduct the 
drafting of this plan, the Township recognizes the need for planning in order 
to avert these potential problems.  

Increases in the amount of OLDS malfunctions will result in the heightened 
risk of bacterial and mineral contamination of ground and surface waters. This 
would lead to negative social, economic and community growth factors.  

Lack of proper planning for coordination of growth with provisions for utilities 
will lead to increased strain on the East Hanover Township system. Further 
complications related to sustainability of the system may also lead to 
unforeseen legal and environmental complications.  

The No Action Alternative is not an option. 
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VI. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 
The table below lists all of the Technical Alternatives reviewed and the conclusion on their 
status. Included in Appendix 4.1 is the mapping of each alternative. 
 

TECHNICAL ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
 

ALTERNATIVE 
ID DESCRIPTION  

STATUS 

1.A.1 
Extend existing system to Ridge 
Road using a centralized pump 
station. 

REJECTED 
• Based on preliminary engineering flow from this area 

can be conveyed by gravity. 
• Alternative would be reconsidered with third-party 

contribution. 
• No cost opinion rendered for this option for the reasons 

stated above. 

1.A.2 
Extend existing system to Ridge 
Road via Remove and Replace 
Existing Transmission Crossing 
I-81. 

REJECTED 
• Cost required is not justified based on the small number 

of residents connected. 
• Alternative would be reconsidered with third-party 

contribution. 

1.A.3 
Extend existing system to Ridge 
Road via Dual Transmission 
Crossing I 81. 

REJECTED 
• Cost required is not justified based on the small number 

of residents connected. 
• Alternative would be reconsidered with third-party 

contribution. 

2.A Connect Dairy Lane Properties to 
E & PH Sewer Project. 

SELECTED 
• The money generated through tapping fees is enough 

to cover any construction effort for this area. 
• This area shows a need based on the well sampling 

and survey data. 

2.B 
Extend Existing Preserve @ Bow 
Creek system to serve Kelly Ct. 
and Trail Road Properties.  

REJECTED 
• Cost required is not justified based on the small number 

of residents connected. 
• Alternative would be reconsidered with third-party 

contribution or the expansion of the collection system 
by development in this area. 

2.C 
New WWTF on Swatara Creek to 
serve Shady Ln., Canal Rd., and 
Trail Rd. properties.  

REJECTED 
• PTR requirements provided by PA DEP show negligible 

nutrient budgets, making stream discharge impractical.
• Cost is not justified based on the number of homes 

served. 
• Not consistent with the goals of this plan. This option 

creates an unwanted nutrient source to the 
Chesapeake Bay and does not utilize existing 
infrastructure. 

2.D 
New Pumping Station to serve 
Shady Ln., Canal Rd., and Trail 
Rd. properties.  

REJECTED 
• Cost is not justified based on the number of homes 

served. 

2.E 
Sewer Extension from Partridge 
Hills Development up Pheasant 
Rd. to a point past S. Hill Drive  

SELECTED 
• This sewer extension remedies the potential and 

suspected malfunctions in an area known to have 
inadequate soils for OLDS, thereby protecting the 
public health. 

• The extension meets the goals of this plan by utilizing 
existing capacity and conveyance. 

REJECTED 
• The Hill Drive portion of this alternative was rejected 
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ALTERNATIVE 
ID DESCRIPTION  

STATUS 
due to the use of grinder pumps. 

4.A.1 Sewer Areas North of Route 22 SEE ALTERNATIVE 4.F 

4.A.2 Pump Sewage to WHT System.  

REJECTED 
• The Township has a WWTF with enough reserve 

capacity to meet the needs of this plan. 
• The other municipalities surrounding East Hanover 

have an existing facility. This would require them to be 
the host municipality. Capacity would only be allocated 
as available. This could encumber any planning effort 
by East Hanover Township for sewage facilities. Due to 
the recent expansion of the gaming industry the 
magnitude of growth within the Township is unknown. 
Therefore, it does not appear logical to enter into a 
restrictive agreement when the level of need has not 
been fully realized. 

• All of the surrounding municipalities are distant from 
East Hanover’s existing conveyance system and 
population centers. Economically it is not justifiable to 
incur a large cost for this type of extension when 
existing facilities reside within the Township 

4.B.1 Sewer Areas South of Route 22 SEE ALTERNATIVE 4.F 

4.B.2 Pump Sewage to Dairy Ln 
WWTF via Early's Mill Rd.  SEE ALTERNATIVE 4.F 

4.C Construct Manada Creek WWTF 
to Treat Sewage from 4A & 4B 

REJECTED 
• PTR requirements submitted by PA DEP show 

negligible nutrient budget making stream discharge 
impractical. 

• Cost is not justified based on the number of homes 
served. 

• Not consistent with the goals of this plan. This option 
creates an unwanted nutrient source to the 
Chesapeake Bay and does not utilize existing 
infrastructure. 

4.E 

Combination of alternatives 4.A.1 
(minus Berry Dr, Yellowstone Dr, 
and Manada View Dr), 4.B.1, and 
4.B.2 with a treatment plant and 
discharge to Manada Creek. 

REJECTED 
• PTR requirements submitted by PA DEP show 

negligible nutrient budget making stream discharge 
impracticable. This option was abandoned based on 
this information. Existing facilities meet these needs. 

• Not consistent with the goals of this plan. This option 
creates an unwanted nutrient source to the 
Chesapeake Bay and does not utilize existing 
infrastructure. 

4.F 

 
Combination of alternatives 4.A.1 
(minus Berry Dr, Yellowstone Dr, 
and Manada View Dr), 4.B.1, and 
4.B.2 

SELECTED 
• This option provides a solution for 180 homes within the 

Township. This is the largest problem area with the 
highest construction costs. 

• This option meets the goals of this plan in their entirety.
• This does not create another nutrient source within the 

Township. 
• This option creates a “bridge” via pumping, crossing the 

ridgeline within the Township that can serve other 
areas in the western portion of the Township. 

X.1 Relocation of Existing Dairy Ln. 
WWTF outfall to Swatara Creek. 

REJECTED 
• PTR requirements from PA DEP show negligible nutrient 

budget; making discharge relocation impractical. 
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ALTERNATIVE 
ID DESCRIPTION  

STATUS 

X.2 Funck’s Exxon Pumping Station 
Improvements 

SELECTED 
• This option provides relief for the costly maintenance 

required for this pumping station. 
 

X.3 Italian Delight Restaurant 

SELECTED 
• This option provides a solution for connecting the 

restaurant without the additional financial burden of 
constructing and maintaining another grinder pumping 
station. 

 
 

A. TECHNICALLY FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVE – CONSISTENCY 
1. Clean Streams Law and Clean Water Act 

The installation of sewers in these instances is protective to human 
health and the environment, and is therefore considered consistent 
with both the Clean Streams Law and Clean Water Act.  

2. Municipal Wasteload Management Plans 
The selected alternatives have been found to show no impact to 
current wasteload management requirements. Further research being 
conducted in the WWTF and Receiving Stream Analysis shall be 
central to future evaluation of wasteload limitations.  

3. Title II – Clean Water Act 
The installation of sewers in these instances is protective to human 
health and environment, and is therefore considered consistent with 
Title II of the Clean Water Act. 

4. Comprehensive Plan Consistency 
The selected alternatives have been found to be consistent with the 
goals of the Dauphin County Comprehensive Plan and the Tri-County 
Regional Growth Management Plan. The East Hanover Township 
Comprehensive Plan is being drafted closely with this Act 537 Plan 
and is intended to be consistent.  

5. Anti-Degradation Requirements 
The use of existing infrastructure and treatment facilities is consistent 
with anti-degradation requirements. 

6. State Water Plan 
This plan calls for sewer extensions to areas that have shown failing 
on-lot systems. This is consistent with the State Water Plan. 

7. Pennsylvania Prime Agricultural Land Policy  
Prime agricultural soils are shown on the soils map in Appendix 3.19, 
and are scattered throughout East Hanover Township. 
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8. County Stormwater Management Plans 
The proposed sewer extension and ordinances associated with this 
plan do not impact stormwater management. 

9. Wetland Encroachments 
The soils map in Appendix 3.6 shows hydric, or wetland, soils. There 
are no planned encroachments in any of the options. If the design data 
requires either a wetlands or stream crossing the appropriate permits 
will be sought. 

10. Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory 
As part of this plan a Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory was 
executed. The results of that search are included in Appendix 4.2. As 
the planned construction moves forward this search will be updated as 
required. 

11. Historical and Archaeological Resource Protection.  
Included in Appendix 4.3 is the relevant correspondence with the 
Pennsylvania Historical & Museum Commission (PHMC). As the 
planned construction moves forward the listed recommendations will 
be considered. 

B. RESOLUTION OF INCONSISTENCIES 
The Dauphin County Planning Commission has reviewed the proposed Plan 
and its comments are included in the Planning Commission Comments 
Section on page xiii. 

C. WATER QUALITY ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION 
1. Water Quality Standards 

All alternatives reviewed for this plan were compared to and are 
consistent with Title 25, Chapter 92 Water Quality Standards. 

2. Effluent Limitations 
For the derivation of several of the alternatives that utilized a new 
discharge location, PTRs were requested from the PA DEP. In 
response the PA DEP provided the PTRs included in Appendix 4.4. All 
alternatives having a new or increased discharge utilized these 
effluent limitations for the purpose of comparison and treatment 
technology selection. 

3. Technical, Legislative, and Legal Requirements 
No technical or legislative requirements were identified. East Hanover 
Township would meet all legal requirements. 

D. COST ESTIMATES 
The engineer’s cost estimate for the identified alternatives are summarized 
below. Included in Appendix 4.5 is a detailed breakdown of each estimate. 
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   Estimated  
OPTION Alternative Description EDU's Cost 

        

1.A.2 Extend sewer to existing properties along Ridge Road and connect 
before crossing I-81 37  $    1,790,000 

1.A.3 Install 30" main parallel to existing 10"/8" main thru culvert under I-81 
and to Pump Station #3 N/A  $    3,000,000 

        

2.A Connect properties along Dairy Lane as part of the Englewood 
Sewer Project 8  $        16,850 

2.B Connect Kelly Court and Faith Road to existing system in Preserve 
at Bow Creek Phase I 24  $    1,470,000 

2.C Install gravity mains to serve Shady Lane, Canal Road and Trail 
Road connecting to a New WWTF on Swatara Creek 75  $    4,130,000 

2.D Install gravity mains to serve Shady Lane, Canal Road and Trail 
Road along with a Pump Station to Dairy Lane WWTF 75  $    3,820,000 

2.E Extend proposed Partridge Hills Sewer system to Pheasant Road  22  $      900,000 

        

4.A.2 Connect properties along Berry Dr, Hunter Ln, Red Fox Ln, Mill Rd, 
Campbell Ct, Circle Dr to West Hanover Twp via 3 PS in series 129  $    5,580,000 

4.B.2 Connect properties along Sycamore Ln, Chestnut Pl, Carlson Rd and 
Crooked Hill Rd via PS to Dairy Lane WWTF 80  $    5,540,000 

4.C Connect properties along Sycamore Ln, Chestnut Pl, Carlson Rd and 
Crooked Hill Rd to WWTF on Manada Creek 80  $    3,930,000 

4.F 
Connect properties along Hunter Ln, Red Fox Ln, Mill Rd, Campbell 
Ct, Circle Dr, Sycamore Ln, Chestnut Pl, Carlson Rd and Crooked 
Hill Rd via PS to Dairy Lane WWTF 

180  $    8,960,000 

4.E 
Connect properties along Hunter Ln, Red Fox Ln, Mill Rd, Campbell 
Ct, Circle Dr, Sycamore Ln, Chestnut Pl, Carlson Rd and Crooked 
Hill Rd to WWTF on Manada Creek 

180  $    7,350,000 

    
X.2 Connect Funck’s Exxon by gravity to existing sewer line N/A N/A 

X.3 Connect Italian Delight by gravity to existing sewer line N/A N/A 
Note: Many of these options are combinations of the totals shown on Cost Estimate Worksheets found in Appendix 4.5.  

E. FUNDING ANALYSIS 
The largest funding will be for the construction of alternative 4.F that conveys 
sewer from 180 homes on the western portion of the Township to the Dairy 
Lane WWTF via a pump station. This is estimated to have a construction and 
project costs of approximately $8,900,000. 

This will be funded through the creation of a capital reserve plan and public or 
private financing. To accomplish this the Township will have to initially raise 
annual rates from $640 to $700. Once those rates are installed the Township 
will have to raise rates approximately 6.7 percent per year for 10 years. Once 
that is complete new and existing debt service will be balanced with those 
rates and the only increases necessary will be for inflationary or staffing 
increases. 
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Extension of sewer to Pheasant Road will cost approximately $900,000 and 
the connection of those homes on Dairy Lane is estimated to cost $16,850. 
Based on the proposed schedule these will not impact rates beyond those 
that are already projected (6.7 percent). 

The Township has an existing PENNVEST loan set to mature in 2026. For 
the financing of option 4.F an additional loan will be required. The source of 
that loan is not known at this time due to the time frame of this plan. 

In order to institute this Plan, including the financial portion, the Township will 
be creating an Authority. They will execute the plan, develop the capital 
reserve and secure financing in the future. 

F. IMPLEMENTATION APPROACHES 
1. Activities Necessary to Abate Public Health Hazards 

The residents of wells that tested positive for fecal coliform 
contamination were immediately notified and given guidance for well 
disinfection. The chosen alternatives for sewer extensions in 
themselves remediate areas that may pose a hazard in the future. 

2. Phasing 
None of the selected alternatives require phasing. 

G. ADMINISTRATIVE ORGANIZATIONS AND LEGAL AUTHORITY 
East Hanover Township will be the administrative and legal agency 
responsible for plan implementation. The Township SEO is responsible for 
administering the Sewage Management Program. The Township will delegate 
the execution of the plan to a newly created Authority. 
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VII. INSTITUTIONAL EVALUATION  

A. EXISTING WASTEWATER TREATMENT AUTHORITIES 
1. Financial and Debt Status 

This plan calls for the creation of an Authority to administer and 
execute the provisions contained herein. Currently the Township has 
an existing loan with PENNVEST for the Dairy Lane WWTF and 
collection system. This debt would be transferred to an Authority once 
it is operational. The current debt service is approximately $345,000, 
which is paid out of the existing user rates. 

2. Available Staff and Administrative Resources 
East Hanover Township has the resources to administer the existing 
sewage management program, sewage collection system and 
treatment facility. 

3. Existing Legal Authority 
East Hanover Township Board of Supervisors has the legal authority 
to implement the recommendations of this plan. The annual Township 
sewer fund budget will provide the funds to operate the Sewage 
Management Program and the collection and treatment system.  

B. INSTITUTIONAL ALTERNATIVES NECESSARY TO IMPLEMENT PLAN 
1. Need for New Municipal Departments and Authorities 

This plan proposes the creation of the East Hanover Township 
Municipal Authority. Currently the Board of Supervisors attends to and 
administers the operations of the WWTF and collection system via a 
Sewer and Water Committee. Based on the financial obligation and 
timeframe illustrated in this plan it has become apparent that an 
outside body of appointed officials is necessary to insure that the 
terms of this plan are met. In addition, the level of borrowing may be 
over the capacity of the Township per the Local Government Unit Debt 
Act. 

2. Functions of Proposed Organizations 
The new Authority will be required to: 

• Hire and maintain operations staff. 

• Execute the provisions of the Act 537 that pertain to normal 
Authority operations. 

• Set and collect rates to maintain facilities and develop a Capital 
Reserve. 

• Oversee the operations and maintenance of the collection 
system and WWTF. 

• Insure that the WWTF stays within the limits of the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit and 
those dictated by Chapter 94. 
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3. Cost of Administration, Implementation and Capacity of Board to 
React to Future Needs. 
Administrative costs are considered to be negligible, and will be paid 
through the annual Sewer Fund, and user fees. The Township has the 
ability to implement the recommendations of this Plan through the 
Board of Supervisors. 

C. ADMINISTRATIVE AND LEGAL ACTIVITIES 
1. Incorporation of Authorities or Agencies 

All required agencies are in place. The creation of an Authority will be 
completed by the Township Solicitor or their agent based on existing 
legal requirements.  

2. Development of Ordinances, Regulations, Standards and 
Agreements 
All necessary regulations, standards and agreements are in place for 
the continued operation of the existing collection system and the 
WWTF. The only new ordinance required is the SFSTF Ordinance to 
manage the use and operation of small-flow facilities in the Township. 

3. Providing Right-of-Way, Easements, and Land Transfers 
Easements will need to be developed for the selected alternatives 
relating to sewer extensions. The exact number and location of these 
easements will not be known until the design for these facilities is 
complete.  

4. Adoption of Other Municipal Sewage Facilities Plans 
This plan is not contingent upon the adoption of another municipality’s 
plan. 

5. Other Legal Documents 
There is no need to develop any other legal documents. 

6. Dates and Time Frames 
Refer to Implementation Schedule, Section VIII.C. 

D. PROPOSED INSTITUTIONAL ALTERNATIVE 
The recommended institutional alternative for this Plan is the creation of a 
Sewer and Water Authority. 
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VIII. IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE AND SELECTED ALTERNATIVE 

A. SELECTED ALTERNATIVE 
The recommendation of this plan is as follows: 

• The creation of the East Hanover Township Municipal Authority. 

• The implementation of Technical Alternatives 2.A, 2.E, and 4.F. 

• The Sewage Management Program will continue in areas of OLDS. 

• The Township will develop a Small Flow Sewage Treatment Facilities 
Ordinance to regulate any proposed use of these types of systems. 

• The Township will connect Funck’s Exxon and Italian Delight by 
gravity when available. 

1. Existing Wastewater Disposal Needs 
The wastewater disposal needs of East Hanover Township are 
documented in Section III. The current needs are being met through: 

• Zoning ordinances that regulate growth in areas not supported 
by infrastructure.  

• SALDO by specifying lot sizes and replacement areas for 
homes built in non-sewered areas. 

• Maintenance of existing systems by utilizing the sewage 
management program. 

• Existing conveyance and treatment facilities that currently 
serve the residents of East Hanover Township. 

2. Future Wastewater Disposal Needs 
This Plan, at its base, deals with future wastewater disposal needs. 
Beyond the time frame of this plan there is still additional reserve 
capacity within the treatment facilities. Furthermore the current site of 
the WWTF is large enough that the capacity can be expanded to 
double the current size. 

3. Operation and Maintenance Considerations 
The current WWTF has an existing maintenance schedule. The 
collection system is inspected at different times of the year. The 
implementation of the chosen alternative will not require modifications 
to the current practices. 

4. Cost Effectiveness 
The recommendations of this plan appear to be the most cost effective 
option with respect to achieving the goals of protecting the health of 
the residents and the natural resources of East Hanover Township. 
This plan identifies the largest area of concern with the largest number 
of residents (180 EDUs) and creates a solution for this challenge. By 
elongating the implementation schedule and developing a capital 
reserve to offset construction costs the Township creates the most 
feasible and cost effective solution. 
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5. Available Management and Administrative Systems 
Existing Township personnel will manage the Sewage Management 
Program and the sewage collection system and treatment facility. 
Once an Authority has been formed these responsibilities will be 
transferred to the Authority. 

6. Available Financing Methods 
The largest funding will be for the construction of alternative 4.F that 
conveys sewer from 180 homes on the western portion of the 
Township to the Dairy Lane WWTF via a pump station. This is 
estimated to have a construction and project costs of approximately 
$8,900,000. 

This will be funded through the creation of a capital reserve plan and 
public or private financing. To accomplish this the Township will have 
to initially raise annual rates from $640 to $700. Once those rates are 
installed the Township will have to raise rates approximately 6.7 
percent per year for 10 years. Once that is complete, new and existing 
debt service will be balanced with those rates and the only increases 
necessary will be for inflationary or staffing increases. 

Extension of sewer to Pheasant Road will cost approximately 
$900,000 and the connection of those homes on Dairy Lane is 
estimated to cost $16,850. Based on the proposed schedule these will 
not impact rates beyond those that are already projected (6.7 percent). 

The Township has an existing PENNVEST loan set to mature in 2026. 
For the financing of option 4.F an additional loan will be required. The 
source of that loan is not known at this time due to the time frame of 
this plan. 

In order to institute this plan, including the financial portion the 
Township will be creating an Authority. They will execute the plan, 
develop the capital reserve and secure financing in the future. 

7. Environmental Soundness 
The recommendations of this plan will have no significant adverse 
environmental or natural resource impacts. In fact, they will eliminate 
public health risks, improve sustainability, and decrease the 
contamination of well water from malfunctioning on-lot sewage 
systems. 

B. CAPITAL FINANCING PLAN 
See Section VIII.6 above. Appendix 4.5 contains the tables with the short-
listed alternatives and their corresponding economic analyses. Option 4.F is 
the selected alternative and the financing plan is based on that data.   
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C. IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 

MAJOR MILESTONE DATE  
Connect the Dairy Lane Properties to the 
Sewer System (Alt. 2.A) 

November 2011 (Only if construction is 
completed) 

Start Design for the Pheasant Road Sewer 
Extension (Alt. 2.E) November 2011  

Create SFSTF Ordinance February 2012 
Complete Design and Permitting for the 
Pheasant Road Sewer Extension (Alt.2.E) August 2012 

Create the East Hanover Township 
Municipal Authority February 2013 

Bid the Pheasant Road Extension (Alt. 2.E) October 2012 
Complete Construction of the Pheasant 
Road Sewer Extension (Alt. 2.E) December 2013 

Start Design of the Study Area 4 Sewer 
Extension (Alt. 4.F) August 2018  

Complete Design and Permitting of the Area 
4 Sewer Extension (Alt. 4.F) February 2020 

Bid the Study Area 4 Sewer Extension     
(Alt. 4.F) April 2020 

Complete Construction of the Study Area 4 
Sewer Extension (Alt. 4.F) April 2022 
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IX. APPENDICES AND MAPPING 
Appendices and mapping are in the following pages. 
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APPENDIX 1.0 – SEWAGE MANAGEMENT ORDINANCES 
1.1 Ordinance Number 98-5 – Sewer Connections 
1.2 Ordinance Number 98-6 – On Lot Disposal System Management 
1.3 Ordinance Number 2009-2 – Sewer Capacity Reservations 
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East Hanover Township, Dauphin County  ACT 537 Sewage Facilities Plan 
 

APPENDIX 2.0 – EXISTING SEWAGE TREATMENT 
2.1 Wastewater Treatment Facilities 
2.2 Sanitary Needs Survey – Letter To Residents (2009) 
2.3 Sanitary Needs Survey – Sample Of Survey Sheet (2006) 
2.4 Sampling Requirements Summary Table 
2.5 Well Water Sampling and Field-Verification Table 
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EXISTING WWTF's IN EAST HANOVER TOWNSHIP

NAME OPERATIONAL? PERMIT NO.

MOST RECENT 
PERMIT 
RENEWAL

NPDES 
CAPACITY 
(AAF) TREATMENT PROCESS

WATER-
SHED

RECEIVING 
STREAM 

EFFLUENT 
REQUIREMENTS FOR: PROBLEMS

QTY. SLUDGE 
DISPOSED (DRY 

TONS PER YEAR)

SLUDGE 
DISPOSAL 
METHOD

DAIRY LANE WWTF Y PA0247464 12/11/2009 0.25 MGD SBR'S with BNR 7-D BOW CREEK
pH, D.O., TSS, CBOD5, 
NH3-N, P, FC, TN, TKN, 
NO3-NO2

NONE 20

HAULED TO 
LARGER 
MUNICIPAL 
WWTF; AG 
UTILIZATION

MOUNTAINVIEW 
THOROUGHBRED 
RACING ASSOC. 
WWTF

Y PA0081264
SUBMITTED TO 
DEP & UNDER 

REVIEW
0.23 MGD SBR'S FOLLOWED BY 

TERTIARY FILTRATION 7-D
UNT to UNT to 
SWATARA 
CREEK

pH, D.O., TSS, CBOD5, 
NH3-N, P, FC, TN, TRC NONE 40

WASTE HAULED 
TO MUNICIPAL 
WWTF'S

SHADYBACK ACRES 
MHP WWTF Y PA0087696

SUBMITTED TO 
DEP & UNDER 

REVIEW
2750 GPD

CHROMAGLASS BATCH 
TRMT UNITS FOLLOWED BY 
INTERMITTENT SAND 
FILTERS

7-D UNT to MANADA 
CREEK

pH, D.O., TSS, CBOD5, 
NH3-N, FC, TRC

O&M PROBLEMS 
BEING WORKED 

THRU AT 
PRESENT TIME

<1

HAULED TO 
LARGER 
MUNICIPAL 
WWTF

MANADA CREEK MHP 
WWTF Y PA0085502 9/21/2009 12,000 GPD EXTENDED AERATION-

FILTRATION 7-D UNT to MANADA 
CREEK

pH, D.O., TSS, CBOD5, 
NH3-N, FC, TRC NONE 1

HAULED TO 
LARGER 
MUNICIPAL 
WWTF

AAF annual average flow P phosphorus
BNR biological nutrient removal SBR sequencing batch reactors
CBOD5 carbonaceous biochemical oxygen demand SFSTF small flow sewage treatment facility
D.O. dissolved oxygen TKN total kjeldahl nitrogen
FC fecal coliform TN total nitrogen
GPD gallons per day TRC total residual chlorine
MGD million gallons per day TSS total suspended solids
N/A not applicable UNT unnamed tributary
NH3-N ammonia nitrogen WWTF wastewater treatment facility
NO3 - NO2 nitrate - nitrite

ABBREVIATION KEY

PUBLIC & COMMERCIAL WWTF's

LTL CONSULTANTS, LTD. PAGE 1 PN 0507-0803
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EXISTING WWTF's IN EAST HANOVER TOWNSHIP

NAME OPERATIONAL? PERMIT NO.

MOST RECENT 
PERMIT 
RENEWAL

NPDES 
CAPACITY 
(AAF) TREATMENT PROCESS

WATER-
SHED

RECEIVING 
STREAM 

EFFLUENT 
REQUIREMENTS FOR: PROBLEMS

QTY. SLUDGE 
DISPOSED (DRY 

TONS PER YEAR)

SLUDGE 
DISPOSAL 
METHOD

SFSTF #1 Y PAG043671 1/13/2006 * * 7-D * pH, TSS, BOD5, FC, TRC * * *

SFSTF #2 * PA0247901 11/10/2005 * * 7-D * pH, TSS, BOD5, FC, TRC * * *

SFSTF #3 Y PAG043679 9/11/2001 500 GPD
DUAL SEPTIC TANKS-
BURIED SAND FILTER-
TABLET CHLORINATOR

7-D UNT to MANADA 
CREEK pH, TSS, BOD5, FC, TRC NONE NOTED N/A PRIVATE HAULER

SFSTF #4 Y PAG043535 1/11/2001 400 GPD
DUAL SEPTIC TANKS-
BURIED SAND FILTER-
TABLET CHLORINATOR

7-D UNT to MANADA 
CREEK pH, TSS, BOD5, FC, TRC NONE NOTED N/A PRIVATE HAULER

SFSTF #5 Y PAG043583 6/6/2008 400 GPD AEROBIC TANK-FREE 
ACCESS SAND FILTER 7-D UNT to MANADA 

CREEK pH, TSS, BOD5, FC, TRC NONE N/A PRIVATE HAULER

SFSTF #6 Y PAG043560 5/4/2005 400 GPD
DUAL SEPTIC TANKS-
BURIED SAND FILTER-
TABLET CHLORINATOR

7-D UNT to MANADA 
CREEK pH, TSS, BOD5, FC, TRC NONE N/A PRIVATE HAULER

SFSTF #7 Y PA0246824 1/16/2009 1200 GPD

SEPTIC TANK-AEROBIC 
TANK-FREE-ACCESS SAND 
FILTERS-TABLET 
CHLORINATOR

7-D UNT to SWATARA 
CREEK pH, TSS, BOD5, FC, TRC NONE NOTED N/A PRIVATE HAULER

SFSTF #8 Y PAG043652 11/14/2001 400 GPD AEROBIC TANK-SAND 
FILTER 7-D UNT to SWATARA 

CREEK pH, TSS, BOD5, FC, TRC PERMIT 
EXPIRED N/A PRIVATE HAULER

SFSTF #9 * PAG043519 5/31/2005 400 GPD * 7-D MANADA CREEK pH, TSS, BOD5, FC, TRC * N/A *

SFSTF #10 Y PAG043568 10/5/2006 400 GPD
SEPTIC TANK-BURIED SAND 
FILTER-TABLET 
CHLORINATOR

7-D MANADA CREEK pH, TSS, BOD5, FC, TRC NONE N/A PRIVATE HAULER

AAF annual average flow P phosphorus TN total nitrogen
BNR biological nutrient removal SBR sequencing batch reactors TRC total residual chlorine
CBOD5 carbonaceous biochemical oxygen demand SFSTF small flow sewage treatment facility TSS total suspended solids
D.O. dissolved oxygen N/A not applicable UNT unnamed tributary
FC fecal coliform NH3-N ammonia nitrogen WWTF wastewater treatment facility
GPD gallons per day NO3 - NO2 nitrate - nitrite
MGD million gallons per day TKN total kjeldahl nitrogen

ABBREVIATION KEY

PRIVATE SINGLE RESIDENCE WWTF's

* RECORDS FOR THIS INFORMATION COULD NOT BE LOCATED

LTL CONSULTANTS, LTD. PAGE 2 PN 0507-0803
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EAST HANOVER TOWNSHIP BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
DAUPHIN COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA

8848 JONESTOWN ROAD, GRANTVILLE, PA 17028-9545
(717) 469-0833 FAX (717) 469-1442

March 23, 2009

East Hanover Township Property Owner

RE: Well Water and Sewage Needs Survey

Dear East Hanover Township Property Owner:

As you may remember from efforts in 2006 and 2007, East Hanover Township is in the process
of updating its Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan. The Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan is an adopted
municipal document outlining the current situation and planning for future management of
sewage. The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PA DEP) requires that all
municipalities update their Act 537 Plans on a regular basis.

An important part of the planning process is gathering information about the condition of
existing wells and on-lot sewage disposal systems so that the sewage disposal needs throughout
the Township can be accurately determined. This information was gathered from many homes in
the form of a Sewage Needs Survey administered in 2006. The second part of this process
requires the Township to field-verify the information for a major portion of these surveys and
acquire well water samples to locate areas of concern. As we have reached this important phase
of the project, we are asking for your participation to complete this task.

Your participation would involve accepting a visit from a L TL Consultants representative
(wearing a photo identity badge) at your home, to ask you a few questions, take a brief look at
your septic system, and obtain a well water sample. Well water samples will be taken to a
certified laboratory to evaluate the presence of harmful nitrates and coliform bacteria that could
contaminate the community's drinking water. Should it be determined that your system has a
malfunction or there is contamination found in your sample you will be notified, but no
enforcement action will occur as a result of this survey. Your participation in this project is
voluntary, but essential for creating an effective assessment for the community.

As a benefit of fully participating in the survey, you will receive a confidential drinking water
analysis free of charge. At the completion of the lab testing (earlier if you have coliform
contamination), you will receive an official report of the results. Sampling hours are Monday
through Thursday from 8:00 am to 2:00 pm. Special arrangements (evenings and Sundays) may
be made by phone. As samples may be limited, those who desire a water sample are advised
to make appointments as soon as possible. For questions and appointments please contact
Mary Anne McCarthy at LTL Consultants' toll free number, 1-888-987-8886.

Thank you for your participation in this project.

Sincerely,
East Hanover Township Board of Supervisors
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East Hanover Township, Dauphin County  ACT 537 Sewage Facilities Plan 
 

APPENDIX 3.0 – MAPS 
3.1 East Hanover Township Study Area 
3.2 USDA Soil Map Units 
3.2A Prime Farmland 
3.3  Geologic Features 
3.4 Floodplains /Steep Slopes 
3.5 Public Water Supplies 
3.6 Wetlands And Hydric Soils 
3.7 Existing Wastewater Treatment Facilities 
3.8 Study Sectors 
3.9 On-Lot Disposal System (Olds) Malfunctions 
3.10 Well Water Sampling – Nitrate Contamination 
3.11 Well Water Sampling – Coliform Contamination 
3.12 Suitability For On Lot Systems 
3.13 Problem Areas / Weighted Sum Analysis 
3.14 Zoning Districts 
3.15 Subdivisions And Land Developments 
3.16 Future Growth Potential 
3.17 Buildout Analysis 70% Efficiency 
3.18 Future Sewer Service Areas 
3.19 Prime Agricultural Soils 
3.20 GIS Data Layer Descriptions 
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LAYER NAME DATA ORIGIN

DATE OF 
DOWNLOAD OR 
COMPLETION PROCESS DESCRIPTION LAYER NOTES

BUILDOUT 70% EFFICIENCY
LTL CONSULTANTS, DIGITIZED IN 
HOUSE. 04/20/10

CREATED BASED ON SELECTED PARCEL DATA FROM DAUPIN COUNTY GIS 
DEPARTMENT. DATA WAS EDITED BASED ON REDUCTION OF BUILDABLE LAND 
BASED ON NATURAL AND MAN MADE RESTRICTIONS WITH AN ADDITIONAL 30 
PERCENT REMOVED FOR EASEMENT OR OTHER REQUIREMENTS. THE DATASET 
WAS FURTHER ANALYZED BASED ON NUMBER OF PERMISSABLE BUILDABLE 
LOTS BASED ON EHT ZONING DISTRICT REGULATIONS. 

USED TO CALCULATE A POTENTIAL BUILDOUT FOR 
ENTIRE TOWNSHIP. 

CAPCACITY / PLAN INCLUSION REQUESTS

DAUPHIN COUNTY GIS 
DEPARTMENT, MODIFIED BY LTL 
CONSULTANTS 04/12/10

PROPERTIES WERE SELECTED FROM THE DAUPHIN COUNTY PARCEL SHAPEFILE 
BASED ON WRITTEN REQUESTS 

THIS LAYER SHOWS FROM PROPERTY OWNERS TO THE 
TOWNSHIP FOR SEWAGE TREATMENT CAPACITY, 
CONNECTION TO THE SYSTEM, 0R CONSIDERATION FOR 
INCLUSION IN THE ACT 537 PLAN REVISION OF 2010. 

COUNTY BOUNDARIES PENNDOT 09/01/09 COUNTY BOUNDARIES
DATA DOWNLOADED FROM SOURCE AND MAPPED 
WITHOUT MANIPULATION

EAST HANOVER TOWNSHIP EXISTING 
SEWER  LAYERS

LTL CONSULTANTS, DIGITIZED IN 
HOUSE. 04/03/10

POINT, LINE, AND POLYGON DATASETS DERRIVED FROM EHT AS BUILT 
DRAWINGS

DIGITIZED FROM SCANNED AND CAD DRAWING SETS 
PROVIDED BY EHT - MANHOLES, SEWER MAINS, PUMP 
STATIONS AND TREATMENT PLANTS. 

EAST HANOVER TOWNSHIP SEWER 
SERVICE AREAS

LTL CONSULTANTS, DIGITIZED IN 
HOUSE. 04/22/10

CREATED BASED ON SELECTION OF PARCELS IN REQUIRED PROXIMITY TO 
PROPOSED SEWER, ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS FOR CONNECTIONS OF 
HOMES, EXISTING USERS, AND TYPE OF SEWER MAINS (COLLECTION SYSTEM 
MAINS ONLY) INTERCEPTOR AND TRANSFER MAINS ARE NOT INCLUDED. 

USED TO DELINEATE POTENTIAL SEWER SERVICE AND 
ON LOT MANAGEMENT AREAS. 

FLOODPLAIN OVERLAY ZONE
LTL CONSULTANTS, DIGITIZED IN 
HOUSE. 09/01/09

POLYGON LAYERS REPRESENTING THE FEMA 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN AND EAST 
HANOVER TOWNSHIP DELINEATED FLOODPLAIN OVERLAY

CREATION OF THE FLOODPLAIN LAYER BASED ON EHT 
ZONING REGLUATIONS FRO FLOODPLAIN OVERLAY 
ZONE

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT PROPERTIES
LTL CONSULTANTS, DIGITIZED IN 
HOUSE. 04/20/10

CREATED BASED ON SELECTED PARCEL DATA FROM DAUPIN COUNTY GIS 
DEPARTMENT. DATA WAS SELECTED BASED ON OWNERSHIP, LAND USE CODE, 
AND AREA ATTRIBUTES., PROPERTIES ALSO REQUESTING CONSIDERATION IN 
THE PLAN OR FUTURE CONNECTIONS WERE ALSO ADDED.  

USED TO REPRESENT POTENTIAL AREAS WHERE 
DEVELOPMENT MAY OCCUR IN THE FUTURE. 

GEOLOGIC FEATURES
PA NATURAL RESOURCES AND 
CONSERVATION SERVICE 09/01/09

POLYGON DATA FOR BEDROCK ROCK FORMATION AND CORRESPONDING 
LITHOLOGY FOR PENNSYLVANIA

DATA DOWNLOADED FROM SOURCE AND MAPPED 
WITHOUT MANIPULATION

LAKES / RIVERS / PONDS
DAUPHIN COUNTY GIS 
DEPARTMENT 09/01/09

POLYGON DATA REPRESENTING PONDS, LAKES AND RIVER BOUNDARIES FOR 
MAJOR WATERBODIES IN DAUPHIN COUNTY

DATA DOWNLOADED FROM SOURCE AND MAPPED 
WITHOUT MANIPULATION

MAJOR ROADS PENNDOT 09/01/09
MAJOR ROADS DATASET SHOWING ROAD CENTERLINES AND CHARACTERISTICS 
FOR ALL STATE AND NATIONAL ROADS IN PENNSYLVANIA

DATA DOWNLOADED FROM SOURCE AND MAPPED 
WITHOUT MANIPULATION

MUNICIPAL BOUNDARIES
DAUPHIN COUNTY GIS 
DEPARTMENT 09/01/09 DAUPHIN COUNTY MUNDICPAL BOUNDAIRES

DATA DOWNLOADED FROM SOURCE AND MAPPED 
WITHOUT MANIPULATION

GIS DATA LAYER DESCRIPTIONS
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LAYER NAME DATA ORIGIN

DATE OF 
DOWNLOAD OR 
COMPLETION PROCESS DESCRIPTION LAYER NOTES

GIS DATA LAYER DESCRIPTIONS

NATURAL RESTRICTIONS
LTL CONSULTANTS, DIGITIZED IN 
HOUSE. 04/03/10

POLYGON DATASET DERRIVED FROM RESTRICTIVE AREAS BASED ON EHT LAND 
USE REGULATIONS

MERGE OF FLOODPLAIN OVERLAY, STREAM BUFFER, 
NWI,  AND STEEP SLOPE DATA SETS

OLDS MALFUNCTIONS
LTL CONSULTANTS, DIGITIZED IN 
HOUSE. 04/03/10

POINT DATA DERRIVED FROM THE MAPPING OF 2006 SANITARY NEEDS SURVEY 
AND 2009 FIELD VERIFICATIONS

MAPPED BASED ON NEW SANITARY NEEDS DATABASE 
COMPLETED AT TIME OF WELL WATER SAMPLING. 

OLDS SUITABILTIY RANKING
LTL CONSULTANTS, DIGITIZED IN 
HOUSE. 04/03/10

RASTER DATA DERRIVED FROM RANKING SOIL SUITABILITY FOR OLDS 
(CONVENTIONAL)  FROM SSURGO DATABASE

SUITABILITY CALCULATED BY RANKING EACH LAYER 
DERRIVED USING USDA SOIL DATA VIEWER SOFTWARE 
AND OVERLAID & RE-RANKED. 

PARCEL BOUNDARIES
DAUPHIN COUNTY GIS 
DEPARTMENT 09/01/09 PARCEL BOUNDARIES AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR EAST HANOVER TOWNSHIP

DATA DOWNLOADED FROM SOURCE AND MAPPED 
WITHOUT MANIPULATION

POTENTIAL FUTURE LAND DEVELOPMENT

DAUPHIN COUNTY GIS 
DEPARTMENT, MODIFIED BY LTL 
CONSULTANTS 04/12/10

PROPERTIES WERE SELECTED FROM THE DAUPHIN COUNTY PARCEL SHAPEFILE 
BASED ON ANALYSIS OF DAUPHIN COUNTY LAND USE CODES, AERIAL 
PHOTOGRAPHIC CONFIRMATION, AND IFORMATION PROVIDED BY TOWNSHIP 

THIS LAYER SHOWS LAND POTENTIALLY AVAILABLE FOR 
DELVELOPMENT UNDER DAUPHIN COUNTY BOARD OF 
ASSESSMENT AND RECORDER OF DEEDS INFO.  

PUBLIC WATER SUPPLIES
LTL CONSULTANTS, DIGITIZED IN 
HOUSE. 04/0310 POINT LAYER CREATED USING DATA DERRIVED FROM PADEP PERMIT RECORDS

DATA MAPPED BASED ON LOCATION INFORMATION IN 
PADEP RECORDS

PUBLIC WELL SUPPLY AREAS PAGWIS (SEE ABOVE) 04/19/10 PARCELS SELECTED AND DISOVLED BASED ON MAPPING REQUIREMENTS

IDENTIFIES THE BASIC SERVICE AREA (BASED ON 
PARCEL BOUNDARIES ALONE) OF THE HIGHLIGHTED 
PAGWIS PUBLIC WELLS

PUBLIC WELLS
PENNSYLVANIA GROUND WATER 
INFORMATION SYSTEM  (PAGWIS) 04/19/10

DWNLOADED AND SORTED TABLE BASED ON WELL USE AND WATER USE 
FIELDS. WITHDRAW WELL USE AND PUBLIC USE WATER USE WERE SELECTED 
AND MAPPED BASED ON XY COORDINATES. CORRECTED USING AERIAL 
PHOTOGRAPHY. WELLS THAT DID NOT FIT PADEP DESCRIPTION OF PUBLIC 
WATER USE WERE ELIMINATED. 

IDENTIFIES WELL LOCATIONS BASED ON DRILLER 
RECORDS. 

RESID ENTIAL HOLDING TANKS
LTL CONSULTANTS, DIGITIZED IN 
HOUSE. 04/03/10

POINT DATA DERRIVED FROM THE MAPPING OF 2006 SANITARY NEEDS SURVEY, 
SEO RECORDED MALFUNCTIONS,  AND 2009 FIELD VERIFICATIONS

MAPPED BASED ON NEW SANITARY NEEDS DATABASE 
COMPLETED AT TIME OF WELL WATER SAMPLING. 

SRBC WATERSHEDS
SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN 
COMMISSION 04/03/10

POLYGON DATA SHOWING MINOR WATERSHED BOUNDARIES IN EAST HANOVER 
TOWNSHIP

DATA DOWNLOADED FROM SOURCE AND MAPPED 
WITHOUT MANIPULATION

STEEP SLOPE AREAS
LTL CONSULTANTS, DIGITIZED IN 
HOUSE. 09/01/09

POLYGON LAYERS BASED ON DATA FROM USGS DIGITAL ELEVATION MODELS (30 
METER) 

SLOPE CALCULATED USING SPATIAL ANALYST AND 
CONVERTED TO POLYGONS, DIVIDED INTO 15% AND 25% 
CATEGORIES AS INDICATED BY THE EHT ZONING 
ORDINANCE. 

STREAM CENTERLINES
DAUPHIN COUNTY GIS 
DEPARTMENT 09/01/09

STREAM CENTERLINE AND ATTRIBUTE DATA FOR ALL STREAMS IN DAUPIN 
COUNTY

DATA DOWNLOADED FROM SOURCE AND MAPPED 
WITHOUT MANIPULATION

APPENDIX 3.20
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LAYER NAME DATA ORIGIN

DATE OF 
DOWNLOAD OR 
COMPLETION PROCESS DESCRIPTION LAYER NOTES

GIS DATA LAYER DESCRIPTIONS

STUDY SECTORS
LTL CONSULTANTS, DIGITIZED IN 
HOUSE. 04/03/10

POLYGON DATA DERRIVED FROM SRBC WATERSHEDS AND PENN DOT ROAD 
CENTERLINES DATA

DIGITIZED BASED ON RESTRICTIONS TO FLOW OF 
WATER 

SUBDIVISIONS
LTL CONSULTANTS, DIGITIZED IN 
HOUSE. 04/12/10

DATA WAS DIGITIZED BASED ON DAUPHIN COUNTY PARCEL BOUNDARIES (2009) 
AND INFORMATION PROVIDED BY TOWNSHIP STAFF, REVIEWED BY TOWNSHIP 
ENGINEER, AND STAFF. 

SHOWS ACTIVE SUBDIVISION AND LAND DEVELOPMENT 
BOUNDARIES THAT ARE PERTINENT TO THE WATER AND 
WASTEWATE PLANNING PROCESS. 

USDA SOILS DATA

USDA / NRCS SOIL SURVEY 
GEOGRAPHIC DATABASE 
(SSURGO) 09/01/09 SOILS DATA USED IN ALL SOIL MAPPING APPLICATIONS 

VARIOIUS SOILS LAYERS HAVE BEEN GENERATED USING 
THIS DATABASE. SOIL DATA HAS BEEN MANIPULATED 
USING USDA SOIL DATA VIEWER SOFTWARE. THESE 
LAYERS INCLUDE MAP UNITS, PRIME FARMLAND, PRIME 
AGRICULTURAL SOILS, ON LOT SYSTEM SUITABILITY, 
AND HYDRIC SOILS. 

WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILILTIES
LTL CONSULTANTS, DIGITIZED IN 
HOUSE. 04/03/10 POINT LAYER CREATED USING DATA DERRIVED FROM PADEP PERMIT RECORDS

DATA MAPPED BASED ON LOCATION INFORMATION IN 
PADEP RECORDS

WEIGHTED SUM ANALYSIS
LTL CONSULTANTS, DIGITIZED IN 
HOUSE. 04/03/10

RASTER DATA DERRIVED FROM POINT DATA FOR MALFUNCTIONS, NITRATE, AND 
COLIFORM CONTAMINATION. 

POINT DATA WAS INTERPOLATED USING SPATIAL 
ANALYST SOFTWARE, THE RESULTING RASTERS WERE 
RANKED AN D NORMALIZED. THESE LAYERS WERE THEN 
RUN THROUGH SPATIAL ANALYST WEIGHTED SUM 
ANALYSIS SOFTWARE TO COMPILE AND RE RANK. 

WELL WATER SAMPLING (NITRATES AND 
COLIFORM) DATASETS

LTL CONSULTANTS, DIGITIZED IN 
HOUSE. 04/03/10

POINT AND POLYGON DATA DERRIVED FROM THE WELL WATER SAMPLING, 
PARCEL CENTROIDS AND GPS LOCATION IN THE FIELD. 

LAYERS CREATED BASED ON PADEP REQUIREMENTS 
FOR REPORTING WELL WATER CONTAMINATION AND 
BUFFERS FOR POINTS WITH ELEVATED NITRATES. 

WETLANDS NATIONAL WETLAND INVENTORY 04/03/10
POLYGON DATA DERRIVED FROM NWI DATA DOWNLOADED FROM 
PENNSYLVANIA SPATIAL DATA ACCESS WEBSITE (PASDA)

DATA DOWNLOADED FROM SOURCE AND MAPPED 
WITHOUT MANIPULATION

ZONING DISTRICTS
LTL CONSULTANTS, DIGITIZED IN 
HOUSE. 04/22/10

DIGITIZED BASED ON ORIGINAL ZONING MAP AND ADDITIONAL CHANGES TO 
ZONING DISTRICTS THROUGH ORIDINANCE

ZONING LAYERS ARE REPORTED AS CURRENT BY 
TOWNSHIP ENGINEER
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APPENDIX 4.0 – TECHNICAL ALTERNATIVES 
4.1 Alternative Maps 
4.2 Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory 
4.3 Pennsylvania Historical And Museum Commission 
4.4 PA DEP – Preliminary Treatment Requirements 
4.5 Alternative Cost Estimate Worksheets 
4.6 Alternative Economic Analysis 
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APPENDIX 4.1. TECHNICAL ALTERNATIVES: MAPS 
 

ALTERNATIVES 1.A.1 – RIDGE ROAD EXTENSION 

 

I-81 Crossing  
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ALTERNATIVE 1.A.2 & 1.A.3 – I-81 CROSSING 

 

APPENDIX 4.1
Page 2 of 9



 
ALTERNATIVE 2.A – DAIRY LANE 

 
ALTERNATIVE 2.B 
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ALTERNATIVE 2.C 
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ALTERNATIVE 2.D 
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ALTERNATIVE 2.E 

 
ALTERNATIVES 4.A.1 & 4.A.2 
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ALTERNATIVE 4.B.1 &4.B.2 

 

4.B.1 – 
COLLECTION
SYSTEM 

4.B.2 – TRANSMISSION TO 
DAIRY LANE WWTP 
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ALTERNATIVE 4.C 
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ALTERNATIVE 4.F 
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SELECTED TECHNICAL ALTERNATIVES
PHMC SEARCH MAP

EAST HANOVER TOWNSHIP
ACT 537 PLAN REVISION

DATA SOURCES:
DATA SOURCE INFORMATION FOR ALL MAPPING
IS PROVIDED IN SECTION _______ OF THE PLAN.
MAP USE:
THIS MAP IS FOR REFERENCE USE ONLY, NOT
INTENDED FOR USES REQUIRING ENGINEERING
OR SURVEY ACCURACY.

F:\EHT\ACT 537\MAPS_FINAL\App 4.2 PNDI PHMC SEARCH MAP DRAFT042610.mxd

LEGEND
PROPOSED MAINS
PROPOSED PUMP STATIONS

USGS QUADRANGLE "HERSHEY PA"
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Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Extended Price

1 Furnish and Install 8" SDR-35 Sewer Line in Township 
Roadway and shoulder (7-10' depth) 2350 LF $85 $199,750 

2 Sewer Manholes 7 EA $5,000 $35,000 

3 Furnish and Install 6" SDR-35 Sewer laterals, all 
depths 2200 LF $60 $132,000 

4 Furnish and install 8" x 6" Wye fittings for house 
laterals 22 EA $60 $1,320 

5 Landscaping Allowance, to be used as directed by 
Engineer for new trees 1 Allowance $10,000 $10,000 

6

Permanent Roadway (paved and/or gravel) and 
Shoulder restoration, mains and laterals (not including 
1 1/2" wearing course)(temporary restoration 
incidental)

1 LS $105,600 $105,600 

7
Easement Restoration, mains and laterals (not 
including 1 1/2" wearing course)(temporary restoration 
incidental)

2560 LF $5 $12,800 

8 Permanent Roadway 1 1/2" wearing course 5500 SY $8 $44,000 

9 Inspection and Testing Allowance 1 Allowance $5,000 $5,000 

$190,750

$900,000

Area 2 - Pheasant Road

$545,000

$163,500

SUBTOTAL = 

 Engineering/Admin/Legal/ROW (30%) = 

CONTINGENCY (35%) = 

TOTAL ESTIMATE = 

Area 2-Pheasant Rd 9/10/2010
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Project Cost Less Project
Current Tapping Fee Estimated Existing Existing  Existing Future  Tapping Fee Future Future Future Existing Remaining 20-Year

OPTION Estimated Tapping Generated Yearly Sewer Debt Operating Current Project Future Reserve and Sewer Sewer Operating Debt Future Debt Remaining
OPTION Alternative Description SCHEDULE EDU's Cost Fee / EDU Revenue Operating Costs Rate Service Costs EDUs Cost Balance Reserve Balance Rate Revenue Cost Service Revenue Service Revenue

1.A
Extend sewer to existing properties along Ridge Road and connect before 
crossing I-81

10 37 1,790,000$      3,484$         128,908$       $10,286 $640 $345,473 228,379$       822 2,291,351$       2,914,891$       (788,553)$               1,224$    $1,184,949 $344,300 $358,728 $481,920 -$60,621 $542,541

2.A
Connect properties along Dairy Lane as part of the Englewood Sewer Project 10 8 16,850$           3,484$         27,872$         $2,224 $640 $345,473 228,379$       822 21,569$            2,914,891$       (2,929,000)$            1,224$    $1,149,449 $333,980 $358,728 $456,741 -$225,170 $681,911

2.B
Connect Kelly Court and Faith Road to existing system in Preserve at Bow 
Creek Phase I

10 24 1,470,000$      3,484$         83,616$         $6,672 $640 $345,473 228,379$       822 1,881,724$       2,914,891$       (1,140,202)$            1,224$    $1,169,035 $339,674 $358,728 $470,633 -$87,654 $558,287

2.D
Install gravity mains to serve Shady Lane, Canal Road and Trail Road along 
with a Pump Staion to Dairy Lane WWTP

10 75 3,820,000$      3,484$         261,300$       $20,850 $640 $345,473 228,379$       822 4,889,923$       2,914,891$       1,640,546$              1,224$    $1,231,465 $357,823 $358,728 $514,914 $126,119 $388,795

2.E Extend proposed Partridge Hills Sewer system to Pheasant Road 10 31 900,000$         3,484$         108,004$       $8,618 $640 $345,473 228,379$       822 1,152,076$       2,914,891$       (1,901,069)$            1,224$    $1,177,604 $342,165 $358,728 $476,711 -$146,147 $622,857

4.F Connect properties along Hunter Ln, Red Fox Ln, Mill Rd, Campbell Ct, 
Circle Dr, Sycamore Ln, Chestnut Pl, Carlson Rd and Crooked Hill Rd via PS 
to Dairy Lane WWTP

10 180 8,960,000$      3,484$         627,120$       $50,040 $640 $345,473 228,379$       822 11,469,558$     2,914,891$       7,751,900$              1,224$    $1,359,998 $395,189 $358,728 $606,081 $595,936 $10,145

NOTE:  Financing based on a term of 20-years at a rate of 4% 
Assumed Sewer Rate Increase: 6.7%
Assumed Rate of Return 3.5%

EXISTING TOWNSHIP SEWER

EAST HANOVER TOWNSHIP
ACT 537 SEWAGE FACILITIES PLAN

Alternative Economic Analysis
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