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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

BUREAU OF WATER STANDARDS AND FACILITY REGULATION 
 

Act 537 Plan Content and Environmental Assessment Checklist 
PART 1  GENERAL INFORMATION 

A. Project Information  

1. Project Name  Straban Township Act 537 Plan Revision 

2. Brief Project Description   Township-wide revision of the Act 537 Plan 

B. Client (Municipality) Information  
Municipality Name County City Boro Twp 

Straban Township Adams    

Municipality Contact Individual - Last Name First Name MI Suffix Title  

Martin Troy A       Board Chairman 

Additional Individual Last Name First Name MI Suffix Title 

                          

Municipality Mailing Address Line 1 Mailing Address Line 2 

1745 Granite Station Road       

Address Last Line -- City State ZIP+4 

Gettysburg PA 17325 

Phone + Ext. FAX (optional) Email (optional) 

717-334-4833 717-334-0061       

C. Site Information  
Site (or Project) Name 

Straban Township 

 
  (Municipal Name) Act 537 Plan 

Site Location Line 1  
Gettysburg 

Site Location Line 2 
      

D. Project Consultant Information  
Last Name  

Heerbrandt 

First Name 

Paul 

MI 

F 

Suffix 

P.E. 
Title 

Environmental Engineer 

Consulting Firm Name 

Wm. F. Hill & Assoc., Inc. 
Mailing Address Line 1 

207 Baltimore Street 

Mailing Address Line 2 

      
Address Last Line – City 

Gettysburg 

State 

PA 

ZIP+4 

17325 

Country 

USA 
Email 
fheerbrandt@wmfhillinc.com 

Phone + Ext. 
717-334-9137 

FAX 
717-334-0714 
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PART 2  ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLETENESS CHECKLIST 
 

DEP 
Use 
Only  

Indicate 
Page #(s) 

in Plan 

In addition to the main body of the plan, the plan must include items one through eight listed 
below to be accepted for formal review by the department. Incomplete Plans will be returned 
unless the municipality is clearly requesting an advisory review. 

      
 

preface 1. Table of Contents 

2. Plan Summary 

       preface A. Identify the proposed service areas and major problems evaluated in the plan. 
(Reference - Title 25, §71.21.a.7.i).  

       preface B. Identify the alternative(s) chosen to solve the problems and serve the areas of need 
identified in the plan.  Also, include any institutional arrangements necessary to 
implement the chosen alternative(s). (Reference Title 25 §71.21.a.7.ii).  

       preface C. Present the estimated cost of implementing the proposed alternative (including the 
user fees) and the proposed funding method to be used. (Reference Title 25, 
§71.21.a.7.ii).  

       preface D. Identify the municipal commitments necessary to implement the Plan. (Reference 
Title 25, §71.21.a.7.iii).  

       preface E. Provide a schedule of implementation for the project that identifies the MAJOR 
milestones with dates necessary to accomplish the project to the point of operational 
status. (Reference Title 25, §71.21.a.7.iv).  

       preface 3. Municipal Adoption:  Original, signed and sealed Resolution of Adoption by the 
municipality which contains, at a minimum, alternatives chosen and a commitment to 
implement the Plan in accordance with the implementation schedule. (Reference Title 
25, §71.31.f) Section V.F. of the Planning Guide.  

       preface 4. Planning Commission / County Health Department Comments:  Evidence that the 
municipality has requested, reviewed and considered comments by appropriate official 
planning agencies of the municipality, planning agencies of the county, planning 
agencies with area wide jurisdiction (where applicable), and any existing county or joint 
county departments of health. (Reference-Title 25, §71.31.b) Section V.E.1 of the 
Planning Guide.  

       preface 5. Publication:  Proof of Public Notice which documents the proposed plan adoption, plan 
summary, and the establishment and conduct of a 30 day comment period. (Reference-
Title 25, §71.31.c) Section V.E.2 of the Planning Guide.  

       preface 6. Comments and Responses:  Copies of ALL written comments received and municipal 
response to EACH comment in relation to the proposed plan. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.31.c) Section V.E.2 of the Planning Guide.  

       preface 7. Implementation Schedule:  A complete project implementation schedule with milestone 
dates specific for each existing and future area of need. Other activities in the project 
implementation schedule should be indicated as occurring a finite number of days from a 
major milestone. (Reference-Title 25, §71.31.d) Section V.F. of the Planning Guide. 
Include dates for the future initiation of feasibility evaluations in the project’s 
implementation schedule for areas proposing completion of sewage facilities for planning 
periods in excess of five years.  (Reference Title 25, §71.21.c).  

       68-71 8. Consistency Documentation:  Documentation indicating that the appropriate agencies 
have received, reviewed and concurred with the method proposed to resolve identified 
inconsistencies within the proposed alternative and consistency requirements in 
71.21.(a)(5)(i-iii).  (Reference-Title 25, §71.31.e).  Appendix B of the Planning Guide.  
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PART 3  GENERAL PLAN CONTENT CHECKLIST 
DEP 
Use 
Only 

 Indicate 
Page #(s) 

in Plan Item Required 

       1-10 I. Previous Wastewater Planning 

A. Identify, describe and briefly analyze all past wastewater planning for its impact on 
the current planning effort: 

             1. Previously undertaken under the Sewage Facilities Act (Act 537).  (Reference-
Act 537, Section 5 §d.1). 

             2. Has not been carried out according to an approved implementation schedule 
contained in the plans.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.A-D).  Section V.F of 
the Planning Guide. 

             3. Is anticipated or planned by applicable sewer authorities or approved under a 
Chapter 94 Corrective Action Plan. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.A&B).  
Section V.D. of the Planning Guide. 

             4. Through planning modules for new land development, planning “exemptions” 
and addenda. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.A). 

    

       11-19 II. Physical and Demographic Analysis utilizing written description and mapping 
(All items listed below require maps, and all maps should show all current  lots and 
structures and be of appropriate scale to clearly show significant information). 

             A. Identification of planning area(s), municipal boundaries, Sewer 
Authority/Management Agency service area boundaries.  (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.1.i). 

             B. Identification of physical characteristics (streams, lakes, impoundments, natural 
conveyance, channels, drainage basins in the planning area). (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.1.ii). 

             C. Soils - Analysis with description by soil type and soils mapping for areas not 
presently served by sanitary sewer service.  Show areas suitable for in-ground 
onlot systems, elevated sand mounds, individual residential spray irrigation  
systems, and areas unsuitable for soil dependent systems. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.1.iii).  Show Prime Agricultural Soils and any locally protected agricultural 
soils. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.1.iii). 

             D. Geologic Features - (1) Identification through analysis, (2) mapping and (3) their 
relation to existing or potential nitrate-nitrogen pollution and drinking water 
sources.  Include areas where existing nitrate-nitrogen levels are in excess of 5 
mg/L.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.1.iii). 

             E. Topography - Depict areas with slopes that are suitable for conventional systems; 
slopes that are suitable for elevated sand mounds and slopes that are unsuitable 
for onlot systems. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.1.ii). 

             F. Potable Water Supplies - Identification through mapping, description and analysis. 
Include public water supply service areas and available public water supply 
capacity and aquifer yield for groundwater supplies. (Reference-Title 25 
§71.21.a.1.vi).  Section V.C. of the  Planning Guide. 
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             G. Wetlands-Identify wetlands as defined in Title 25, Chapter 105 by description, 
analysis and  mapping.  Include National Wetland Inventory mapping and potential 
wetland areas per USDA, SCS mapped hydric soils.  Proposed collection, 
conveyance and treatment facilities and lines must be located and labeled, along 
with the identified wetlands, on the map. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.1.v).  
Appendix B, Section II.I of the Planning Guide.  

       20-30 III. Existing Sewage Facilities in the Planning Area - Identifying the Existing Needs 

A. Identify, map and describe municipal and non-municipal, individual and 
community sewerage systems in the planning area including:  

             1. Location, size and ownership of treatment facilities, main intercepting lines, 
pumping stations and force mains including their size, capacity, point of 
discharge.  Also include the name of the receiving stream, drainage basin, 
and the facility’s effluent discharge requirements. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21a.2.i.A).  

             2. A narrative and schematic diagram of the facility’s basic treatment processes 
including the facility’s NPDES permitted capacity, and the Clean Streams Law 
permit number.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.i.A). 

             3. A description of problems with existing facilities (collection, conveyance and/or 
treatment), including existing or projected overload under Title 25, Chapter 94 
(relating to municipal wasteload management) or violations of the NPDES 
permit, Clean Streams Law permit, or other permit, rule or regulation of DEP. 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.i.B). 

             4. Details of scheduled or in-progress upgrading or expansion of treatment 
facilities and the anticipated completion date of the improvements.  Discuss 
any remaining reserve capacity and the policy concerning the allocation of 
reserve capacity. Also discuss the compatibility of the rate of growth to 
existing and proposed wastewater treatment facilities. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.4.i & ii). 

             5. A detailed description of the municipality’s operation and maintenance 
requirements for small flow treatment facility systems, including the status of 
past and present compliance with these requirements and any other 
requirements relating to sewage management programs. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.2.i.C). 

             6. Disposal areas, if other than stream discharge, and any applicable 
groundwater limitations.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.i & ii). 

       39-47 B. Using DEP’s publication titled Sewage Disposal Needs Identification, identify, map 
and describe areas that utilize individual and community onlot sewage disposal 
and, unpermitted collection and disposal systems (“wildcat” sewers, borehole 
disposal, etc.) and retaining tank systems in the planning area including: 

             1. The types of onlot systems in use. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.ii.A). 

             2. A sanitary survey complete with description, map and tabulation of 
documented and potential public health, pollution, and operational problems 
(including malfunctioning systems) with the systems, including violations of 
local ordinances, the Sewage Facilities Act, the Clean Stream Law or 
regulations promulgated thereunder. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.ii.B). 

             3. A comparison of the types of onlot sewage systems installed in an area with 
the types of systems which are appropriate for the area according to soil, 
geologic conditions, topographic limitations sewage flows, and Title 25 Chapter 
73 (relating to standards for sewage disposal facilities). (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.2.ii.C). 
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             4. An individual water supply survey to identify possible contamination by 
malfunctioning onlot sewage disposal systems consistent with DEP’s Sewage 
Disposal Needs Identification publication.  (Reference-Title 25 §71.21.a.2.ii.B). 

             5. Detailed description of operation and maintenance requirements of the 
municipality for individual and small volume community onlot systems, including 
the status of past and present compliance with these requirements and any 
other requirements relating to sewage management programs.  (Reference-
Title 25, §71.21.a.2.i.C). 

             C. Identify wastewater sludge and septage generation, transport and disposal 
methods. Include this information in the sewage facilities alternative analysis 
including: 

             1. Location of sources of wastewater sludge or septage (Septic tanks, holding 
tanks, wastewater treatment facilities).  (Reference-Title 25 §71.71). 

             2. Quantities of the types of sludges or septage generated.  (Reference-Title 25 
§71.71). 

             3. Present disposal methods, locations, capacities and transportation methods.  
(Reference-Title 25 §71.71). 

    

       31-38 IV.  Future Growth and Land Development 

A. Identify and briefly summarize all municipal and county planning documents 
adopted pursuant to the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code (Act 247) 
including: 

             1. All land use plans and zoning maps that identify residential, commercial, 
industrial, agricultural, recreational and open space areas. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.3.iv). 

             2. Zoning or subdivision regulations that establish lot sizes predicated on sewage 
disposal methods. (Reference – Title 25§71.21.a.3.iv). 

             3. All limitations and plans related to floodplain and stormwater management and 
special protection (Ch. 93) areas.  (Reference-Title 25 §71.21.a.3.iv) Appendix 
B, Section II.F of the Planning Guide. 

   B. Delineate and describe the following through map, text and analysis. 

             1. Areas with existing development or plotted subdivisions.  Include the name, 
location, description, total number of EDU’s in development, total number of 
EDU’s currently developed and total number of EDU’s remaining to be 
developed (include time schedule for EDU’s remaining to be developed). 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.3.i). 

             2. Land use designations established under the Pennsylvania Municipalities 
Planning Code (35 P.S. 10101-11202), including residential, commercial and 
industrial areas. (Reference-Title 25,§71.21.a.3.ii). Include a comparison of 
proposed land use as allowed by zoning and existing sewage facility 
planning. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.3.iv). 

             3. Future growth areas with population and EDU projections for these areas 
using historical, current and future population figures and projections of the 
municipality.  Discuss and evaluate discrepancies between local, county, 
state and federal projections as they relate to sewage facilities.  (Reference-
Title 25, §71.21.a.1.iv). (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.3.iii). 
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             4. Zoning, and/or subdivision regulations; local, county or regional 
comprehensive plans; and existing plans of any other agency relating to the 
development, use and protection of land and water resources with special 
attention to: (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.3.iv). 

--public ground/surface water supplies 

--recreational water use areas 

--groundwater recharge areas 

--industrial water use 

--wetlands 

             5. Sewage planning necessary to provide adequate wastewater treatment for 
five and ten year future planning periods based on projected growth of 
existing and proposed wastewater collection and treatment facilities. 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.3.v). 

       48-59 V. Identify Alternatives to Provide New or Improved Wastewater Disposal Facilities 

A. Conventional collection, conveyance, treatment and discharge alternatives 
including: 

             1. The potential for regional wastewater treatment. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.4). 

             2. The potential for extension of existing municipal or non-municipal sewage 
facilities to areas in need of new or improved sewage facilities. (Reference-
Title 25, §71.21.a.4.i). 

             3. The potential for the continued use of existing municipal or non-municipal 
sewage facilities through one or more of the following: (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.4.ii). 

             a. Repair. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.ii.A). 

             b. Upgrading. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.ii.B). 

             c. Reduction of hydraulic or organic loading to existing facilities. (Reference-
Title 25, §71.71). 

             d. Improved operation and maintenance. Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.ii.C). 

             e. Other applicable actions that will resolve or abate the identified problems.  
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.ii.D). 

             4. Repair or replacement of existing collection and conveyance system 
components. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.ii.A). 

      
 

      5. The need for construction of new community sewage systems including sewer 
systems and/or treatment facilities. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.iii). 

             6. Use of innovative/alternative methods of collection/conveyance to serve 
needs areas using existing wastewater treatment facilities. (Reference-Title 
25, §71.21.a.4.ii.B). 

             B. The use of individual sewage disposal systems including individual residential 
spray irrigation systems based on: 

             1. Soil and slope suitability. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.ii.C). 

             2. Preliminary hydrogeologic evaluation. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.ii.C). 

             3. The establishment of a sewage management program. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.4.iv). See also Part “F” below. 

             4. The repair, replacement or upgrading of existing malfunctioning systems in 
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areas suitable for onlot disposal considering: (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4). 

             a. Existing technology and sizing requirements of Title 25 Chapter 73.  
(Reference-Title 25, §73.31-73.72).  

             b. Use of expanded absorption areas or alternating absorption areas.  
(Reference-Title 25, §73.16). 

             c. Use of water conservation devices. (Reference-Title 25, §71.73.b.2.iii). 

             C. The use of small flow sewage treatment facilities or package treatment facilities to 
serve individual homes or clusters of homes with consideration of:  (Reference-Title 
25, §71.64.d).  

             1. Treatment and discharge requirements. (Reference-Title 25, §71.64.d).  

             2. Soil suitability. (Reference-Title 25, §71.64.c.l).  

             3. Preliminary hydrogeologic evaluation. (Reference-Title 25, §71.64.c.2).  

             4. Municipal, Local, Agency or other controls over operation and maintenance 
requirements through a Sewage Management Program.  (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.64.d). See Part “F” below.  

             D. The use of community land disposal alternatives including:  

             1. Soil and site suitability.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.ii.C).  

             2. Preliminary hydrogeologic evaluation. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.2.ii.C).  

             3. Municipality, Local Agency or Other Controls over operation and maintenance 
requirements through a Sewage Management  Program (Reference-Title25, 
§71.21.a.2.ii.C). See Part “F” below.  

             4. The rehabilitation or replacement of existing malfunctioning community land 
disposal systems.  (See Part “V”, B, 4, a, b, c above). See also Part “F” below.  

             E. The use of retaining tank alternatives on a temporary or permanent basis including: 
(Reference- Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             1. Commercial, residential and industrial use. (Reference-Title 25, §71.63.e).  

             2 Designated conveyance facilities (pumper trucks). (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.63.b.2).  

             3. Designated treatment facilities or disposal site. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.63.b.2).  

             4. Implementation of a retaining tank ordinance by the municipality.  (Reference-
Title 25, §71.63.c.3). See Part “F” below.  

             5. Financial guarantees when retaining tanks are used as an interim sewage 
disposal measure.  ( Reference-Title 25, §71.63.c.2).  

             F. Sewage Management Programs to assure the future operation and maintenance of 
existing and proposed sewage facilities through:  

             1. Municipal ownership or control over the operation and maintenance of 
individual onlot sewage disposal systems, small flow treatment facilities, or 
other traditionally non-municipal treatment facilities. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.4.iv).  

             2. Required inspection of sewage disposal systems on a schedule established 
by the municipality.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.73.b.1.).  

             3. Required maintenance of sewage disposal systems including septic and 
aerobic treatment tanks and other system components on a schedule 
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established by the municipality.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.73.b.2).  

             4. Repair, replacement or upgrading of malfunctioning onlot sewage systems. 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4.iv) and §71.73.b.5 through:  

             a. Aggressive pro-active enforcement of ordinances that require operation 
and maintenance and prohibit malfunctioning systems. (Reference-Title 
25, §71.73.b.5). 

             b. Public education programs to encourage proper operation and 
maintenance and repair of sewage disposal systems. 

             5. Establishment of joint municipal sewage management programs. (Reference-
Title 25, §71.73.b.8).  

             6. Requirements for bonding, escrow accounts, management agencies or 
associations to assure operation and maintenance for non-municipal facilities. 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.71).  

             G. Non-structural comprehensive planning alternatives that can be undertaken to 
assist in meeting existing and future sewage disposal needs including: (Reference-
Title 25, §71.21.a.4). 

1. Modification of existing comprehensive plans involving:  

             a. Land use designations. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             b. Densities. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             c. Municipal ordinances and regulations. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             d. Improved enforcement. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             e. Protection of drinking water sources. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             2. Consideration of a local comprehensive plan to assist in producing sound 
economic and consistent land development. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             3. Alternatives for creating or changing municipal subdivision regulations to 
assure long-term use of on-site sewage disposal that consider lot sizes and 
protection of replacement areas. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             4. Evaluation of existing local agency programs and the need for technical or 
administrative training. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4). 

             H. A no-action alternative which includes discussion of both short-term and long-term 
impacts on:  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             1. Water Quality/Public Health. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             2. Growth potential (residential, commercial, industrial). (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.4).  

             3. Community economic conditions. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             4. Recreational opportunities. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             5. Drinking water sources. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4).  

             6. Other environmental concerns. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.4). 

       60-65, 68-
71 

VI. Evaluation of Alternatives 

A. Technically feasible alternatives identified in Section V of this check-list must be 
evaluated for consistency with respect to the following: (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.5.i.).  

             1. Applicable plans developed and approved under Sections 4 and 5 of the 
Clean Streams Law or Section 208 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C.A. 
1288). (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.A).  Appendix B, Section II.A of the 
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Planning Guide.  

             2. Municipal wasteload management Corrective Action Plans or Annual 
Reports developed under PA Code, Title 25, Chapter 94. (Reference-Title 
25, §71.21.a.5.i.B). The municipality’s recent Wasteload Management 
(Chapter 94) Reports should be examined to determine if the proposed 
alternative is consistent with the recommendations and findings of the report. 
Appendix B, Section II.B of the Planning Guide.  

             3. Plans developed under Title II of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C.A. 1281-
1299) or Titles II and VI of  the  Water  Quality Act of 1987 (33 U.S.C.A 
1251-1376). (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.C).  Appendix B, Section II.E of 
the Planning Guide.  

             4. Comprehensive plans developed under the Pennsylvania Municipalities 
Planning Code.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.D).  The municipality’s 
comprehensive plan must be examined to assure that the proposed 
wastewater disposal alternative is consistent with land use and all other 
requirements stated in the comprehensive plan.  Appendix B, Section II.D of 
the Planning Guide.  

             5. Antidegradation requirements as contained in PA Code, Title 25, Chapters 
93, 95 and 102  (relating to water quality standards, wastewater treatment 
requirements and erosion control) and the Clean Water Act. (Reference-Title 
25, §71.21.a.5.i.E). Appendix B, Section II.F of the Planning Guide.  

             6. State Water Plans developed under the Water Resources Planning Act (42 
U.S.C.A. 1962-1962 d-18). (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.F).  Appendix B, 
Section II.C of the Planning Guide.  

             7. Pennsylvania Prime Agricultural Land Policy contained in Title 4 of the 
Pennsylvania Code, Chapter 7, Subchapter W.  Provide narrative on local 
municipal policy and an overlay map on prime agricultural soils. (Reference-
Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.G). Appendix B, Section II.G of the Planning Guide.  

             8. County Stormwater Management Plans approved by DEP under the Storm 
Water Management Act (32 P.S. 680.1-680.17). (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.5.i.H). Conflicts created by the implementation of the proposed 
wastewater alternative and the existing recommendations for the manage-
ment of stormwater in the county Stormwater Management Plan must be 
evaluated and mitigated.  If no plan exists, no conflict exists.  Appendix B, 
Section II.H of the Planning Guide.  

             9. Wetland Protection. Using wetland mapping developed under Checklist 
Section II.G, identify and discuss mitigative measures including the need to 
obtain permits for any encroachments on wetlands from the construction or 
operation of any proposed wastewater facilities.  (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.5.i.I) Appendix B, Section II.I of the Planning Guide.  

             10. Protection of rare, endangered or threatened plant and animal species 
as identified by the Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI).  
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.J).  Provide DEP with a copy of the 
completed Request For PNDI Search document. Also provide a copy of the 
response letter from the Department of Conservation and Natural Resources’ 
Bureau of Forestry regarding the findings of the PNDI search.  Appendix B, 
Section II.J of the Planning Guide.  

             11. Historical and archaeological resource protection under P.C.S. Title 37, 
Section 507 relating to cooperation by public officials with the Pennsylvania 
Historical and Museum Commission. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.i.K). 
Provide the department with a completed copy of a Cultural Resource Notice 
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request of the Bureau of Historic Preservation (BHP) to provide a listing of 
known historical sites and potential impacts on known archaeological and 
historical sites. Also provide a copy of the response letter from the BHP.  
Appendix B, Section II.K of the Planning Guide.  

             B. Provide for the resolution of any inconsistencies in any of the points identified in 
Section VI.A. of this checklist by submitting a letter from the appropriate agency 
stating that the agency has received, reviewed and concurred with the resolution of 
identified inconsistencies. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.ii).  Appendix B of the 
Planning Guide.  

             C. Evaluate alternatives identified in Section V of this checklist with respect to 
applicable water quality standards, effluent limitations or other technical, legislative 
or legal requirements. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.iii).  

             D. Provide cost estimates using present worth analysis for construction, financing, on 
going administration, operation and maintenance and user fees for alternatives 
identified in Section V of this checklist.  Estimates shall be limited to areas 
identified in the plan as needing improved sewage facilities within five years from 
the date of plan submission. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.iv).  

             E. Provide an analysis of the funding methods available to finance the proposed 
alternatives evaluated in Section V of this checklist.  Also provide documentation to 
demonstrate which alternative and financing scheme combination is the most cost-
effective; and a contingency financial plan to be used if the preferred method of 
financing cannot be implemented.  The funding analysis shall be limited to areas 
identified in the plan as needing improved sewage facilities within five years from 
the date of the plan submission. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.v).  

             F. Analyze the need for immediate or phased implementation of each alternative 
proposed in Section V of this checklist including: (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.5.vi). 

             1. A description of any activities necessary to abate critical public health 
hazards pending completion of  sewage facilities or implementation of 
sewage management programs. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.vi.A).  

             2. A description of the advantages, if any, in phasing construction of the facilities 
or implementation of a sewage management program justifying time schedules 
for each phase.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.5.vi.B).  

             G. Evaluate administrative organizations and legal authority necessary for plan 
implementation. (Reference - Title 25, §71.21.a.5.vi.D.). 

       66-67 VII. Institutional Evaluation 

A. Provide an analysis of all existing wastewater treatment authorities, their past 
actions and present performance including: 

             1. Financial and debt status.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2). 

             2. Available staff and administrative resources. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2) 

             3. Existing legal authority to:  

             a. Implement wastewater planning recommendations. 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

             b. Implement system-wide operation and maintenance 
activities. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

             c.  Set user fees and take purchasing actions. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.61.d.2).  

             d. Take enforcement actions against ordinance violators. (Reference-Title 25, 
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§71.61.d.2). 

 

             e. Negotiate agreements with other parties. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

             f. Raise capital for construction and operation and maintenance of facilities. 
(Reference-Title 25,§71.61.d.2).  

             B. Provide an analysis and description of the various institutional alternatives 
necessary to implement the proposed technical alternatives including:  

             1. Need for new municipal departments or municipal authorities.  (Reference-
Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

             2. Functions of existing and proposed organizations (sewer authorities, onlot 
maintenance agencies, etc.). (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

             3. Cost of administration, implementability, and the capability of the 
authority/agency to react to future needs. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

             C. Describe all necessary administrative and legal activities to be completed and 
adopted to ensure the implementation of the recommended alternative including:  

             1. Incorporation of authorities or agencies. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

             2. Development of all required ordinances, regulations, standards and inter-
municipal agreements.  (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

             3. Description of activities to provide rights-of-way, easements and land 
transfers. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

             4. Adoption of other municipal sewage facilities plans.  (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.61.d.2).  

             5. Any other legal documents. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2).  

             6. Dates or timeframes for items 1-5 above on the project’s implementation 
schedule.  

             D. Identify the proposed institutional alternative for implementing the chosen technical 
wastewater disposal alternative. Provide justification for choosing the specific 
institutional alternative considering administrative issues, organizational needs and 
enabling legal authority. (Reference-Title 25, §71.61.d.2). 

       preface VIII. Implementation Schedule and Justification for Selected Technical & Institutional 
Alternatives 

A. Identify the technical wastewater disposal alternative which best meets the 
wastewater treatment needs of each study area of the municipality.  Justify the 
choice by providing documentation which shows that it is the best alternative based 
on: 

             1. Existing wastewater disposal needs. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6). 

             2. Future wastewater disposal needs. (five and ten years growth areas). 
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6). 

             3. Operation and maintenance considerations. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6). 

             4. Cost-effectiveness. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6). 

             5. Available management and administrative systems. (Reference-Title 25, 
§71.21.a.6). 

             6.  Available financing methods. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6). 
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             7. Environmental soundness and compliance with natural resource planning 
and preservation programs. (Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6). 

             B. Designate and describe the capital financing plan chosen to implement the 
selected alternative(s). Designate and describe the chosen back-up financing plan.  
(Reference-Title 25, §71.21.a.6) 

             C. Designate and describe the implementation schedule for the recommended 
alternative, including justification for any proposed phasing of construction or 
implementation of a Sewage Management Program. (Reference – Title 25 
§71.31d) 

   IX. Environmental Report (ER) generated from the Uniform Environmental Review 
Process (UER) 

       n/a A. Complete an ER as required by the UER process and as described in the DEP 
Technical Guidance 381-5511-111.  Include this document as “Appendix A” to the 
Act 537 Plan Update Revision.  Note:  An ER is required only for Wastewater 
projects proposing funding through any of the funding sources identified in the 
UER. 

    

 



Public Notice 
 
Notice is hereby given that the Straban Township Supervisors, Straban Township, Adams 
County, Pennsylvania, are considering action on a proposed official Act 537 Comprehensive 
Sewage Facilities Plan Revision developed in accordance with the regulations and requirements 
of the Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act. The Plan Revision recommends continued extension 
of central sewerage service, on-site septic system management, and control of the proliferation of 
private central sewage collection and treatment facilities. No public construction projects are 
proposed. A copy of the plan will be available for inspection at the Straban Township Municipal 
Building, at the address below, Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. Written 
comments will be received by the Straban Township Supervisors at their office any time prior to 
the expiration of 30 days from the date of this notice. Any person who needs an accommodation 
in order to gain access to or participate in the review should call (717) 334-4833 prior to the 
above scheduled date. STRABAN TOWNSHIP, 1745 Granite Station Road, Gettysburg, PA 
17325.  



























































 WM. F. HILL & ASSOC., INC.      Phone: (717) 334 - 9137 
              PROFESSIONAL  ENGINEERS     Fax:     (717) 334 - 0714  
    CIVIL   MUNICIPAL  ENVIRONMENTAL         

            
          November 5, 2007 
 
Paul Curry 
Water Management Program 
PA Department of Environmental Protection 
909 Elmerton Avenue 
Harrisburg, PA  17110-8200 
 
 
Re:  Act 537 Plan Comment Responses 
  Straban Township, Adams County, PA 
 
Dear Mr. Curry, 
 
On behalf of the Straban Township Supervisors, we are responding to your comments on the 
proposed Straban Township Act 537 Plan, contained in your letter dated April 26, 2007. Your 
comments are shown in italics with our responses following. 
 
I.  Previous Wastewater Planning 
 
 The plan fails to identify, describe, and briefly analyze all past wastewater planning that 1) 

has not been carries out according to an approved implementation schedule contained in the 
plans and 2) has been accomplished through planning modules for new land development, 
planning exemptions, and addenda. Include information to address the following: 

  
a)  What is the status of the Rte 30 sewer project? Include an updated implementation 

schedule with milestone dates for construction. 
 
 The Route 30 sewer project is proceeding. An updated implementation schedule for the 

project is now included in the Plan, with a substantial completion date of November 1, 
2008. 

 
b) What is the implementation status of the on-lot sewage disposal system management 

program for the Route 30 corridor? Include a report of the program’s progress 
indicating how many systems have been pumped and inspected and whether or not any 
onlot system malfunctions were identified. 

 
 The on-lot Septic Management Program for the Route 30 Corridor is fully implemented. 

The first round of tri-annual pumpings and inspections are complete. No malfunctions or 
repairs were discovered as a result of these initial inspections. Information to this extent 
is now included in the Plan and the Appendix. 

 
II. Physical and Demographic Analysis Utilizing Written Description and Mapping 
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1. The plan states the northern section of the township drains to the Susquehanna and the 
Southern and Western sections drain to the Potomac. The Plan must specifically identify 
the drainage basins that drain to each. Also, none of the maps Identify the streams by 
name. This must be done on at least one of the maps. 

 
 A map exhibit which labels the rivers and streams within the Township, as well as 

indicating the divide between the Potomac River basin and the Susquehanna River basin, 
is now included in the Plan. 

 
2. The Plan fails to provide a map depicting the geologic features of the township. The Plan 

fails to identify, through analysis, the relationship between geologic features and existing 
or potential nitrate-nitrogen pollution. The plan must discuss whether or not there 
appears to be a correlation between elevated nitrate nitrogen levels in the groundwater 
and the identified geologic features. The Plan must identify areas where existing nitrate-
nitrogen levels are in excess of 5 mg/l. The ¼ mile radius circles may not represent the 
complete extent of the elevated nitrate areas. 

 
 A map is now provided that illustrates the underlying geologic features within the 

Township. The area of the diabase dykes within the Township is now included within the 
areas that will require a hydrogeologic study due to the limited groundwater movement 
within these features, as well as those areas within ¼ mile of a well which tested for 
nitrates above 5 mg/l. No pattern was observed that identified an area of concern for 
nitrate groundwater pollution from the random well sampling. 

 
3. The Plan fails to identify through mapping, the public water supply service areas. It 

appears from the text description, Exhibit 8 (sewer service areas) does not depict 
(completely) the public water service areas. The Plan fails to identify the public water 
supply capacity. 

 
 Public water within Straban Township is supplied by the Gettysburg Municipal 

Authority’s system. Public water supply capacity is expanded as the GMA system is 
expanded. A proposal to add a significant number of users or volume of use, are required, 
by GMA policy, to provide a new water source, such as a well and possibly a standpipe. 
This is determined by GMA at the time a development proposal is submitted. 
Confirmation from GMA that capacity is available for a proposal is required during the 
preliminary plan process. A map clearly indicating the existing public water service area 
is provided. 

 
4. The Plan fails to identify wetlands by description, analysis, and mapping. The description 

on page 18 is not adequate to address this requirement. 
 
 Additional mapping has been provided. 
 
 
 
 
 



Act 537 Plan Comment Response Page 3 
November 5, 2007 

207 Baltimore Street    Gettysburg, Pennsylvania 17325  
 

III. Existing Sewage Facilities in the Planning Area – Identify the Existing Needs 
 

1. The Plan fails to provide a map of the existing sewage facilities (other than the 
approximate location of the wastewater treatment facilities). The map must indicate the 
location of main intercepting sewers, force mains, and pump stations. 

 
 The map has been revised to show pumping stations, forcemains, and interceptor lines. 
 
2. The Plan fails to provide information from the Chapter 94 reports submitted for public 

facilities located in and/or serving the township. This information must be incorporated 
into a discussion of remaining reserve capacity and the policy concerning the allocation 
of reserve capacity. The Plan also fails to discuss the capability of the rate of growth to 
existing and proposed wastewater treatment facilities. Will facilities (Hunterstown for 
example) need to be expanded? What are the limitations (if any) to necessary 
expansions? 

 
 A discussion of the reserve capacity at the three public treatment facilities that serve a 

portion of Straban Township is now included in the Plan. Additionally a copy of the 
Chapter 94 Reports for these three facilities is included in the Appendix. GMA has a 
proposed Act 537 Plan that plans an expansion of the Gettysburg WWTF to provide 
capacity for growth in Straban Township. No expansion of Hunterstown WWTF is 
proposed.  

 
3. The Plan identifies at least two private facilities that are, by definition, small-flow 

treatment facilities (<2000 GPD). (What is the capacity of the “Biggerstaff Resaturant” 
facility?) The Plan fails to provide a detailed description of the township’s operation and 
maintenance requirements for these systems. Are these systems controlled by a sewage 
management program? 

 
 All private treatment facilities with a surface discharge permit (NPDES) are required to 

forward a copy of their monthly Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) to the Township 
for review. All new facilities will be required to meet minimum construction and 
materials standards and will enter into an Operation and Maintenance Agreement with the 
Township. Unfortunately, these existing facilities do not have these existing controls. The 
hydraulic capacity of the Biggerstaff facility is 10,000 gpd. 

 
4. The Plan fails to identify the types of onlot systems in use in the township. Furthermore, 

the plan fails to provide a comparison of the types of onlot systems installed in an area 
with the types of systems that are appropriate for the area according to soil geologic 
conditions, topographic limitations, sewage flows, and Title 25, Chapter 73. 
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5. The Plan fails to provide an assessment of existing sewage disposal needs in accordance 
with the Act 537 Sewage Disposal Needs Identification manual. Using the classifications 
system provided in the manual, the onlot sewage disposal systems survey for the needs 
analysis must be categorized as potential, suspected or confirmed malfunction or “no 
malfunction” as appropriate. 

 
 The needs analysis now utilizes the classification system from the Act 537 Sewage 

Disposal Needs Identification guidance document. The categories are indicated in Table 2 
and discussed in the Needs Analysis section of the Plan. 

 
6. Why does Table 5 (located just before page 41 in the Plan) “begin” in 1999? Are earlier 

records of repair or replacement permits unavailable? If so, why? 
 
 The table begins in 1999 because our request to the SEO was for on-lot system repair 

permits issued in the past 10 years. We felt that this was sufficient to characterize the 
condition of the on-lot systems within the Township when combined with the random on-
lot system survey conducted as a part of this plan.  

 
7. The Plan incorrectly states on page 38 that “Nitrate nitrogen in the groundwater is also 

used to indicate an improperly operating septic system…” In fact, properly operating 
onlot sewage disposal systems produce nitrate nitrogen. Elevated nitrate nitrogen levels 
in the groundwater indicate it will be necessary to implement provisions to control the 
density of future developments proposing to utilize onlot sewage disposal systems. 

 
 The referenced statement has been revised to state that elevated nitrate in a potable well 

can indicate that the system and well were not sited correctly and the effluent plume is 
contaminating the potable water. 

 
8. The Plan fails to identify sources of wastewater sludge and septage generation, and 

methods of transportation and disposal. The Plan must identify quantities of sludge and 
septage  generated and the capacities of  sludge and septage disposal sites. 

 
 The plan now includes a discussion of the sources and disposal practices for sewage 

sludge and septage. 
 

IV. Future Growth and Land Development 
 

1. It is our understanding that the township recently adopted a revised zoning ordinance 
which dramatically changes land use designations compared to previous zoning. Is this 
plan consistent with the revised ordinance and zoning map? The Plan fails to discuss 
zoning or subdivision regulations that regulate lot sizes based on sewage disposal 
methods. 
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 The new Straban Township Zoning ordanance was drafted to be consistent with the 
adopted Comprehensive plan. It is not significantly different, except in terminology and 
the use of cluster development to preserve open space. Further discussion is now included 
in the Plan. 

 
2. The Plan fails to delineate and describe through map, text, and analysis the name, 

location, description of existing developments or plotted subdivisions, total number of 
EDU’s in development, total number of EDUs currently developed, and total number of 
EDUs remaining to be developed. Proposed developments listed in the text (Table 4, 
Page 30 and 31) do not appear to be fully presented on Exhibit 8. The map entitled 
“GMA Sanitary Sewer Service Area – Existing and Future” (Appendix volume) also 
appears to indicate proposed developments that do not appear on Exhibit 8. Please 
clarify and correct as necessary. The Plan also must provide a time schedule for the 
remaining EDUs to be developed. 

 
 A new map exhibit which shows the location of all proposed development projects that 

have submitted plans to Straban Township but have not completed construction. Table __ 
summarizes the status of each of the development proposals shown on the exhibit. The 
map included in the appendix which is referenced in this comment is unrelated to this 
subject and is included only as an exhibit attached to the agreement executed between 
Straban Township and GMA. 

 
3. The Plan fails to provide a comparison of proposed land use as allowed by (current) 

zoning and existing sewage facility planning. The plan also fails to provide EDU 
projections for future growth areas based on potential build-out allowable under most 
recent zoning. 

 
 The plan now contains further discussion of future growth based on the new Township 

zoning. 
 
4. Exhibit 8 depicts two 5-10 year service areas. Otherwise the Plan fails to identify clearly 

defined five and ten year growth areas. 
 
 The two 5-10 year service areas shown on Exhibit 8 are where Straban Township expects 

the existing GMA service area and White Run service area to expand within the next 10 
years. Additionally two large proposed residential developments are shown where sewers 
are anticipated to be installed with their own treatment facilities. The extension of sewer 
facilities to other areas of the Township is not anticipated within the next 5 to 10 years. 

 
5. The Plan fails to adequately address the nitrate-nitrogen groundwater contamination 

problem documented by the well samples. The Plan must state that planning exemptions 
(25 PA Code, Section 71.51) and exceptions (Section 71.55) may not be used in the ¼ 
mile radius circles indicated on Exhibit 9. New land development plans proposing to use 
onlot sewage disposal systems in these areas must be accomplished in accordance with 
the requirements of Section 71.62 (regarding preliminary hydrogeologic evaluations). 
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 Additional discussion concerning the requirement for hydrogeologic studies and the use 
of planning exemptions and exceptions is included in the Plan. 

 
6. The Plan appears to lack a clearly defined commitment to achieve the stated “Goal #2” 

(page 51) – “to discourage the proliferation of small, development specific privately 
owned and operated wastewater conveyance and treatment facilities within the 
Township”. The Plan indicates the township will require all such facilities to be offered 
for dedication to the township prior to conveyance to a third party for ownership and 
operation. The plan does not state that the township will accept dedication of all such 
facilities. How will the township decide whether or not they will accept dedication of the 
facility? Is the goal to discourage the proliferation of small development specific 
wastewater conveyance and treatment facilities generally or only such facilities that are 
privately held? 

 
 Additional discussion concerning the offering of dedication of all new, private 

wastewater treatment facilities is included in the Plan. 
 
7. At what point does a small, development specific sewer system become a central sewer 

system? For example, page 54 refers to the Snyder development proposal as a central 
sewer system. Generally, a number of small, development specific sewer systems is 
regarded as decentralized. What is the plan for the ultimate disposition of these 
facilities? Does the township intend to own and operate, say, six separate decentralized 
facilities, or is the plan to consolidate the sewage flow to one or more central facilities 
and decommission the other facilities as necessary? With regard to the Gettysburg 
Commons system – page 54 implies this system will be dedicated (not just offered for 
dedication) to the township. Has the township formally accepted dedication? 

 
 The use of the word “central” was not meant within the classic meaning of the word, 

relative to wastewater facilities. Central was meant to convey the fact that these facilities 
would serve areas outside of the land development project for which they were designed. 
The text has been revised to better convey this idea. 

 
V. Identify Alternatives to provide New or Improved Wastewater Disposal Facilities 
 

1. The Plan identifies the New Chester Village area as one with a significant concentration 
of small lots (page 40). Also, the Plan acknowledges that: “Areas requiring continued 
scrutiny are more related to areas where small lots are concentrated. This is mostly due 
to the inability to replace a failing septic system due to area constraints.” The Plan fails 
to provide sufficient information to support the conclusion that the long term sewage 
disposal needs of  this area can be addressed with a sewage management program. 
Although a sewage management program is effective in helping to assess the condition of 
onlot systems and to extend the life of a functioning onlot system, it cannot provide 
resolution for onlot failures when the soil is unsuitable or the lot is too small to allow for 
the repair that meets current regulations. In order for continued use of individual OLDS 
to be considered an acceptable long term alternative, the Plan must demonstrate that the 
lots are generally large enough (including isolation distance requirements) and the soils  
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generally suitable to allow for repairs or replacements that meet current regulations. The 
Plan fails to do this for the New Chester Village area. To propose the use (by default) of 
best technical guidance repairs or holding tanks to address the future is unacceptable. 
Therefore, the plan fails to provide for the future disposal needs of this area of the 
township. 

 
 Further discussion of the New Chester Village area is now included in the plan. 
 
2. Table 2 identifies a significant number of “graywater” discharges to the surface of the 

ground. Graywater (laundry, bath, or sink water) is regarded as sewage in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 25 PA Code, Chapter 73 requires that graywater be 
discharged to a treatment tank. The township’s Sewage Enforcement Officer must take 
actions to abate these discharges. The Plan fails to analyze or discuss an appropriate 
method for eliminating these discharges. Simply connecting the discharges into the 
existing onlot sewage disposal system is frequently not an effective long-term solution as 
the increased hydraulic load may over tax the ability of the soil to absorb it. The Plan 
fails to provide for the resolution of these existing sewage disposal problems. 

 
 A plan to further investigate these discharges and correct them, as well as the signs of 

malfunctions is now included in the Plan. 
 
3. Table 2 also identifies a number of other “signs of malfunction” that indicate serious 

problems “wetness/spongy areas” or “water ponding or surfacing”. The same concerns 
expressed in Comment 2 apply. 

 
 See the response above. 
 
4. The Plan fails to discuss the use of retaining tank (privies or holding tanks) alternatives 

on a temporary or permanent basis. Does the township have an ordinance or ordinances 
to provide for and control the management of these alternatives? If so, copies of the 
ordinances must be included in the Plan. If not, the Plan must discuss the restrictions 
imposed by not providing for these alternatives. 

 
 A discussion of retaining tank alternatives is now included in the plan. The existing 

Holding Tank Ordinance is included in the Plan Appendix. 
 
5. The Plan fails to discuss and analyze the potential use of community land disposal 

alternatives (including spray irrigation) or the use of small flow treatment facilities or 
package treatment facilities to serve individual homes or clusters of homes. The Plan also 
fails to discuss the use of innovative/alternative methods of collection/conveyance to 
serve needs areas using existing wastewater treatment facilities. 

 
 A discussion of these alternatives is now included within the Plan. 
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6. The Plan must discuss and analyze (as the Plan recommends on page 55)- “ways to 
encourage facility owners and operators to ground apply treated wastewater to 
supplement groundwater supplies as opposed to discharging it to surface waters”. Drip 
and spray irrigation would be two methods that would be consistent with this. Indeed this 
would be in concert with the Plan’s “Goal #3”. 

 
 Additional discussion concerning the ground application of wastewater effluent is 

included in the Plan. 
 
7. The Plan fails to provide a copy of the Sewage Management Ordinance adopted by the 

township for the Route 30 Corridor Area. We assume this is the ordinance that will be 
used to administer the proposed Onlot Management Program for the remainder of the 
township. The Plan must provide additional information with regard to implementation of 
the program at a township-wide level. Will the township be broken into “Sewage 
Management Districts”? 

 
 A copy of the existing Septic Management Ordinance for the Route 30 Corridor is 

included in the Appendix. Additional discussion as to the expansion of this program 
throughout the Township is now included in the Plan. 

 
8. As a point of clarification – preliminary hydrogeological studies are required in 

accordance with 25 PA Code, Section 71.62 whether or not the township adopts an 
ordinance to require them (page 47). 

 
 No response required. 
 

VI. Evaluation of Alternatives 
 

1. The Plan fails to analyze the need for immediate or phased implementation of the 
proposed alternatives. This includes a description of any activities necessary to abate 
critical health hazards (such as the numerous malfunctions identified in Table 3). This 
also includes a discussion or description of the townships timetable for accepting 
dedication of small, private sewer systems. 

 
 Further discussion of the implementation of the proposed alternatives is included in the 

Plan. 
 
2. The Plan fails to discuss any financing that may be necessary to implement the chosen 

alternatives. Will the township incur no costs as they accept the dedication of the small, 
private sewer systems? What about financing for projects necessary to address the 
existing sewage disposal needs of the township clearly identified but not acknowledged in 
the Plan? 
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 Additional discussion as to the costs and financing of the proposed alternatives is 
included in the Plan. 

 
VII. Institutional Evaluation 
 

 The Plan fails to provide a meaningful evaluation of the administrative and institutional 
requirements necessary to achieve the Plans stated “Goal #2”. Page 56 states “if a 
central sewage collection and treatment system is dedicated to the township, there will be 
additional measures necessary to administer, operate, and maintain these facilities”. In 
order to implement Goal #2, it appears the township will have to accept dedication of 
these facilities. Therefore, it seems incongruous to state “if a central sewage…system is 
dedicated to the township…”. The Plan must identify and evaluate what the options are 
to institute the “additional measures” and whether or not the township has the ability to 
administer them. The Plan must also provide justification for choosing the specific 
institutional alternative considering administrative issues, organizational needs, and 
enabling legal authority. 

 
 As discussed in the Plan, only those private facilities that can be used to serve other areas 

of the Township or can be used to eliminate other private facilities will be accepted for 
dedication. The suitability of an individual facility will be evaluated prior to acceptance 
of dedication. At the time a facility is dedicated, it will have already been in operation for 
some time, while the development is built-out to a point where the operation and 
maintenance of the facility is supported fully by the users (and/or the developer). The 
creation of an authority to administer the facility and the acquisition of additional staff to 
operate the facility will be evaluated with the facility evaluation. 

 
 
Three copies of the revised Act 537 Plan are attached for your review. If you have any further 
comments or questions, please contact this office. 
 
 
         Professionally yours, 
         Wm. F. Hill & Assoc., Inc. 
 
 
 
         William F. Hill, P.E. 
         President 
 
 
 
         P. Fred Heerbrandt, P.E. 
         Environmental Engineer 
 
       
 
     



PLAN SUMMARY 
 

The Straban Township Act 537 Plan has three goals: 

 

Goal #1 

To assure the continued efficient operation and management of on lot sewage disposal systems 

utilized in Straban Township. 

 

Goal #2 

To discourage the proliferation of small, development specific, privately owned and operated 

wastewater conveyance and treatment facilities within the Township.  

 

Goal #3 

To enhance, or prevent the degradation of, the quality and quantity of the water resources of 

Straban Township. 

 

In order to meet these goals, multiple alternatives will be necessary. 

 

The planning area for the Act 537 update can best be defined as the boundary lines of Straban 

Township.  Located northeast of Gettysburg and centrally located in Adams County, Straban 

Township consists of 34.4 square miles or 22,016 acres of land.   

 

Straban Township’s landscape is dominated by rolling lowlands.  Underlining the lowlands are 

Triassic age sedimentary rocks.  There are two types of geologic units in the Triassic system 



located within the Township.  They are diabase and the Gettysburg Formation.  The diabase 

formation runs from the southeastern corner of the Township along the eastern edge up to the 

Northeastern corner.  Covering the rest of the Township is the Gettysburg Formation. 

 

Straban Township has completed several sewage facility planning documents since 1971. Much 

of this planning has focused on the Route 30 corridor and the Lake Heritage area, since these are 

the areas within the Township with the highest density of development. The remaining area of 

the Township, dominated by agricultural uses, has maintained the status quo relative to sewage 

planning – continued use of on-lot sewage disposal systems. 

 

Straban Township has revised their Comprehensive Plan. Following the Comprehensive Plan 

revision, the Township revised its Zoning Ordinance and began work on revisions to the 

Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance, in order to achieve the goals of the 

Comprehensive Plan. 

 

As land and home prices spiral upward in the Metro-Washington area, and Frederick County and 

Frederick City deal with infrastructure issues, development pressure will continue within Adams 

County and Straban Township. This entire area is becoming a bedroom and retirement 

community for those working in the Frederick, MD – Washington DC corridor as well as those 

who work in Harrisburg, the Metro-Baltimore area, and southeast Pennsylvania. 

 

The challenge for Straban Township will be to manage this explosive growth so that it does not 

degrade the character of the Township. 



 

One of the main categories of focus in this study is public health needs.  These needs are 

considered to be those health hazards and water pollution problems that involve discharging 

untreated or inadequately treated sewage to the surface of the ground or to the waters of the 

Commonwealth.  Public health needs relating to sewage disposal can be determined by looking 

for potential malfunctioning on lot sewage disposal systems in Straban Township.  The 

information gained from identifying potential malfunctions may be utilized to identify areas that 

are or could soon be experiencing public health problems.   

 

For the Township-wide well sampling, 160 randomly selected improved properties were sampled 

out of the 800 improved properties within Straban Township. All wells sampled were analyzed 

for total and fecal coliforms as well as nitrate nitrogen. A well and septic survey form was also 

completed for each improved property that was sampled. The results of the well sampling and 

survey were used to identify needs areas within the Township, along with a review of 

geophysical limitations and repair histories for on-lot disposal systems. The needs analysis 

concluded that there are no identifiable existing needs for centralized sewers to serve areas with 

failing or potentially failing on-lot septic systems. 

 

Although the Needs Analysis performed as a part of this Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Update 

did not identify any areas requiring the establishment or extension of public sanitary sewage 

facilities, there are administrative, management, operational, and oversight alternatives that can 

be utilized by Straban Township to enhance the existing and future sewage facilities. The Act 

537 Plan identifies four alternatives to assist in meeting the stated goals of the study: 



 

 No Action Alternative 

Due to the fact that no “Needs Areas” were identified in the Needs Analysis, it is 

estimated that short term impacts of implementing a No Action Alternative would be 

insignificant. With that being said, in order to meet the goals stated above, Straban 

Township must be proactive to avoid long term impacts resulting from implementation of 

a No Action Alternative 

 

 Alternative I – Continued Extension of Central Sewerage Service 

In order to establish a framework for the expansion of central sewers within the 

Township, the Straban Township Supervisors negotiated and executed an agreement with 

Gettysburg Municipal Authority that divides the township into “drainage basins”. These 

“drainage basins” are areas that drain to a common location, defined by topography and 

roads. Any development within a defined drainage basin must investigate conveyance of 

wastewater to a sewerage system within the basin, if present. In an attempt to increase the 

Township’s control over sewage options within Straban Township, the Board of 

Supervisors established a policy requiring that all private sewage facilities proposed by 

developers within the Township shall be offered for dedication to Straban Township 

following construction. 

 

Alternative II – On-Site Septic System Management 

The majority of the existing population of Straban Township meet their wastewater 

disposal needs by the use of individual on-site septic systems. When properly designed 



and maintained, these on-site systems can operate efficiently and reliably for many years. 

But without the proper maintenance, even a well designed system can fail after only a 

few years use. The key to confident reliability of these systems is the periodic removal of 

accumulated solids from the septic tank every two to three years. In order to reduce the 

probability of surface malfunctions and further access the condition of existing on-lot 

systems, a Township-wide on-site system maintenance program would be implemented. 

 

Alternative III – Private Central Sewage Collection and Treatment Facilities 

Although it is the desire of the Township to limit the proliferation of privately owned and 

operated central sewage systems, they do not have the state legislated authority to deny 

such proposals. Prior to constructing a private wastewater treatment facility, the 

developer shall be required to thoroughly evaluate all options for connecting to an 

existing wastewater treatment facility, whether publicly or privately operated, during 

preparation of a planning module. In order to exert some control over these types of 

proposals, the Township will place requirements on such systems to assure a well 

designed and operated facility is realized. 

 

In order to meet the goals of this plan, multiple alternatives will be necessary. Straban Township 

will implement Alternatives I, II, and III, in an effort to achieve the goals of this Act 537 Plan. 

The existing administrative staff at Straban Township is adequate to manage the administration 

of the proposals selected within this Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan. However, if a sewage 

collection and treatment system is dedicated to the Township, there will be some additional 



measures necessary to administer, operated and maintain these facilities. These further measures 

will be further evaluated at the time the proposed dedication is evaluated. 



PLAN IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 
 
 

Adopt Act 537 Plan       December, 2006 

 

Submit Act 537 Plan to PA DEP     December, 2006 

 

PA DEP Approval of Act 537 Plan     December, 2007 

 

Revise On-Lot Septic System Maintenance Ordinance  May, 2008 

 

Begin Septic System Inspections     August, 2008 

 

Execute Agreement with Gettysburg Municipal Authority  April, 2006 

 

Adopt Standard Specifications for Construction of 

Sewage Facilities       June, 2008 

 

Adopt Well Ordinance      June, 2008 

 

Adopt Groundwater Nitrate Ordinance    July, 2008 



1 

PREVIOUS WASTEWATER PLANNING 

 

Straban Township has completed several sewage facility planning documents since 1971. 

Much of this planning has focused on the Route 30 corridor and the Lake Heritage area, since 

these are the areas within the Township with the highest density of development. The 

remaining area of the Township, dominated by agricultural uses, has maintained the status 

quo relative to sewage planning – continued use of on-lot sewage disposal systems. The 

following is a summary of the past sewage facilities planning within the Township: 

 

Feasibility Study for Wastewater Collection and Treatment for Lake Heritage and 

Surrounding Areas – 1971 

 

This was a joint planning study for a central wastewater collection and treatment facility to 

serve the Lake Heritage residential development. Lake Heritage, developed in the 1960’s, lies 

in Straban, Mount Joy, and Mount Pleasant Townships. The study proposed the construction 

of a public sewerage system to serve the Lake Heritage development and surrounding area. 

 

Official Act 537 Plan – 1972 

 

This plan encompassed the entire Township. Growth within the Township was projected to 

occur primarily along the Route 30 corridor between Gettysburg and US Route 15. The plan 

proposed an extension of the Gettysburg Municipal Authority’s collection system to serve the 

Route 30 corridor to US Route 15. It also incorporated the previously developed Lake 
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Heritage Feasibility Study as part of the Townships Act 537 Plan. Areas outside of these two 

areas (Lake Heritage and West Route 30) were to be serviced by on-lot disposal systems 

 

Official Act 537 Plan Revision – 1974 

 

In 1973, PA DER notified Straban Township that the Township’s Act 537 Plan would need to 

be revised to further evaluate the Route 30 Corridor east of US Route 15, the Hunterstown 

area, and the New Chester area. At the time this plan revision was being prepared, the concept 

of a regional wastewater treatment facility had gained popularity with the surrounding 

municipalities and the PA DER. As a result, this plan revision proposed a regional facility 

with collection and conveyance from the eastern Route 30 corridor and the area between 

Route 30 and Route 116 would be served by a regional treatment facility located along Rock 

Creek west of Route 15. The plan revision also proposed a central sewerage system for the 

Hunterstown area to be constructed by a developer that was contemplating a project in this 

area. The developer’s project did not proceed, so this system was not constructed. 

 

Gettysburg Area 201 Facilities Plan – 1976 

 

As a result of the regional sewage facility concept being touted for the Gettysburg area, 

Gettysburg Municipal Authority (GMA) was asked by PA DER to revise their 201 Facilities 

Plan to include an expanded service area that included parts of Straban Township, 

Cumberland Township, Mount Joy Township, and Mount Pleasant Township. The purpose of 

this plan was to determine what type of regional facility would best meet the needs of this 
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expanded service area. The plan proposed a regional wastewater treatment facility located 

along Rock Creek west of US Route 15 with associate interceptor sewers. 

 

US EPA Environmental Impact Statement – 1981 

 

Due to concerns that the growth stimulated by the construction of a regional wastewater 

treatment facility would inversely impact the natural, historical and aesthetic resources of the 

area, the US EPA decided that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was necessary prior 

to the implementation of GMA’s 201 Facilities Plan, which was to be partially funded by 

EPA grants. The EIS did not favor a regional wastewater treatment facility. Instead it 

proposed an expansion of the Cumberland Township WWTF, GMA would expand their 

facility to accommodate the western Route 30 corridor, and a new sanitary sewage system 

would be constructed to serve the Lake Heritage development and surrounding areas. 

 

 

Lake Heritage Area 201 Facilities Plan Update – 1982 

 

As a result of the US EPA Environmental Impact Statement’s conclusions, the Gettysburg 

Area 201 Facilities Plan was revised. The revised plan proposed the construction of a new 

sanitary sewer system to serve the Lake Heritage development and surrounding areas. The 

Lake Heritage Municipal Authority, since renamed the White Run Regional Municipal 

Authority, was formed jointly by Straban Township, Mount Joy Township, and Mount 
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Pleasant Township. The Authority completed construction of the sanitary sewer system in 

1987. 

 

Gettysburg Municipal Authority 201 Facilities Plan Update – 1983 

 

This plan proposed the expansion of the GMA wastewater treatment facility to accommodate 

the western Route 30 section of Straban Township. As a result, the GMA facility was 

expanded to provide 140,000 gpd of treatment capacity to Straban Township. Straban 

Township then constructed a sanitary sewage collection system along route 30 between the 

Gettysburg Borough line and US Route 15. These facilities were put into operation by 1987. 

 

Act 537 Plan Revision for the Development of Fair Fields and the Hunterstown Area – 1986 

 

This plan revision required the developers of a project called Fair Fields to extend central 

sewers to the Hunterstown area as part of their sewer system construction project. The 

development was never constructed, therefore the associated sewer system was not 

constructed. 

 

Act 537 Plan Revision for Route 30 Corridor from the Borough of Gettysburg to Centennial 

Road – 1988 

 

This plan revision evaluated the future needs of the Route 30 corridor in Straban Township. 

With the regional treatment facility concept no longer practical, Straban Township was 
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evaluating new alternatives to serve this area. The plan proposed the continued use of GMA 

facilities to serve the western section of the study area, to US Route 15. It also proposed the 

formation of an authority and the construction of a wastewater treatment facility in Straban 

Township to treat wastewater generated within the eastern Route 30 corridor, from US Route 

15 to Centennial Road. Due to the subsequent expansion of the GMA wastewater treatment 

facility, the plan’s proposals were never implemented. 

 

Act 537 Sewage Facility Plan Update for Route 30 Corridor – 2001 

 

Due to the expansion of the GMA wastewater treatment facility, completed in 1998, Straban 

Township revised its Act 537 Plan to evaluate the use of treatment capacity within the 

expanded GMA facility to meet sewage needs of the Route 30 corridor. The plan proposed 

upgrades to the GMA conveyance facilities between the Borough and US Route 15 to 

accommodate projected year 2020 sewage flows, construction of collection and conveyance 

facilities from the GMA facilities to serve the Adams Commerce Center, southeast of the 

intersection of US Route 15 and Route 30, and extension of a collection system from the 

commerce center to the Flickinger Road area. Straban Township had acquired a $ 5.5 million 

grant from the state to install the infrastructure to support the commerce center, so 

implementation of the plan proceeded quickly. Presently all of the proposed construction 

projects have been completed with the exception of the sewer extension between the 

commerce center and Flickinger Road area along Route 30. Design for this last project is 

complete and it is anticipated that construction will begin soon. The plan proposed the 

continued use of on-lot septic systems within the Route 30 corridor from the Flickinger Road 
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area to the Township line. This Act 537 Sewage Facility Plan was approved by PA DEP on 

September 13, 2002 and was referred to as the “2002 Revision” in subsequent reports. 

 

As proposed in the Plan revision, an Onlot Septic Management Program was established for 

the Route 30 corridor area between the Flickinger Road area and the eastern Township line. 

The first round of pumpings was completed in late 2006 and the second round was begun 

earlier this year. Fifty one septic systems were pumped out and inspected with no malfunction 

identified. 

 

The Route 30 public sewer extension is proceeding. The following is an updated 

implementation schedule for the project: 

 Advertise for Bids – October 26, 2007 

 Bids Due – November 30, 2007 

 Notice to Proceed – February 1, 2008 

 Construction Period – February 1 thru September 30, 2008 

 Substantial Completion – November 1, 2008 

 

Sewage Facilities Planning Module – Hunterstown Area Sewage Facilities – December, 2000 

 

This planning module addresses the sewage facility needs of the Adams County Facility 

Center and the Reliant Energy electric generation facility. The Adams County Facility Center 

includes the Adult Corrections Facility, the Emergency Management Training Center, and the 

Co-Composting Facility. Both developments are located along Granite Station Road in the 
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Hunterstown Village area. The Hunterstown Village area has a history of failing on-lot septic 

systems and contaminated wells. The planning module proposed a central sewer system and 

wastewater treatment facility, financed by the County and Reliant Energy, to serve these two 

developments as well as the Hunterstown Village Area. Construction of the sewerage system 

was completed in December, 2002 and the collection and treatment facilities were proposed to 

be dedicated to GMA, which currently owns and operates the system. This system is the only 

public sanitary sewerage system completely within Straban Township. 

 

Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan Update for Route 30 Corridor – 2004 

 

PA DEP and Straban Township entered into a Consent Order and Agreement dated January 

12, 2004 regarding sewage disposal associated with the Route 30 Corridor. The Agreement 

required the Township to submit a revision to its Official Sewage Facilities Plan associated 

with the Route 30 Corridor. 

 

The plan revision reevaluated the Route 30 Corridor and recommended the service area east 

of the Adams County Commerce Center to a point about 900 feet east of Flickinger Road be 

served by a public sanitary sewer collection system extension using a combination of gravity 

sewers and low pressure sewers with grinder pumps. Areas east of this within the Route 30 

Corridor to the Township line were to continue being serviced by individual on-lot septic 

systems. 
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A revised implementation schedule was provided in this plan revision, which was adopted on 

July 6, 2004. 

 

Sewage Facilities Planning Module for Gettysburg Commons – 2005 

 

The Gettysburg Commons development project proposed the construction of 1800 single 

family detached dwellings on approximately 650 acres. A privately owned and operated 

wastewater treatment facility was proposed to serve the wastewater disposal needs of this 

development, with a average daily flow of 270,000 gpd based on 150 gpd per dwelling unit. 

Provisions were included in the operation and maintenance agreement, between the developer 

and the Township, for the Township to accept dedication of the facility. The agreement calls 

for the facility to be dedicated to the Township on or before seven years from the date of the 

execution of the agreement.  This facility would have design flexibility to accept wastewater 

flows from areas of need outside of the Gettysburg Commons development, with utility right 

of ways provided for in the approved subdivision plans. The Planning Module was approved 

by PA DEP by letter dated March 15, 2005. 
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COUNTY AND MUNICIPAL COMPREHENSIVE PLANS 

 

Adams County Comprehensive Plan 

 

The Adams County comprehensive plan, adopted December, 1991, plans for significant 

growth within Straban Township. The Land Use Plan foresees considerable commercial and 

industrial growth in Straban Township around the Route 30 Corridor near Route 15 and in the 

Hunterstown – Route 394 and Route 15 interchange area. The plan does not foresee the 

residential development pressure that is being experienced in Straban Township. 

Most residential growth is projected near existing residential centers such as McSherrystown, 

Lake Heritage, Cross Keys, Bonneauville, Littlestown, and the Gettysburg – Cumberland 

Township area. This pattern is projected due to the existence of the infrastructure necessary to 

support this higher density development – central sewers and central water systems. 

 

The Adams County Comprehensive Plan suggests a need for a central water and sewerage 

system for the area east of Route 15 along Route 30 including the Hunterstown - Shrivers 

Corner area of Straban Township due to a history of malfunctions. As noted above, a central 

sewerage system was installed in the Hunterstown area. 

 

Adams County is currently updating their Comprehensive Plan. Initiated in 2004, it is 

estimated that the new plan will be complete by 2008. As part of this update, the county 

prepared a report on growth and development in the county from 1990 to 2003. In this report 

the county identifies two potential development “Hot Spots” within Straban Township – the 
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Hunterstown Area and the Route 30 Corridor. These are identified due to the availability of 

central sewer and/or water systems. 

 

Straban Township Comprehensive Plan 

 

Straban Township has just completed a township-wide comprehensive plan, adopted May 2, 

2005. The plan states that the location of development within the Township will be driven by 

the availability of public sewer and water, particularly for residential development. Currently, 

public sewer is available in the Lake Heritage – Route 116 area, Hunterstown area, and the 

Route 30 corridor. Since Straban Township has limited control over these systems, they have 

little control over the availability of treatment capacity or the extension of the collection 

system. 

 

The Comprehensive Plan projects the possible construction of approximately 500 homes in 

the Township annually for the next 10 to 15 years. This was based on proposed developments 

and discussions with developers. This rate of growth could result in a Township population of 

over 14,000 by 2010. This would be a 300% increase over a 10-year period or about a 30% 

annual increase. Although the plan acknowledges the possibility for this explosive growth, it 

projects a more conservative 22% growth from 2000 to 2010. 

 

To manage growth, the Straban Township Comprehensive Plan proposes revisions to the 

Zoning Ordinance and the Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance. 
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PHYSICAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS 

 

 

Planning Area, Municipal Boundaries, Sewer Authority/Management Agency 

Service Area Boundaries 

 

The planning area for the Act 537 update can best be defined as the boundary lines of 

Straban Township.  Located northeast of Gettysburg and centrally located in Adams 

County, Straban Township consists of 34.4 square miles or 22,016 acres of land.  Just 

positioned south of Route 234 is the northern border of the Township.  The southern 

border falls just south or Route 116.  Route 34 bounds the western boundary line of the 

Township and just northeast of New Chester to Lake Heritage is the eastern boundary 

line. 

 

Currently, public sewer is available to properties located adjacent to Gettysburg Borough, 

in the Hunterstown area, and from White Run Regional Municipal Authority south of 

Route 116.  Gettysburg Municipal Authority provides public sewer for the area along the 

Route 30 corridor up to Cavalry Field Road.  Hunterstown wastewater treatment facility 

and collection system is currently being operated and maintained by Gettysburg 

Municipal Authority.  Sanitary service lines for the Hunterstown plant are situated along 

Hunterstown-Hampton Road, Granite Station Road, and Red Bridge Road in the 

Huntertown area.  White Run Regional Municipal Authority provides sanitary sewer 

collection and treatment for Mt. Joy, Mt. Pleasant, and a small portion at the southern 
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edge of Straban Township.  The area served by White Run Regional Municipal Authority 

is located just south of Hanover Road or Route 116 in the southeastern region of Straban 

Township.  For more information regarding service areas see Exhibit 8 provided. 

 

Physical Characteristics 

 

Defining limiting physical characteristics aids in identifying areas that should be 

preserved, conserved or targeted for development.  Wetlands, floodplains, and steep 

slopes are all types of physical characteristics that are to be persevered and kept 

undeveloped.  Conserved lands are land types such as prime agricultural lands, 

woodlands, and historic areas.  Areas not requiring conservation or preservation are 

suitable for development.  Some lands may have factors that could potentially be less or 

more suitable for development than other lands.   

 

Throughout the Township, low-lying areas along with rolling hills are intertwined with 

creeks and streams.  In the northeastern part of the Township most of the creeks and 

streams drain to the Susquehanna River via the Conewago Creek.  The southwestern 

section of the Township drains to the Potomac River via Rock Creek. This feature places 

a major watershed divide within the Township and can raise issues of interbasin transfers 

of water resources for developments near this divide. Partially covering the Township, 

floodplain areas associated with the streams are kept undeveloped due to risks of flooding 

and damage to structures.  The Township’s floodplains are delineated on FEMA maps 

provided in this report (Exhibit 1). 
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Soils 

 

In the study area there are three soil associations for Straban Township according to the 

Adams County Soil Survey dated 2004.  The three associations are Penn-Klinesville-

Croton, Lehigh-Neshaminy, and Penn-Abbottstown-Readington.  Penn-Klinesville-

Croton soils are located on divided irregular valleys and hills associated with 

drainageways.  Wavy and rolling hills to gently rolling to almost level lowlands make up 

the landscape of this soil association.  The main use of this group of soils is as cropland 

or woodland.  Penn-Klinesville-Croton are suitable for growing crops such as corn, 

soybeans, small grain, and hay.  Penn and Klinesville soils have severe limitations with 

regard to on lot sewage disposal.  The main limitation for these two is slope and the depth 

to bedrock.  Croton soils also have severe limitation for on lot sewage disposal due to a 

high water table and very poor permeability. 

 

Lehigh-Neshaminy soils are mainly situated in curved or extended areas adjacent to low 

lying lands.  These soils can range from gentle slopes to very steep slopes.  Found on 

ridge tops or on the sides of banks or slopes, Neshaminy soils are underlain by diabase 

bedrock and Lehigh soils are underlain porcelanite bedrock.  Slope is the major limitation 

with the Lehigh-Neshaminy soil association.  Due to high slopes, wetness, and depth to 

bedrock associated with this type soil, urban development and on lot sewage disposal is 

very restricted.  
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Penn-Abbottstown-Readington soils are located upland on separated irregular valleys, 

ridges, and hills.  These soils provide a landscape that can range from nearly level slopes 

to rolling drainageways and depressions that can have ridges with steep slopes.  These 

soils are underlain by red shale, siltstone, and sandstone.  The main limitations of these 

soils respectively are depth to bedrock, slope, and wetness.  Most urban development is 

fairly suited for these soils except for these limitations.  On lot sewage disposal is very 

limited due to depth to bedrock and wetness.   

 

The types of soils that are located at a site can have a significant impact on the suitability 

for on lot wastewater disposal.  Table 6 shows the types of soils that are suitable and 

unsuitable for on lot sewage disposal.  The information was taken from the Adams 

County Soil Survey, dated 2004.  This table provides information about each individual 

soil type.  It shows how limited a soil is for on lot sewage disposal and provides the 

nature and extent of the limitation by providing a value ranging from 0.01 to 1.00.  A low 

number is not as severe as a high number with respect to the soil limitation.  A map is 

also included in the plan showing soil types in Straban Township and its suitability for on 

lot sewage disposal (Exhibit 2). 

 

Geologic Features 

 

Straban Township’s landscape is dominated by rolling lowlands.  Underlining the 

lowlands are Triassic age sedimentary rocks.  There are two types of geologic units in the 

Triassic system located within the Township.  They are diabase and the Gettysburg 
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Formation.  The diabase formation runs from the southeastern corner of the Township 

along the eastern edge up to the Northeastern corner.  Covering the rest of the Township 

is the Gettysburg Formation. 

 

Diabase is a long and narrow formation of igneous origin. The poorly fractured igneous 

rock formation typically occurs as strips  ½ to 2 miles wide and 10’s of miles long. 

Characteristics of the strata for diabase are medium to coarse grained, dark gray rock 

consisting mainly of plagioclase feldspar, pyroxene, and accessory magnetite.  Areas 

underlain by diabase tend to have thin soils with abundant boulder fields and a high 

percentage of wetland areas along with a high density of small streams.  This formation 

provides low groundwater supplies that are marginally adequate to inadequate for potable 

use.  Water from this formation tends to be hard.  The overall quality of the water as a 

potable supply is poor due to the shallow circulation system in the aquifer.  Drilling 

through the diabase to deep underground water supplies also tends to be not potable due 

to characteristics that exceed drinking water standards for hardness, total dissolved solids, 

sulfate, iron, and manganese. 

    

The Gettysburg Formation is composed of a red to brown, fine to coarse-grained quartz 

or sandstone with red shale and limestone conglomeritic interbeds.  This formation 

provides a water supply that ranges from 1 gal/min to 630 gal/min.  Water quality tends 

to be mostly good but has a tendency to be hard.  
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Topography 

 

Straban Township’s landscape is predominantly level with several rolling hills.  The 

topography of the land significantly influences the suitability of that site for supporting 

wastewater treatment and disposal.  Generally, slopes that are greater than 12% are 

unsuitable for on lot disposal systems like sand mounds and trench systems. It is 

estimated that less than 2% of Straban Township consists of slopes greater than 12%. 

Generally, topography is not an issue when determining the overall suitability of a site 

within Straban Township for the use of on-lot septic systems. The bulk of these steep 

slope areas are associated with ridges along streams that lie within floodplains.  These 

slopes lying in floodplain areas are unsuitable for development already due to flood 

hazards (Exhibit 3).  

 

Straban Township is somewhat unique in that it contains the divide between the two 

major watersheds of the Chesapeake Bay. The northern section of the township lies 

within the Susquehanna River Watershed while the southern and western sections lie 

within the Potomac River Watershed. 

 

 

Potable Water Supplies 

 

Straban Township currently is serviced by several public water systems that have no 

plans to extend their service area. Gettysburg Municipal Authority provides public water 

for most areas that are currently connected to GMA’s wastewater collection.  These areas 
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consist of the Gettysburg Area School District, Twin Oaks, Hunters Crossing, and the 

surrounding areas, along with the Route 30 corridor East of Route 15 and the Route 30 

corridor West of Route 15 to a point 900 feet east of Flickinger Road.       

 

The Township has an area which is identified by EPA as a Superfund site.  For the 

parcels affected by groundwater pollution from this site, a public water system was 

provided.  This public water distribution system is located just north of the intersection of 

Hunterstown Road and Shealer Road.  Besides the above public water supplies, the rest 

of the Township uses private wells to provide water to their homes and businesses. 

 

Any new developments will need to utilize groundwater for a water supply.  

Geologically, there are only two formations in Straban Township as noted previously.  

Both diabase and the Gettysburg Formation originated during the Triassic age.  Diabase 

areas tend to yield small supplies of water, which requires supplemental storage to meet 

any type of water demand.  Water quality from diabase is generally hard and poor due to 

little circulation of the groundwater.  On the other hand the Gettysburg Formation, which 

covers the majority of the Township, tends to provide sufficient supplies of water ranging 

from 1 to 630 gal/min of water.  The water quality for this formation is predominantly 

good for potable water with the water being slightly on the hard side.  

 

The Straban Township Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance (SALDO) 

addresses potable water supply in § 117-21.C.(10). This section gives the township 

supervisors the ability to require a study of the available groundwater supply for a 
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subdivision that plans to utilize individual wells to supply homes and/or to provide a 

feasibility report on the development of a new public water system for the proposed 

development. 

 

Wetlands 

 

Wetlands consist of areas that tend to be saturated either at or near the surface of the soil 

for extended periods of time.  The presence of water in the soil matrix for extended 

periods of time creates an environment that favors the growth of specially adapted plants 

(hydrophytes) and encourages the development of characteristic wetland (hydric) soils.  

Hydric soils are present in Straban Township including Croton and Bowmansville.  The 

presence of wetlands has an effect on the development of a parcel because it limits the 

types of activities that can occur in the wetland. 

 

Considered ecologically very valuable and useful, wetlands help remove pollutants, 

recharge water supplies, reduce flood risks, and provide fish and wildlife habitat. In 

addition, wetlands provide recreational opportunities, visual benefits, sites for research 

and education, as well as commercial fishery benefits.   
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POPULATION PROJECTIONS 

 

Population and projected population can be helpful in the determination of future public 

sewer needs.  US Census data illustrates that the population for Straban Township in 

2000 was 4,539.  As compared to the 1970 population of 3,221, this is an increase in 

population of 1,318 in the past 30 years or a growth rate of 41%.  The projected growth 

rate for the Township for the next 10 years is 22.2% or an increase in population of 1,007 

individuals.  Straban Township’s population is projected to grow faster than the overall 

population growth rate of county and state.  Graph 1 shows the projected Township 

population for the next 50 years. 

 

According to the Adams County Update to their 1990 Comprehensive Plan, Adams 

County was the fourth fastest growing county in Pennsylvania from 1990 to 2000.  The 

population within the county grew at a rate of 16.6% from 1990 to 2000.  This is 

compared to the Township population growth rate of 22.2%.  The boroughs of Adams 

County grew at an even faster rate than the townships.  This is most likely due to the 

availability of public sewer and water within the boroughs.  This type of growth is rare 

and only occurred in Adams County out of all of Pennsylvania.   In the future, this type of 

growth is not anticipated due to finite available lands within the boroughs. This could 

portend even higher growth rates in the townships surrounding high growth boroughs. 
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EXISTING SEWAGE FACILITIES 

 

The majority of the residents within Straban Township rely on on-lot sewage disposal 

systems to meet their sewage disposal needs. This is reflective of the agricultural 

character of the bulk of the Township. The dominant soil types within the Township are 

not the most suitable for on-lot disposal, but with an adequately sized lot, a suitable perc 

site for a primary and backup system is attainable. 

 

There are three publicly owned sewage systems that serve portions of Straban Township. 

Gettysburg Municipal Authority owns and operates two of these public sewer systems. 

The Gettysburg system, which serves Gettysburg Borough and parts of Cumberland 

Township and Straban Township, currently serves the Route 30 corridor between the 

Borough line and Cavalry Field Road, at the west side of the Adams Commerce Park, and 

along Old Route 15 in the vicinity of the Gettysburg High School in Straban Township. 

An extension of this system, to be bid shortly, will extend service from Calvary Field 

Road to a point approximately 700 feet east of Flickinger Road. This system serves all 

properties that front on Route 30 in this section of the Township. This area is 

predominantly commercial in nature, as the Route 30 corridor is becoming the county’s 

retail/commercial center. It is unlikely that this collection system will be extended past 

the terminal point of the currently proposed extension. 

 

The GMA Gettysburg system is the most likely system to continue to expand within 

Straban Township. The Gettysburg Boroughs draft Act 537 Plan proposes an expansion 
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of the wastewater treatment facility, which would provide a proposed future capacity of 

1.6 MGD for future development within Straban Township. This represents over 6500 

EDU’s, which would be sufficient to support development in Straban Township for the 

next 20 years. 

 

The second public sewage system within Straban Township owned and operated by 

Gettysburg Municipal Authority is the Hunterstown system. The Hunterstown sewer 

system was constructed in 2002 by Adams County and Reliant Energy. The County was 

developing a property along Granite Station Road for a new Adult Correctional Facility, 

Emergency Management Training Center, and a municipal waste Co-Composting 

Facility. Reliant Energy was developing another property along Granite Station Road for 

a power generating facility. To meet the wastewater needs of these two developments, 

these two parties agreed to construct a new wastewater treatment facility and collection 

system and agreed to install a collection system to serve the Hunterstown area. The 

Hunterstown area had experienced problems with on-lot system failures and repairs. 

Many of the lots are small and do not have the area needed for replacement on-lot 

systems. The construction of the Hunterstown sewer system solved these problems by 

providing central sewer service to the residents of Hunterstown. 

 

With a significant number of developable parcels of land in the Hunterstown area, there 

is a potential for future growth of this system. The Township should encourage potential 

developers to extend this system to development projects in the vicinity as opposed to 

using on-lot disposal or private package treatment facilities. At this time there is only a 
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limited amount of available capacity within the Hunterstown facility and it is anticipated 

that this capacity will be used for projects within the existing service area. There are no 

plans to add additional capacity at this time. 

 

The third publicly owned sewer system is owned and operated by the White Run 

Regional Municipal Authority (WRRMA). WRRMA is a regional authority that serves 

the Lake Heritage development and the surrounding area in Mount Joy Township, Mount 

Pleasant Township, and Straban Township. In Straban Township, the WRRMA system 

serves the area along Route 116 east of Route 15 to Hoffman Road. The collection 

system in this area is predominantly low pressure sewers and therefore is limited in its 

ability to be expanded. The authority is currently in the planning stages of a collection 

system upgrade that will make additional conveyance capacity available to the area of 

Straban Township served by the collection system. It is estimated that the proposed 

expansion will support modest growth and development of land parcels north of Route 

116. Approximately 190,000 gpd of treatment capacity is available at the WRRMA 

facility, due to a treatment facility expansion that was completed in 2002, although none 

of this capacity is allocated for a particular township. Capacity is allocated on a first 

come – first served basis for development proposals. 

 

In addition to the three publicly owned sewer systems in Straban Township, there are 

seven private sewage treatment facilities within the Township. These private treatment 

facilities serve one to three commercial properties or, in one case, a 49 unit mobile home 

park. 
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The largest of these private treatment facilities is the Castle Hill Mobile Home Park 

facility. With a design average daily flow capacity of 12,250 gpd, this facility serves 45 

existing mobile home sites as well as 4 more additional sites recently proposed. The 

mobile home park is located on Old Route 15. Constructed in 1999, the extended aeration 

facility uses tablet chlorine disinfection and dechlorination and discharges to an unnamed 

tributary to Rock Creek. During the first two years of operation, the facility received 

several Notices of Violation for exceeding ammonia nitrogen limits in the effluent. 

 

The Biggerstaff private treatment facility is located west of the intersection of Route 15 

and Route 394. It serves the Biggerstaff Restaurant and service station, the Distlefink 

Restaurant, and Rick’s Auto Repair. Constructed in 1984, the Biggerstaff facility is a 

aerated lagoon – constructed wetland treatment process with tablet chlorine disinfection. 

The permitted capacity of this facility is believed to be around 10,000 gpd. Effluent is 

discharged to an unnamed tributary to Beaverdam Creek. 

 

Morton Buildings Inc., located on Route 30 near its intersection with New Chester Road, 

has a private treatment facility with an average daily flow capacity of 2,600 gpd. The 

extended aeration facility, with tertiary filtration, discharges to an unnamed tributary of 

Swift Run. 

 

The Freedom Valley Worship Center utilizes a private, small flow treatment facility with 

a hydraulic capacity of 1,950 gpd. The facility uses an extended aeration process with 
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intermittent sand filters, equalization tank, and ultraviolet disinfection. Freedom Valley 

Worship Center is located on Route 30 about ¼ mile east of its intersection with Coleman 

Road. 

 

The former Lincoln Logs Restaurant is now operating as a small apartment building. The 

private treatment facility that serves this site is now permitted to Chris Hinton of 

Rainworth, Inc. The treatment facility is a Bio-A-Robi extended aeration system with 

sand filtration and tablet chlorination. The permitted average daily flow is 4,000 gpd and 

effluent is discharged to an unnamed tributary of White Run. 

 

Columbia Gas Transmission has a private, small flow treatment facility at their office on 

Granite Station Road. The facility is a recirculating sand filter with tablet clorination and 

discharges to Beaverdam Creek. The permitted average daily flow is 780 gpd. 

 

The last private treatment facility within Straban Township is at Cooperative Milling, Inc. 

This is an animal feed business on Route 30 approximately ½ mile west of Flickinger 

Road. The private treatment facility is an extended aeration facility with tablet 

chlorination and dechlorination. It has a permitted average daily flow of 2,715 gpd and 

discharges to an unnamed tributary of Rock Creek. This treatment facility has had 

continuous problems maintaining treatment efficiency and therefore has received 

multiple Notices of Violation from the PA DEP due to effluent quality violations. The 

continued inability of this facility to meet the permitted effluent discharge limits for 

ammonia nitrogen and suspended solids, as well as its failure to submit Discharge 
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Monitoring Reports for several months in 2002, resulted in Cooperative Milling, Inc. and 

PA DEP entering into a Consent Assessment of Civil Penalty on September 19, 2003. 

The Consent Agreement assessed a $ 1,000 civil fine to Cooperative Milling, Inc. Facility 

Inspection Reports dated after the violations referenced in the Consent Agreement 

indicate that this facility continues to experience difficulties meeting their permit limits.  

 

The location of all wastewater treatment facilities that discharge to surface waters within 

Straban Township is illustrated on Exhibit 4. 

 

As illustrated by the Cooperative Milling, Inc. small flow treatment facility, a poorly 

designed and/or operated private wastewater treatment facility can be as great a public 

health threat as failing on lot septic systems. Reviewing the Facility Inspection Reports 

indicated that for some periods of time, the quality of the effluent from this facility was 

not much better than the raw wastewater it was to treat, and this incompletely treated 

wastewater was discharged to Rock Creek upstream of the GMA potable water treatment 

facility. The record review showed a pattern of noncompliance through the first NPDES 

permit cycle – a period of five years from December, 1997 to December, 2002 - before 

PA DEP took enforcement action and then only assessed a $ 1,000 fine. 

 

This example illustrates why the Supervisors of Straban Township should act to 

discourage the proliferation of privately owned and operated wastewater treatment 

facilities within the Township. The PA DEP is reactive in enforcement of their permits. A 

discharger must repeatedly and consistently violate the terms of their permit before PA 
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DEP takes enforcement action and their action often is not severe enough to encourage 

corrective actions, resulting in capital expenditures, by the permitee. Privately owned and 

operated wastewater treatment facilities receive much less scrutiny than publicly owned 

and operated treatment facilities, yet compliance records may suggest that these private 

facilities require greater oversight by regulators. Straban Township requires that all 

DMR’s submitted to PA DEP be copied to the township so that it can review the 

operation of these private facilities. The township does not hold an operation and 

maintenance agreement for these existing private treatment facilities, as is required of all 

new private facility proposals during the planning stage of a new development proposal, 

so their ability to police these facilities is limited as compared to any new facilities. The 

Township has also adopted construction standards for all sewer systems constructed 

within the Township. 

 

The Cooperative Milling, Inc. facility will be abandoned when the east Route 30 sewer 

extension project is completed. Facility permit conditions require that they connect to a 

public sewer system when available. But with several developer proposals including 

privately owned and operated wastewater collection and treatment facilities being 

reviewed by the Supervisors, the proliferation of these facilities is facing the Township. 

PA DEP has indicated a desire to reduce the number of point source discharges by 

encouraging regionalization and controlling the proliferation of small private treatment 

facilities. However, Pennsylvania environmental regulations offer few tools for the 

control of the proliferation of these facilities and the State’s concern over litigation may 
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prevent them from affirming a planning module denial by the Township when forwarded 

to PA DEP for a private request for revision. 

 

When combined with the fact that Straban Township does not have a wastewater 

collection and/or treatment facility that is owned or operated by the Township, or an 

authority created exclusively by Straban Township, the supervisors are limited in their 

ability to encourage or discourage the extension, proliferation, or upgrade of central 

wastewater facilities within the Township. Therefore, if the Supervisors desire to limit the 

number of private facilities constructed within the Township, they may be required to test 

their legislative ability to control sewage planning within the Township. It is hoped that 

as municipal sewage collection systems expand within the Township, due to private 

development projects, that many of these small, private treatment facilities can be 

abandoned as they are connected to the municipal system. 

 

Municipal sewage sludge is produced as a result of secondary sewage treatment. Each of 

the wastewater treatment facilities located within the Township produces sewage sludge 

as a result of wastewater treatment. The private wastewater treatment facilities generally 

pump and haul the sludge to a permitted disposal site, such as a large central, municipal 

treatment facility (i.e. Harrisburg AWTF) or a private treatment and disposal facility 

(Pecks Septic Service) and produce less than 2 dry tons per year, each.  

 

The Gettysburg WWTF, owned and operated by the Gettysburg Municipal Authority, 

produces approximately 300 dry tons of sewage sludge per year. The bulk of this sludge 
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is land applied on the 340 acres of agricultural property that is permitted for this use. 

Some minor amount of sludge is hauled to the Harrisburg AWTF or a similar facility for 

further treatment or disposal. The Hunterstown WWTF, also owned and operated by the 

Gettysburg Municipal Authority, produces approximately 100,000 gallons of liquid 

sludge per year, which is hauled to the Gettysburg facility for treatment and disposal. 

 

The White Run Regional Municipal Authority’s WWTF, which serves a small portion of 

Straban Township, produces approximately 500,000 gallons per year of liquid sludge. 

This sewage sludge is land applied at two permitted agricultural sites within Mount Joy 

Township. 

It is estimated that over 250,000 gallons of septage is pumped from on-lot septic systems 

each year. This septage is pumped and hauled by private septic companies. The septage is 

hauled to a state approved disposal site, generally either a large, municipal wastewater 

treatment facility or a private septage treatment system. A small percentage is directly 

land applied to permitted agricultural lands. 

 

Within Straban Township, the on-lot systems in use consist of Elevated Sand Mound 

Systems and Conventional In-Ground Systems.  As per a discussion with the Straban 

Township Sewage Enforcement Officer, no Individual Residential Spray Irrigation 

Systems or alternate systems have been utilized in Straban Township.  Due to the overall 

uniform topography and soil characteristics throughout the Township, a predominance of 

Elevated Sand Mound Systems exists, which is suitable for the soil type found in Straban 

Township.  Since the enactment of the Sewage Facilities Act, all on-lot systems have 



30 

been tested and installed in accordance with the appropriate regulations.  The Township 

Sewage Enforcement Officer also stated that all systems, for at least the past twenty-five 

years have been designed and permitted with the appropriate system for the soil 

classification and testing administered. Prior to the Sewage Facilities Act, most systems 

were installed as in-ground drain field systems. These systems are not the most 

appropriate systems for the soils in Straban Township and it is these early systems which 

account for the bulk of those system malfunctions reported in the Township. 
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SEWAGE DISPOSAL NEEDS STUDY 

 

The Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act 537 requires that all municipalities develop, 

revise, and implement Official Sewage Facility Plans.  A fundamental part of this Act 

537 Plan is the identification and documentation of the sewage disposal needs in a 

municipality.  The identification and documentation of sewage-associated problems 

involve the collection and tabulation of information and then verifying the data with 

actual field inspections.   

 

One of the main categories of focus in this study is public health needs.  These needs are 

considered to be those health hazards and water pollution problems that involve 

discharging untreated or inadequately treated sewage to the surface of the ground or to 

the waters of the Commonwealth.  Public health needs relating to sewage disposal can be 

determined by looking for potential malfunctioning on lot sewage disposal systems in 

Straban Township.  The information gained from identifying potential malfunctions may 

be utilized to identify areas that are or could soon be experiencing public health 

problems.  There are three methods to obtain this information.  They are door to door on 

lot sanitary sewer surveys, existing SEO records and door to door well water analysis.  

All three methods are used in this plan update. 

 

The process of sewage disposal surveying and well water analysis is two-tiered.  First a 

representative, randomized sample must be collected.  In the second tier, any suspect 

areas that might be a potential sewer service area are sampled again and examined more 
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closely.  The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection in their Sewage 

Disposal Needs Identification Guidance Manual defines a representative sample based on 

the total number of wells in a service area.  Straban Township falls into the range of 501 

to 1000 wells with a total of 800 wells on improved properties.  Corresponding to the PA 

DEP Sewage Disposal Needs Identification Guidance Manual a representative sample 

would be 20% of the total number of wells.  So, the total number of sewage disposal 

surveys and well water analyses that needed to be collected was 160.  To determine 

which 160 parcels would be sampled; a random number generator was used to select the 

160 samples from all 800 improved parcels.  The method chosen for collecting the 

sewage disposal surveys and well water analysis was with a door-to-door survey.  

 

Door to Door Sewage Disposal Survey 

 

The door-to-door survey was completed in two steps.  The first step was survey 

preparation and the second step was survey execution.  Prior to the door-to-door 

collection, a letter informing the 160 randomly selected parcels that a survey was going 

to be conducted by the Township was forwarded to the selected residences. They were 

informed that the surveys were necessary to update their Sewage Facility Planning and 

that a representative from the Township would be coming to perform the survey.  Next, a 

map of all the parcels in Straban Township was prepared and labeled with all of the 

parcels to be surveyed. All parcels that had either public water or public sewer were 

excluded from the survey.  After the parcels were located on the map, the data collection 

process could begin. 
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Once at a selected residence, the survey was performed. This involved the completion of 

a questionnaire and the collection of well water samples. The questionnaire used was 

modeled from Appendix A in PA DEP’s Sewage Disposal Needs Identification Guidance 

Manuel dated March 1996.  Information on separation distances was field checked by 

pacing the distance and other information was confirmed, if possible, by a physical 

inspection of the property.  After the questionnaire was completed, a representative 

groundwater sample was collected from the well. Before collecting a well water sample 

the property owner was asked if there was any type of water treatment system connected 

to their well.  If so, the sample was taken before any type of treatment to get a raw 

sample of the well water.   

 

Care must be taken when collecting well water samples to be analyzed for bacterial 

contamination.  Since the collected sample was to be tested for three different parameters, 

three sample containers are required.  The three parameters included Total Coliform, 

Fecal Coliform, and Nitrate Nitrogen.  All three were used to indicate possible 

contamination from an improperly functioning or malfunctioning on lot sewage disposal 

system.  When collecting a sample to be tested for Total Coliforms or Fecal Coliforms, a 

sterile container was used.  The well water samples collected in Straban Township were 

analyzed at Laboratory Analytical and Biological Services, Inc. (LABS) in East Berlin, 

Pennsylvania.  LABS supplied WhirlPacs, which are sterile bags used to collect samples 

being tested for bacteria.  When collecting well water samples that are to be tested for 

bacteria, care must be taken not to contaminate the sample.  First, the sample collection 
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point must be determined. A butane lighter and alcohol wipe are first used to disinfect the 

spigot or hose bib utilized.  The home plumbing was flushed for at least 3 to 5 minutes to 

clear any water that was sitting in the plumbing and fixtures.  This was done to make sure 

that the water sample collected was a raw sample from the well.  Containers were labeled 

with the address, time, date, and initials of the sample collector.  A sample was also 

collected for nitrate –nitrogen analysis.  LABS provided prepared sample containers to 

collect the nitrate samples. The samples then were stored in a cooler until they reached 

LABS, Inc., on the same day they were collected, so they could be analyzed within the 

accepted holding period.  The samples were then tested and the results were returned to 

the Township Engineer.   

 

The door-to-door surveys and well water sampling was voluntary.  If someone decided 

that they did not wish to participate in the survey, another parcel was randomly selected 

in its place until all 160 samples and surveys were collected.  
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NEEDS ANALYSIS 

 

For the Township-wide well sampling, 160 randomly selected improved properties were sampled 

out of the 800 improved properties within Straban Township. A well and septic survey form was 

also completed for each improved property that was sampled. The results of the well sampling 

and survey were used to identify needs area within the Township, along with a review of 

geophysical limitations to on-lot disposal systems. The needs analysis concluded that there are 

no identifiable existing needs for centralized sewers to serve areas with failing or potentially 

failing on-lot septic systems. 

 

All wells sampled were analyzed for total and fecal coliforms as well as nitrate nitrogen. Total 

coliforms are common throughout the environment but are used to indicate a possible connection 

between surface and groundwater. Often this connection is due to an improperly grouted well 

casing. Fecal coliforms are common to the digestive tract of all mammals and are used to 

indicate a possible contamination of groundwater with improperly treated septic system effluent. 

Nitrate nitrogen in a groundwater well can be due to an improperly sited septic system 

(insufficient separation distance and well location downslope of septic field) but can have several 

other sources. Nitrate is a commonly used fertilizer component and is commonly applied for 

agricultural operations and residential uses. Elevated groundwater nitrate is common in areas 

where agricultural uses have predominated over an extended period of time. Residential use of 

nitrate also has contributed to elevated groundwater concentrations due to the use of excessive 

application rates related to the notion that more is better. 
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Of the 160 wells sampled within Straban Township, 39, or 24%, were found to contain total 

coliforms. Only 2 wells, or 1%, were found to contain fecal coliforms. 28 wells, or 18%, were 

found to have nitrate concentrations above 5 mg/l, considered to be an elevated level, while 12 

wells, or 8%, showed nitrate concentrations above the health-based limit of 10 mg/l. Of those 

wells that contained nitrate concentrations above 10 mg/l, seven, or 58%, were located on 

agricultural parcels, defined as those over 20 acres in size and 12, or 43%, of the 28 wells with 

nitrate concentrations over 5 mg/l were located on these farm parcels. Well sampling results are 

presented in Table 1 and illustrated on Exhibits 5 & 6. 

 

The surveys revealed additional information on the wells and septic systems within the 

Township. The surveys indicated that 70 of the wells sampled and surveyed, or 44%, used some 

type of water treatment system, most commonly a water softener. Twelve of these water 

treatment systems incorporated ultraviolet disinfection, yet well testing only indicated that two of 

these wells had bacterial contamination. Seven of the wells sampled were shallow, hand dug 

wells and 71% of these hand dug wells tested positive for total coliforms. Twenty eight wells 

were less than or equal to 100 feet in depth and 36% of these shallow wells also tested positive 

for total coliforms. Of the septic systems surveyed, 85, or 53%, were over 20 years old. Sixteen 

percent indicated that some evidence of a possible septic system malfunction had been observed 

and ten percent had some type of repair to their septic system. Twenty two percent of those 

sampled discharged gray water to the ground surface instead of into the septic system. Survey 

results are summarized in Tables 2 & 3. Completed survey forms are included in the Appendix. 
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The surveyed septic systems were classified according to the classification protocol in the Act 

537 Sewage Disposal Needs Identification guidance document. Since no malfunctions were 

documented, as described in the guidance, the classification category Probable Malfunction was 

used instead of Confirmed Malfunction. Table 2 lists the surveyed systems by classification. 

43 systems were classified as Probable Malfunctions, which represents 28% of those systems 

surveyed. This seems like a high number, but of the 43 systems in this category, 31 were placed 

in this category because they reported a graywater discharge to the surface. A graywater 

malfunction can be corrected by a change in the home plumbing system to divert the graywater 

into the septic system, as long as the system was correctly designed for the hydraulic load. If 

hydraulic load is a concern, water saving devices can be installed within the home to reduce this 

additional load. When these graywater discharges are removed, probable malfunctions are 

reduced to 12, or 8% of those systems surveyed. When combined with the Suspected 

Malfunctions, only 16% of those systems surveyed show indications of improper operation. The 

geographic distribution of these systems shows no pattern and many of these systems are on 

large lots where finding an area for a replacement system should not prove difficult, if a 

malfunction is confirmed (See Exhibit 11). Twenty one systems were classified as potential 

malfunctions since they were probably installed without a permit (prior to 1972) One-half of the 

systems surveyed showed no indication of any problem. 

 

In addition to well sampling and surveys, a review of septic system repair permits within the 

township was used to look for a pattern in system failures. A review of the Sewage Enforcement 

Officer’s records indicated that since 1999, seven repair permits were issued for repairs to a 

failed system (Table 5). Repair permits for replacement of a damaged septic tank or broken 
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building sewer were not considered, since these repairs were not the result of a system failure. 

The on-lot septic system repair history did not indicate an area of the Township where system 

failures occur with a greater regularity. The seven incidents recorded since 1999 were dispersed 

across the Township, indicating no discernable pattern. These are illustrated on Exhibit 7. 

 

Well sampling and septic system surveys did not indicate a concentration of potential septic 

failures or groundwater contamination that could be attributed to malfunctioning septic systems. 

Areas requiring continued scrutiny are more related to areas where small lots are concentrated. 

This is mostly due to the inability to replace a failing septic system due to area constraints. The 

New Chester village area in the northeast section of the Township and the Route 30 corridor are 

the only areas where there is a significant concentration of these small lots. Several lots were 

sampled and surveyed within these areas, but the results did not indicate a need for central sewer 

service at this time, but the area does warrant increased vigilance. 

 

Although there is a concentration of small lots in the New Chester Village area of Straban 

Township, there is not a predominance of small lots. Within the area considered New Chester 

Village (defined by Adams County Tax Maps), there are a total of 52 lots. Of these 52 lots, 24 

are larger than one acre in size. Only 12 lots are one-half acre in size, or less, while the 

remaining 16 lots are between one-half and one acre in size. When considering developing a lot 

with on-lot septic disposal, the general rule is that a minimum lot size of one acre is needed to 

allow for a reserve septic area and the necessary setbacks and separation distances. Almost half 

of the lots within New Chester meet this rule of thumb. The 16 lots that are between one-half and 

one acre do not meet this minimum size, but some may be large enough to place a replacement 
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system on the property in the event of a malfunction. Additionally, there are some large parcels 

of land surrounding New Chester Village which could be used for a community land-based 

disposal system, if necessary. As with the bulk of the Township, the soils mapped in the New 

Chester Village area have limitations for use for sewage disposal. 

 

The small lots within the New Chester Village area that were classified as probable malfunctions 

were classified as such due to a graywater discharge, not because the systems indicated a 

problem with the performance of the drainfield. The Township SEO has researched repair 

permits back to 1988, and found no repairs for the New Chester Village area. He also indicated 

that he has received n complaints for this area. A letter to this effect is in the Plan Appendix. 

 

Existing data does not support a conclusion that a public construction project to provide public 

sewer service is warranted to correct a public health problem. Consequently, the Township will 

include the New Chester Village Area in the township-wide Septic Management Program to 

gather further information on the operation of the on-lot septic systems. If this additional data 

indicates a problem with this area, a separate Act 537 Plan amendment can examine possible 

alternatives to abate the problems, if present. Interim solutions to individual failures include the 

use of holding tanks and best technical guidance repairs. 
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Table 1 Results for Straban Township
Act 537 Study
Straban Township, Adams County

Sample Number Sample Address Total Coliform Bacteria Fecal Coliform Bacteria Nitrate Nitrogen
1 1907 Old Harrisburg Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.74 mg/L
2 1650 Old Harrisburg Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 4.34 mg/L
3 1174 Old Harrisburg Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.83 mg/L
4 2840 Old Harrisburg Road 8 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
5 1190 Old Harrisburg Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
6 1560 Old Harrisburg Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.80 mg/L
7 1908 Old Harrisburg Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.72 mg/L
8 2080 Old Harrisburg Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.46 mg/L
9 198 Stone Jug Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.53 mg/L
10 155 Cavalry Field Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.11 mg/L
11 171 Hoffman Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.38 mg/L
12 131 Hoffman Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 6.14 mg/L
13 255 Goldenville Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 8.45 mg/L
14 137 Cashman Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.89 mg/L
15 470 Rentzel Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
16 899 Schrivers Corner Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.97 mg/L
17 46 Leedy Road 1 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.50 mg/L
18 730 Schrivers Corner Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.25 mg/L
19 127 Stone Jug Road 4 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
20 145 New Chester Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 4.12 mg/L
21 60 Flickinger Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.09 mg/L
22 65 Flickinger Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
23 280 Hoffman Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
24 156 Hoffman Road 2 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
25 1820 Granite Station Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.37 mg/L
26 110 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.84 mg/L
27 50 Cashman Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.33 mg/L 
28 79 Woodside Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.65 mg/L
29 5 Stone Jug Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.23 mg/L
30 3325 Old Harrisburg Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.75 mg/L
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Table 1 Results for Straban Township
Act 537 Study
Straban Township, Adams County

Sample Number Sample Address Total Coliform Bacteria Fecal Coliform Bacteria Nitrate Nitrogen
31 3822 Old Harrisburg Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.04 mg/L
32 136 Stone Jug Road 2 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.01 mg/L
33 404 Schriver Corner Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.28 mg/L
34 485 Goldenville Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.88 mg/L
35 737 Schrivers Corner Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.66 mg/L
36 2168A Old Harrisburg Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.64 mg/L
37 2085 Old Harrisburg Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.44 mg/L
38 96 Leedy Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.66 mg/L
39 2485 Old Harrisburg Road 11 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 5.76 mg/L
40 646 Hunterstown Road 46 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.48 mg/L
41 1384 Hunterstown Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.73 mg/L
42 125 Hunterstown Road 53 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.58 mg/L
43 519 Hunterstown Road 18 col. / 100 ml 1 col. / 100 ml 2.92 mg/L
44 94 Riley Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.50 mg/L
45 583 Sibert Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
46 1281 Brickcrafters Road 16 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 5.56 mg/L
47 991 Brickcrafters Road 42 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 4.89 mg/L
48 1120 New Chester 112 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.01 mg/L
49 2481 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.77 mg/L
50 15 Sharrer Mill Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 12.9 mg/L
51 1275 Old Harrisburg Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.19 mg/L
52 1023 Highland Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.45 mg/L
53 1267 Highland Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.06 mg/L
54 1560 Hanover Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.29 mg/L
55 1490 Hanover Road 40 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 12.1 mg/L
56 241 Hoffman Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
57 2575 Hunterstown Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.53 mg/L
58 50 Sharrer Mill Road 3 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.89 mg/L
59 1948 Oxford Road 5 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 5.95 mg/L
60 1680 Hanover Road 2 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 6.40 mg/L
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Table 1 Results for Straban Township
Act 537 Study
Straban Township, Adams County

Sample Number Sample Address Total Coliform Bacteria Fecal Coliform Bacteria Nitrate Nitrogen
61 1125 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
62 1385 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
63 1299 Brickcrafters Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 6.58 mg/L
64 445 New Chester Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 12.0 mg/L
65 663 New Chester Road 22 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 4.51 mg/L
66 521 New Chester Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 12.9 mg/L
67 55 New Chester Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 4.58 mg/L
68 1015 Swift Run Road 8 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.23 mg/L
69 959 Hanover Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.62 mg/L
70 1690 Hanover Road 19 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.01 mg/L
71 800 Pond Bank Road >200 col. / 100 ml 12 col. / 100 ml 4.76 mg/L
72 2493 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.59 mg/L
73 850 Red Bridge Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.22 mg/L
74 745 New Chester Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 5.76 mg/L
75 1525 New Chester Road 46 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 11.0 mg/L
76 485 Woodside Road 164 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 7.33 mg/L
77 447 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.59 mg/L
78 1587 Schrivers Corner Road 19 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.29 mg/L
79 423 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.26 mg/L
80 1080 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
81 259 Pine Tree Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.21 mg/L
82 288 Pine Tree Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.68 mg/L
83 810 Beaver Run Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.85 mg/L
84 650 Red Bridge Road 108 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 19.3 mg/L
85 1430 Schrivers Corner Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 4.94 mg/L
86 2095 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.82 mg/L
87 434 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 5.11 mg/L 
88 260 Pine Tree Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.44 mg/L
89 1460 New Chester Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
90 420 New Chester Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.39 mg/L
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Table 1 Results for Straban Township
Act 537 Study
Straban Township, Adams County

Sample Number Sample Address Total Coliform Bacteria Fecal Coliform Bacteria Nitrate Nitrogen
91 1345 New Chester Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.69 mg/L
92 621 New Chester Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 20.5 mg/L
93 1995 Oxford Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 4.62 mg/L
94 1625 Table Roack Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
95 1514 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 24.6 mg/L
96 340 Good Intent Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.98 mg/L
97 275 Leedy Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 10.6 mg/L
98 1370 Old Harrisburg Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.48 mg/L
99 375 Smith Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 8.60 mg/L
100 765 Good Intent Road 8 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.15 mg/L
101 326 Schrivers Corner Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.36 mg/L
102 1274 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.20 mg/L
103 1030 Hunterstown Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 5.52 mg/L
104 804 Hanover Road 30 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.94 mg/L
105 240 Millhimes Road >200 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.14 mg/L
106 63 Sharrer Mill Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.56 mg/L
107 1330 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 22 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
108 2016 Oxford Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.68 mg/L
109 525 Swift Run Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.13 mg/L
110 1736 Hunterstown Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 10.3 mg/L
111 388 Leedy Road 8 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
112 1265 Highland Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
113 200 Carey Lane 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
114 565 Swift Run Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.11 mg/L
115 795 Good Intent Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
116 240 Weaner Road 4 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.76 mg/L
117 1133 Good Intent Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 16.3 mg/L
118 1240 Good Intent Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.71 mg/L
119 45 Fidler Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
120 161 Rentzel Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.96 mg/L
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Table 1 Results for Straban Township
Act 537 Study
Straban Township, Adams County

Sample Number Sample Address Total Coliform Bacteria Fecal Coliform Bacteria Nitrate Nitrogen
121 555 Rentzel Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 7.01 mg/L
122 860 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 12 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 5.26 mg/L
123 257 Cashman Road 22 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.84 mg/L
124 95 Fairview Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.88 mg/L
125 11 Goldenville Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.25 mg/L
126 1973 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.73 mg/L
127 1370 Hanover Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.53 mg/L
128 1550 Hanover Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 4.82 mg/L
129 1607 Hanover Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 6.73 mg/L
130 209 Hoffman Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.12 mg/L
131 1120 Hanover Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.27 mg/L
132 1319 Granite Station Road 20 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.94 mg/L
133 1940 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.75 mg/L
134 720 Rentzel Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.98 mg/L
135 1125 New Chester Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 4.57 mg/L
136 790 New Chester Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.94 mg/L
137 1810 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 10 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 12.8 mg/L
138 2115 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.61 mg/L
139 99 Zepp Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
140 395 Red Bridge Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.47 mg/L
141 20 Conewago Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.83 mg/L
142 215 Conewago Road 42 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.33 mg/L
143 2105 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 6 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 4.28 mg/L
144 2455 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.67 mg/L
145 575 Coleman Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.99 mg/L
146 184 Flickinger Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.67 mg/L
147 90 New Chester Road 15 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 4.06 mg/L
148 1900 Old Harrisburg Road 18 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.19 mg/L
149 3603 Old Harrisburg Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.71 mg/L
150 185 Hunterstown-Hampton Road 8 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.57 mg/L
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Table 1 Results for Straban Township
Act 537 Study
Straban Township, Adams County

Sample Number Sample Address Total Coliform Bacteria Fecal Coliform Bacteria Nitrate Nitrogen
151 55 Stone Jug Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.01 mg/L
152 131 Cavalry Field Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.98 mg/L
153 725 New Chester Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.92 mg/L
154 1354 Hunterstown Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.60 mg/L
155 107 Hoffman Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml <1.00 mg/L
156 225 New Chester Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 3.83 mg/L
157 2939 Old Harrisburg Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.36 mg/L
158 175 Flickinger Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 6.20 mg/L
159 1195 Old Harrisburg Road 9 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 1.51 mg/L
160 311 Hoffman Road 0 col. / 100 ml 0 col. / 100 ml 2.07 mg/L
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Table 2 Septic System Survey of Straban Township
Act 537 Study
Straban Township, Adams County

ADDRESS AGE TYPE OF SIGNS OF SYSTEM TYPE MALFUNCTION SAMPLE 
OF SYSTEM SEWAGE SYSTEM MALFUNCTIONS  REPAIRED OF REPAIR CATEGORY NUMBER

1174 Old Harrisburg Rd 6 Yrs In Ground Bed Laundry to Separate Drainfield Y Tank Replaced PROBABLE 3
1190 Old Harrisburg Road 30 Yrs In Ground Bed Laundry & Sink to Dry Well N NA PROBABLE 5
1908 Old Harrisburg Rd 35 Yrs In Ground Bed Wetness/Spongy Areas N NA PROBABLE 7
2080 Old Harrisburg Rd. 50+ Yrs In Ground Bed Laundry to Yard N NA PROBABLE 8
127 Stone Jug Road 38 Yrs In Ground Bed Laundry & Sink to Ditch NR NR PROBABLE 19
156 Hoffman Road NR In Ground Bed Laundry & Sink to Dry Pit in Woods N NA PROBABLE 24
5 Stone jug Road 40 Yrs In Ground Bed Sink to Pipe to Ditch N NA PROBABLE 29
3325 Old Harrisburg Rd 45 Yrs In Ground Bed Laundry-Dry Well, Sink to Ditch Y NR PROBABLE 30
2085 Old Harrisburg Rd. 45 Yrs In Ground Bed Green Lush Grass, Wetness/Spongy Y Line Repaired PROBABLE 37
2485 Old Harrisburg Road 37 Yrs In Ground Bed Laundry/Sink Drains to Ditch N NA PROBABLE 39
1384 Hunterstown Road 8 Months In Ground Bed Sink & Laundry Drain "Somewhere" Y New System PROBABLE 41
125 Hunterstown Rd 50 Yrs In Ground Bed Laundry to Road, Sink to Seepage Pit Y Replaced 20 Yrs ago PROBABLE 42
1275 Old Harrisburg Rd. 51 Yrs In Ground Bed Lanudry not to Septic Tank Y Line Repaired PROBABLE 51
1023 Highland Ave. Rd. 50 Yrs In Ground Bed Green Lush Grass, Wetness/Spongy N NA PROBABLE 52
1560 Hanover Road 45+ Yrs In Ground Bed Sink Piped to Surface, N NA PROBABLE 54
50 Sharrer Mill Road 40-50 Yrs In Ground Bed Laundry & Sink Pipe to Ditch N NA PROBABLE 58
1948 Oxford Road 45 Yrs In Ground Bed Laundry & Sink Pipe to Ditch Y Line Repaired PROBABLE 59
1299 Brickcrafters Road 32 Yrs In Ground Bed Laundry Pipe to Surface N NA PROBABLE 63
445 New Chester Road 11 Yrs Sand Mound Laundry & Sink to Septic Tank N NA PROBABLE 64
1690 Hanover Road 40 Yrs In Ground Bed Laundry/Sink Drains to Ditch N NA PROBABLE 70
2493 Hunterstown-Hampton 40 Yrs In Ground Bed Pipe to Surface - Laundry Y Line Replaced, Drainfield Replaced PROBABLE 72
485 Woodside Road 30-40 Yrs Holding Tank Pipe to Surface - Laundry & Sink N NA PROBABLE 76
447 Hunterstown-Hampton 16 Yrs In Ground Bed Green Lush Grass, Wetness/Spongy N NA PROBABLE 77
423 Hunterstown-Hampton 20 Yrs In Ground Bed Green Lush Grass, Wetness/Spongy N NA PROBABLE 79
2095 Hunterstown-Hampton 28 Yrs In Ground Bed Pipe to Surface - Laundry Y Line Replaced PROBABLE 86
434 Hunterstown-Hampton 30 Yrs In Ground Bed Pipe to Ditch - Laundry N NA PROBABLE 87
621 New Chester Road 30 Yrs In Ground Bed Pipe to Surface - Laundry Y Repaired Tank, Baffles, Added Tank PROBABLE 92
240 Millhimes Road 50+ Yrs In Ground Bed Pipe to Ditch - Laundry & Sink N NA PROBABLE 105
63 Sharrer Mill Road 40+ Yrs In Ground Bed Pipe to Ditch - Laundry & Sink N NA PROBABLE 106
1736 Hunterstown Road 30+ Yrs In Ground Bed Pipe to Ditch - Sink N NA PROBABLE 110
1240 Good Intent Road 36 Yrs In Ground Bed Pipe to Ditch - Laundry N NA PROBABLE 118
45 Fidler Road 30 Yrs In Ground Bed Wetness/Spongy Areas N NA PROBABLE 119
161 Rentzel Road 27 Yrs In Ground Bed Wetness/Spongy Areas Y Added to Drainfield PROBABLE 120
860 Hunterstown-Hampton 50+ Yrs In Ground Bed Wetness/Spongy Areas N NA PROBABLE 122
1550 Hanover Road 48 Yrs In Ground Bed Wetness/Spongy Areas Y Drainfield Enlarged PROBABLE 128
209 Hoffman Road NR In Ground Bed Wetness/Spongy Areas Y New Pump, Replaced Drainfield PROBABLE 130
1120 Hanover Road 35-40 Yrs In Ground Bed Pipe to Surface - Laundry & Sink Y Replaced Tank & added drain lines PROBABLE 131
1940 Hunterstown-Hampton 18 Yrs In Ground Bed Laundry & Sink do not go to drainfield N NA PROBABLE 133
1810 Hunterstown-Hampton NR In Ground Bed Wetness/Spongy Areas N NA PROBABLE 137
575 Coleman Road 47 Yrs In Ground Bed Pipe to Ditch - Laundry N NA PROBABLE 145
1900 Old Harrisburg Road NR In Ground Bed Pipe to Surface - Laundry Y Repaired Drainfield PROBABLE 148
55 Stone Jug Road NR In Ground Bed Wetness/Spongy Areas N NA PROBABLE 151
311 Hoffman Road 40 Yrs In Ground Bed Laundry & Sink Pipe to Ditch N N PROBABLE 160
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Table 2 Septic System Survey of Straban Township
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Straban Township, Adams County

ADDRESS AGE TYPE OF SIGNS OF SYSTEM TYPE MALFUNCTION SAMPLE 
OF SYSTEM SEWAGE SYSTEM MALFUNCTIONS  REPAIRED OF REPAIR CATEGORY NUMBER

137 Cashman Road 30-40 Yrs In Ground Bed Laundry to Sump, Green Lush Grass N NA SUSPECTED 14
470 Rentzel Road 40 Yrs In Ground Bed Green Lush Grass N NA SUSPECTED 15
110 Hunterstown-Hampton R 16 Yrs In Ground Bed Green Lush Grass N NA SUSPECTED 26
646 Hunterstown Road 8 Yrs Sand Mound Green Lush Grass N NA SUSPECTED 40
519 Hunterstown Road 32 Yrs In Ground Bed Green Lush Grass, Wetness/Spongy N NA SUSPECTED 43
583 Sibert Road 38 Yrs In Ground Bed Green Lush Grass N NA SUSPECTED 45
1490 Hanover Road NR In Ground Bed Green Lush Grass NR NR SUSPECTED 55
1385 Hunterstown-Hampton 15 Yrs In Ground Bed Green Lush Grass, Wetness/Spongy N NA SUSPECTED 62
1330 Hunterstown-Hampton 22-23 Yrs In Ground Bed Green Lush Grass N NA SUSPECTED 107
525 Swift Run Road 16-17 Yrs In Ground Bed Odors, Green Lush Grass N NA SUSPECTED 109
1265 Highland Avenue Road 40 Yrs In Ground Bed Green Lush Grass N NA SUSPECTED 112
240 Weaner Road 27 Yrs In Ground Bed Green Lush Grass N NA SUSPECTED 116
1907 Old Harrisburg Rd 42 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA POTENTIAL 1
1560 Old Harrisburg Road 50 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA POTENTIAL 6
96 Leedy Road 30-35 Yrs In Ground Bed N Y Line Repaired POTENTIAL 38
1267 Highland Ave. Rd. 50 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA POTENTIAL 53
241 Hoffman Road 40+ Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA POTENTIAL 56
1680 Hanover Road 42 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA POTENTIAL 60
800 Pond Bank Road 30 Yrs In Ground Bed N Y Drainfield Replaced POTENTIAL 71
1587 Shrivers Corner Rd 46 Yrs In Ground Bed N Y Line Repaired, Drainfield Replaced POTENTIAL 78
259 Pine Tree Road 55 Yrs In Ground Bed Sink to Grease Trap N NA POTENTIAL 81
810 Beaver Run Road 50+ Yrs In Ground Bed N Y Drainfield Replaced  POTENTIAL 83
1430 Shrivers Corner Rd 40 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA POTENTIAL 85
1995A Oxford Road 40+ Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA POTENTIAL 93
275 Leedy Road 35+ Yrs In Ground Bed N Y Baffle Repaired POTENTIAL 97
765 Good Intent Road 40-50 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA POTENTIAL 100
1030 Hunterstown Road 40+ Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA POTENTIAL 103
2016 Oxford Road 40 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA POTENTIAL 108
388 Leedy Road 44 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA POTENTIAL 111
1370 Hanover Road 45 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA POTENTIAL 127
184 Flickinger Road 35 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA POTENTIAL 146
3603 Old Harrisburg Road 56 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA POTENTIAL 149
2481 Hunterstown-Hampton 40 Yrs In Ground Bed NR N NA POTENTIAL 49
795 Good Intent Road 4 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 115
1650 Old Harrisburg Rd 20 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 2
2840 Old Harrisburg Rd 33 Yrs In Ground Bed Y Drainfield Replaced 4 Yrs ago NO 4
198 Stone Jug Road 26 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 9
155 Cavalry Field Rd. 29 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 10
171 Hoffman Road 30+ Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 11
131 Hoffman Road 22 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 12
255 Goldenville Road NR In Ground Bed N N NA NO 13
899 Shrivers Corner Rd. NR In Ground Bed N Y Line Repaired NO 16
730 Shrivers Corner Road 18 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 18
145 New Chester Road 16 Yrs Sand Mound N NR NR NO 20
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60 Flickinger Road 10 Yrs In Ground Bed N Y Replaced 10 Yrs Ago NO 21
65 Flickinger Road 25 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 22
280 Hoffman Road 1 Yr Sand Mound N N NA NO 23
1820 Granite Station Rd. 20 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 25
50 Cashman Rd 15 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 27
3822 Old Harrisburg Rd 30+ In Ground Bed N Y Line Repaired NO 31
136 Stone Jug Road 18 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 32
404 Shrivers Corner Rd. 8+ Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 33
485 Goldenville Road 33 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 34
737 Shrivers Corner Rd. 20 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 35
94 Riley Road 30 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 44
1281 Brickcrafters Rd 30 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 46
1120 New Chester Road 20 Yrs In Ground Bed N Y Line Repaired NO 48
15 Sharrer Mill Road NR In Ground Bed N N NA NO 50
2575 Hunterstown Road NR In Ground Bed N NR NR NO 57
1125 Hunterstown-Hampton 12 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 61
663 New Chester Road 8 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 65
521 New Chester Road 30+ Yrs In Ground Bed N Y Line Repaired NO 66
55 New Chester Road 20 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 67
1015 Swift Run Road 14 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 68
959 Hanover Road 10 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 69
850 Red Bridge Road 1+ Yr Sand Mound N N NA NO 73
745 New Chester Road 2 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 74
1525 New Chester Road 7-10 Yrs In Ground Bed Sluggish Drains N NA NO 75
1080 Hunterstown-Hampton 40-50 Yrs In Ground Bed Separate Tank for Sink & Laundry N NA NO 80
288 Pine Tree Road 13 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 82
650 Red Bridge Road 60 Yrs In Ground Bed N Y Line Replaced NO 84
260 Pine Tree Road 15 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 88
1460 New Chester Road 10-15 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 89
420 New Chester Road 2.5 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 90
1345 New Chester Road 11 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 91
1514 Hunterstown-Hampton 13+ Yrs In Ground Bed N Y Line Replaced NO 95
340 Good Intent Road 22+ Yrs In Ground Bed Separate Tank for Sink & Laundry Y Replaced Line & Drainfield NO 96
1370 Old Harrisburg Road 12+ Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 98
326 Schrivers Corner Road < 1 Yr Sand Mound N N NA NO 101
1274 Hunterstown-Hampton 20+ Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 102
200 Carey Lane 1 Yr Sand Mound N N NA NO 113
565 Swift Run Road 5 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 114
1133 Good Intent Road 26 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 117
555 Rentzel Road 30 Yrs In Ground Bed N Y Replaced Tank NO 121
257 Cashman Road 12 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 123
95 Fairview Road 3 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 124
11 Goldenville Road 20+ Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 125
1973 Hunterstown-Hampton 23+ Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 126



Page 4 of 4

Table 2 Septic System Survey of Straban Township
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1319 Granite Station Road 55 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 132
1125 New Chester Road 9 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 135
790 New Chester Road 14 Yrs Sand Mound N Y Replaced Pump NO 136
2115 Hunterstown-Hampton 20 Yrs In Ground Bed N Y Added to Drainfield NO 138
99 Zepp Road 17 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 139
395 Red Bridge Road 6 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 140
20 Conewago Road NR In Ground Bed N N NA NO 141
215 Conewago Road 3.5 Yrs In Ground Bed N Y Replaced Tank NO 142
2105 Hunterstown-Hampton 20+ Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 143
2455 Hunterstown-Hampton 15 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 144
90 New Chester Road NR In Ground Bed NR N NA NO 147
185 Hunterstown-Hampton 25 Yrs In Ground Bed N Y Replaced Pump NO 150
131 Cavalry Field Road 7 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 152
725 New Chester 6 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 153
1354 Hunterstown Road 11 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 154
107 Hoffman Road 29 Yrs Sand Mound N N NA NO 155
225 New Chester Road NR Sand Mound N N NA NO 156
2939 Old Harrisburg Road 32+ Yrs In Ground Bed N Y Replaced Line NO 157
175 Flickinger Road 20 Yrs In Ground Bed N N NA NO 158
1195 Old Harrisburg Road NR In Ground Bed N N NA NO 159
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Table 3 Well Survey of Straban Township
Act 537 Study
Straban Township, Adams County

ADDRESS LOT SIZE DUG OR DEPTH CASED WATER TREATMENT WELL ISOLATION
 (ACRES) DRILLED  (ft.) TREATMENT TYPE DISTANCE (ft.)

1690 Hanover Road <1 Drilled 135 Y Y Softener 60
1384 Hunterstown Road <1 Drilled NR Y Y UV, Softener 175
94 Riley Road 1.00 Drilled NR NR Y Softener NR
2485 Old Harrisburg Road 35.00 NR NR Y N NA 125
125 Hunterstown Rd 0.83 Drilled 125-130 Y Y UV 50-60
646 Hunterstown Road 32.00 Drilled 175 Y N NA 1000-1500
519 Hunterstown Road 1.00 Drilled 90 Y N NA 150
521 New Chester Road 60.00 Drilled 290 Y N NA 150
663 New Chester Road 1.50 Drilled 200 Y N NA 200
55 New Chester Road 4+ Drilled NR Y N NA 200
1015 Swift Run Road 4.00 Drilled 165 NR N NA 300
959 Hanover Road 48.00 Drilled 300 Y Y UV, Softener 150
445 New Chester Road 1+ Drilled 100 Y N NA 175
1023 Highland Ave. Rd. 19.00 Drilled 84 NR N NA 50
1267 Highland Ave. Rd. 1.00 Drilled NR NR N NA 150
1275 Old Harrisburg Rd. 0.50 Drilled 135 Y N NA 45
1490 Hanover Road 2.00 Drilled 80 Y Y Softener 30
1560 Hanover Road 0.50 Drilled 100+ Y Y UV 150
241 Hoffman Road 3.00 Drilled NR Y N NA 100
2575 Hunterstown Road 2.50 Drilled NR Y N NA 150
730 Shrivers Corner Road 30.00 Drilled 220 Y N NA <200
198 Stone Jug Road 0.63 Drilled 125 N N NA 80-90
2080 Old Harrisburg Rd. 0.50 NR NR N Y Softener 150
137 Cashman Road 4.00 Drilled NR NR N NA NR
470 Rentzel Road 1.50 Drilled NR Y N NA 250
282 Shrivers Corner Rd 2.50 Drilled NR NR Y Chlorine, Softener NR
255 Goldenville Road 114.00 Drilled 125 Y N NA NR
899 Shrivers Corner Rd. 44.00 Drilled NR Y Y Softener 200
155 Cavalry Field Rd. 1.00 Drilled 65 Y Y Softener 90
404 Shrivers Corner Rd. 24.20 Drilled 180 Y N NA 200
737 Shrivers Corner Rd. 12.00 Drilled 330 Y Y Softener 100
485 Goldenville Road 1.00 Drilled NR NR Y Softener 200
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2085 Old Harrisburg Rd. 1.25 Drilled 90 Y Y Softener 75
96 Leedy Road 1.00 Drilled 125-150 NR Y Softener 150
171 Hoffman Road 5.25 Drilled NR Y N NA 300
131 Hoffman Road 3.20 Drilled 260 Y N NA 200+
110 Hunterstown-Hampton Rd 2.50 Drilled 180 Y Y Copper Neutralizer & Softener 100
1820 Granite Station Rd. 16.00 Drilled 110-125 Y Y Softener 100
156 Hoffman Road 5.00 Drilled 70 Y N NA 400
280 Hoffman Road 3.20 Drilled 250 Y Y Iron & Sulfur 100
60 Flickinger Road 0.70 Drilled 700 Y N NA 70
65 Flickinger Road 1.13 Drilled 210 Y Y Iron  70+
145 New Chester Road 12.16 NR NR Y Y UV 100
127 Stone Jug Road 18.00 Drilled 100 Y N NA 200
2009 Oxford Road <1 Drilled 120-150 Y N NA 100
1680 Hanover Road 1.25 Drilled 152 Y N NA 56-70
1299 Brickcrafters Road 1.97 Drilled 120-125 Y N NA 80-100
1385 Hunterstown-Hampton 18.75 Drilled 300 Y Y Softener 100-200
1125 Hunterstown-Hampton 5.00 Drilled 600+ Y N NA 100-150
50 Sharrer Mill Road 6.00 Dug 25-30 NR Y UV 50-75
1948 Oxford Road 1.00 Dug 8 to 9 N N NA 50
15 Sharrer Mill Road <1 Drilled NR Y N NA 100-200
2481 Hunterstown-Hampton 1.5 Drilled <100 Y N NA 200-300
583 Sibert Road 0.75 Drilled NR NR N NA 100-150
1281 Brickcrafters Rd 1 Drilled 100+ Y N NA 125-175
1120 New Chester Road 3 NR NR NR N NA NR
1174 Old Harrisburg Rd 0.5 Drilled 152 Y Y Softener 60-70
1190 Old Harrisburg Road 0.75 NR NR NR Y Softener 75-100
1560 Old Harrisburg Road 1 Drilled 100 Y Y Softener 50
1650 Old Harrisburg Rd 106 Drilled 250 Y Y Softener 150-175
1907 Old Harrisburg Rd <2 NR NR Y Y Softener 60
1908 Old Harrisburg Rd .5+ Drilled 150 Y Y UV and Softener 50-60
2840 Old Harrisburg Rd 1 Drilled 139 Y N NA 100+
3325 Old Harrisburg Rd 0.35 Drilled 125 Y Y Softener 70-80
50 Cashman Rd 18 Drilled 207 Y Y Softener 50
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ADDRESS LOT SIZE DUG OR DEPTH CASED WATER TREATMENT WELL ISOLATION
 (ACRES) DRILLED  (ft.) TREATMENT TYPE DISTANCE (ft.)

5 Stone Jug Road 1.5 Drilled 186 Y Y Softener 225
136 Stone Jug Road 10 Drilled 500 Y Y Softener 100
3822 Old Harrisburg Rd 4 Drilled 70-75 Y N NA 90-100
1587 Shrivers Corner Rd 180.00 Drilled 120+ Y Y Softener 50-80
423 Hunterstown-Hampton Rd 10.50 Drilled 100+ Y N NA 100-150
259 Pine Tree Road 2.50 Drilled 300+ Y Y UV, Softener 150-200
288 Pine Tree Road 2.21 Drilled 100+ Y N NA 200-300
650 Red Bridge Road 258.00 Drilled 160 Y N NA 110-120
810 Beaver Run Road 200.00 Drilled 160 Y Y Softener 150
1080 Hunterstown-Hampton Rd 25.00 Drilled 30 Y Y Softener 70+
745 New Chester Road 2.60 Drilled NR NR N NA NR
800 Pond Bank Road 450.00 Drilled 175 Y Y Softener 150
850 Red Bridge Road 1.50 Drilled 150-160 Y N NA 250-300
2493 Hunterstown-Hampton Rd 0.80 Drilled 35 Y N NA 200-250
1525 New Chester Road 1.50 Drilled 350-400 Y N NA NR
447 Hunterstown-Hampton Rd 10.00 Drilled 250 Y N NA 90
485 Woodside Road 10.00 Dug NR NR N NA NR
434 Hunterstown-Hampton Rd 0.80 NR NR NR N NA 75-100
260 Pine Tree Road 50.00 Drilled 200-250 Y Y Softener 150-200
420 New Chester Road 2.33 Drilled 320 Y Y Softener 150-200
621 New Chester Road 21.00 Drilled 40 Y Y Softener 150-200
1460 New Chester Road NR Drilled 168 Y N NA NR
1345 New Chester Road 1.00 Drilled 350-365 Y N NA 250-300
2095 Hunterstown-Hampton Rd 1.25 Drilled 30-50 Y N NA 150-300
1995A Oxford Road <1 Dug 30-35 N N NA 150-200
1430 Shrivers Corner Rd 1.00 Drilled 115 Y Y Softener 150-200
275 Leedy Road 58.00 Drilled NR Y Y Softener 150-200
1370 Old Harrisburg Road NR NR NR NR N NA 150-250
340 Good Intent Road 69.00 Drilled 180 Y Y UV, Softener 150-200
765 Good Intent Road 3.90 Drilled 80-100 Y N NA 150-200
326 Schrivers Corner Road 11.00 Drilled 105 Y N NA 800+
1514 Hunterstown-Hampton Rd 2.00 Drilled NR Y Y Softener 150-200
1274 Hunterstown-Hampton Rd 1.00 NR NR NR N NA 225-300
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Table 3 Well Survey of Straban Township
Act 537 Study
Straban Township, Adams County

ADDRESS LOT SIZE DUG OR DEPTH CASED WATER TREATMENT WELL ISOLATION
 (ACRES) DRILLED  (ft.) TREATMENT TYPE DISTANCE (ft.)

1030 Hunterstown Road 45.00 Drilled 160-180 Y Y Softener 100
240 Millhimes Road 4.00 Drilled 400 Y N NA 100-120
1330 Hunterstown-Hampton Rd 2.00 Drilled 120-125 NR Y Softener 100
525 Swift Run Road 10.00 Drilled 60 Y Y Softener 300
2016 Oxford Road 0.50 Drilled 30 Y N NA 70
63 Sharrer Mill Road 13-14 Drilled 105 Y Y Softener 110+
1736 Hunterstown Road 58.00 Drilled 175 Y Y Softener 70
565 Swift Run Road 3.00 Drilled 280 Y N NA 250
200 Carey Lane 10.80 Drilled 120 Y N NA 75-100
1265 Highland Avenue Road 0.52 Drilled 50 Y Y Softener 30-40
388 Leedy Road 3.00 Drilled 67 Y Y Softener 180-200
795 Good Intent Road 2.00 Drilled NR Y Y Softener 150-200
240 Weaner Road 3+ Drilled 250 Y N NA 100
1240 Good Intent Road 1.00 Drilled NR Y N NA 100
1133 Good Intent Road 106.00 Drilled 100 NR N NA 500
1120 Hanover Road 1.50 Drilled 45 Y Y Softener 50-75
1319 Granite Station Road 0.75 Drilled 31 Y N NA 100
1940 Hunterstown-Hampton Rd 32.00 Drilled NR NR Y Softener NR
1125 New Chester Road 24.90 Drilled 295 Y Y Softener 660
790 New Chester Road 5.50 Drilled 120 Y Y Softener 300+
2115 Hunterstown-Hampton Rd 5.00 Drilled 80 Y N NA 200
1810 Hunterstown-Hampton Rd 102.00 Dug Shallow NR N NA 150-200
1973 Hunterstown-Hampton Rd 1.00 Drilled 300 Y N NA 100
1370 Hanover Road 1+ Drilled 200 NR Y Softener 120-150
1550 Hanover Road NR Drilled 165 Y Y Softener 100-120
209 Hoffman Road 4.20 Drilled NR Y N NA 25-50
860 Hunterstown-Hampton Rd 1.00 Drilled 100 Y N NA 100-125
11 Goldenville Road 13.00 Drilled 160 Y Y UV, Softener 100-150
95 Fairview Road 34.00 Drilled 350 Y N NA 200-300
257 Cashman Road 1.00 Drilled 125-150 Y N NA 100-150
555 Rentzel Road 300.00 Drilled 120 Y Y Softener 100-150
161 Rentzel Road 12.00 Drilled 130 Y Y Softener 100
45 Fidler Road 30.00 Drilled 155 Y Y Softener 200
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Table 3 Well Survey of Straban Township
Act 537 Study
Straban Township, Adams County

ADDRESS LOT SIZE DUG OR DEPTH CASED WATER TREATMENT WELL ISOLATION
 (ACRES) DRILLED  (ft.) TREATMENT TYPE DISTANCE (ft.)

99 Zepp Road 1.00 Drilled 240 Y Y Softener 100 +
395 Red Bridge Road 15.00 Drilled 320 Y N NA 150
20 Conewago Road 200.00 Dug 30-40 N Y UV 500
215 Conewago Road 1.30 Drilled 200 Y N NA 50-75
2455 Hunterstown-Hampton Rd 2.30 Drilled NR NR Y Softener 300-350
2105 Hunterstown-Hampton Rd 3.00 Drilled NR Y N NA 90-120
2939 Old Harrisburg Road 7.50 Drilled 110 Y N NA 90-100
175 Flickinger Road 104.00 Drilled 140 Y N NA 70
575 Coleman Road 1.50 Dug 27 N N NA 30-40
184 Flickinger Road 1.00 Drilled 65-70 Y Y Softener 90-100
90 New Chester Road 1.50 Dug NR NR N NA NR
185 Hunterstown-Hampton Rd 10.00 Drilled NR Y Y Softener 90-120
3603 Old Harrisburg Road 1.50 NR NR NR N NA 120-150
1900 Old Harrisburg Road 127.00 Drilled 250 Y N NA 300
225 New Chester Road 15.00 Drilled NR Y N NA 270-300
1354 Hunterstown Road 1.50 Drilled 240 Y N NA 100
55 Stone Jug Road 1.33 Drilled 250 Y Y Softener 150
725 New Chester Road 1.50 Drilled 350 Y N NA 100
131 Cavalry Field Road 2.00 Drilled 125 Y Y Softener 130
107 Hoffman Road 3.35 NR NR NR Y Softener 150
1195 Old Harrisburg Road NR Drilled NR Y N NA 90-100
311 Hoffman Road 4.00 Drilled 34 Y N NA 75-90

Y = YES
N = NO

NA = NOT APPLICABLE
NR = NO RESPONSE



1 9/24/2003
2 2/12/2003
3 12/10/2001
4 10/9/2001
5 6/22/2001
6 8/21/2000
7 7/25/1999

Sand Mound

Sand Mound
Replaced Drain Field Lines

DATE

TABLE 5                                                                                                                                                               
ON-LOT SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEM MALFUNCTIONS

MAP #

Replaced Existing System
Replaced Drain Field Lines
Replaced Existing System
Replaced Existing System

2840 Old Harrisburg Road

986 Hanover Road Replaced Existing System

In Ground Trench

515 Oak Hill Road
1430 Old Harrisburg Road

145 Flickinger Road
140 Bernstine Road

Sand Mound
In Ground Trench

Sand Mound

ADDRESS TYPE OF SYSTEM REPAIR
299 Culp Road Sand Mound Replaced Existing System
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ALTERNATIVES TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE SEWAGE FACILITIES 

 

 

Although the Needs Analysis performed as a part of this Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan 

Update did not identify any areas requiring the establishment or extension of public 

sanitary sewage facilities, there are administrative, management, operational, and 

oversight alternatives that can be utilized by Straban Township to enhance the existing 

and future sewage facilities. To help identify these alternatives, a statement of the goals 

of Straban Township relative to the sewage facilities within the Township is offered. 

 

Goal #1 

To assure the continued efficient operation and management of on lot sewage disposal 

systems utilized in Straban Township. 

 

Goal #2 

To discourage the proliferation of small, development specific, privately owned and 

operated wastewater conveyance and treatment facilities within the Township.  

 

Goal #3 

To enhance, or prevent the degradation of, the quality and quantity of the water resources 

of Straban Township. 
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No Action Alternative 

 

Due to the fact that no “Needs Areas” were identified in the Needs Analysis, it is 

estimated that short term impacts of implementing a No Action Alternative would be 

insignificant. With that being said, in order to meet the goals stated above, Straban 

Township must be proactive to avoid long term impacts resulting from implementation of 

a No Action Alternative. Without implementing control measures, the Township can not 

assure the efficient operation of on lot sewage disposal systems or control the 

proliferation of private treatment facilities. To wait for a subsequent plan revision to 

identify a “Needs Area” would concede the degradation of the Township’s water 

resources as system malfunctions and evidence of groundwater contamination are 

required to make such an identification. 

 

Therefore, since a No Action Alternative will not assist Straban Township in achieving 

the stated goals of this planning, its implementation is rejected. 

 

Alternative I – Continued Extension of Central Sewerage Service 

 

All existing central sewerage service within Straban Township is provided by the 

Gettysburg Municipal Authority, White Run Regional Municipal Authority, or private 

entities. At this time, Straban Township neither owns nor operates any central sewerage 

collection or treatment facilities. Gettysburg Municipal Authority owns and operates the 

collection facilities along Route 30, west of US 15, collection facilities along Route 30, 
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east of US 15 including the Adams Commerce Center, and collection facilities in the 

vicinity of the Gettysburg High School on Old Route 15. All of these sewerage service 

areas within Straban Township drain to the Gettysburg Municipal Authority’s wastewater 

treatment facility in Gettysburg Borough. 

 

Additionally, Gettysburg Municipal Authority owns and operates the Hunterstown 

Wastewater Treatment Facility and the associated sanitary sewer collection system. This 

central sewer system, wholly located within Straban Township, was constructed by 

Adams County and Reliant Energy to provide sewage service for their development 

projects within the Hunterstown area of Straban Township. Adams County required 

central sewage service to support the new Adams County Adult Correctional Center, 

Emergency Management Training Center, and possibly a Co-Composting Facility. 

Reliant Energy required central sewers to support their gas-fired power generating 

facility. All of these facilities are located along Granite Station Road, in the vicinity of 

the Village of Hunterstown. As part of the four party agreement signed by Gettysburg 

Municipal Authority, Straban Township, Adams County, and Reliant Energy, the 

Hunterstown sewage facilities were ultimately to be conveyed to Gettysburg Municipal 

Authority (GMA). At the time of the agreement, Straban Township did not have the 

administrative entity or staff for operating wastewater facilities and did not have the 

desire to enter the wastewater service field. At the time it was thought that GMA, which 

already owned and operated sewage facilities within Straban Township, would be the 

best choice to own and operate the Hunterstown sanitary sewage facilities, particularly 

when faced with the expedited schedule of implementation for the Hunterstown project.  
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Following completion of the Hunterstown construction project, and in response to a surge 

in proposed development around the Hunterstown area, the Straban Township 

Supervisors became interested in gaining a greater level of control over the growth of 

central sewer service within the Township. They initiated discussions with GMA as to the 

future operation and expansion of public sewage facilities within the Township, 

indicating a desire to take possession of the Hunterstown facility and the collection 

system along Route 30, east of US 15. GMA, in the ensuing discussions, indicated that 

they had no intension of transferring control of any sewage facilities they owned within 

Straban Township over to the Township. Their position was that GMA would provide 

service to all areas of Straban Township that they currently serve and that any expansion 

of these facilities would be at the sole discretion of GMA, in negotiation with potential 

developers. (See Exhibit 8, Central Sewer Service Areas) 

 

In an attempt to increase the Township’s control over central sewage options within 

Straban Township, the Board of Supervisors established a policy requiring that all private 

central sewage facilities proposed by developers within the Township shall be offered for 

dedication to Straban Township following construction. At this time, there are two 

private sewer systems proposed by private developers within Straban Township that, by 

agreement, shall be offered for dedication (e.g. Gettysburg Commons and Snyder 

Developers developments).  

 

Outside of those areas served by GMA facilities, there is a small area of Straban 

Township that is served by the White Run Regional Municipal Authority (WRRMA). 
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Straban Township is represented by a citizen of the Township on this regional Authority 

Board along with Mount Joy Township and Mount Pleasant Township. The WRRMA 

service area in Straban Township, located north of PA Route 116 and east of US Route 

15, has experienced little growth due to collection system restrictions within the 

WRRMA system. However, due to a proposed expansion of the north collection system, 

additional conveyance capacity will be available in late 2008 for growth in this area of 

Straban Township. 

 

Additionally there are several areas of Straban Township that are served by private 

sewage systems. Generally, these areas are restricted to the limits of a private 

development project and expansion of these facilities to serve surrounding areas is not 

anticipated. The ultimate goal for these areas is to have them incorporated into a publicly 

owned and operated central sewage system, when feasible. (See Exhibit 4) 

 

Beyond the completion of the East Route 30 collection system expansion project, Straban 

Township does not foresee the extension of public sewers to serve other existing 

residential areas of the Township. Some extensions could occur due to developer’s needs, 

but no public projects are proposed. The Needs Analysis included in this plan did not 

identify any areas of the Township as requiring public sewers to correct or prevent 

environmental degradation due to failing on-site septic systems or private well water 

quality problems. Any extensions of existing public facilities will be private projects in 

response to developers’ needs. 

 



53 

In order to establish a framework for the expansion of sewers within the Township, the 

Straban Township Supervisors negotiated and executed an agreement with Gettysburg 

Municipal Authority that divides the township into “drainage basins”. These “drainage 

basins” are areas that drain to a common location, defined by topography and roads. Any 

development within a defined drainage basin must investigate conveyance of wastewater 

to a sewerage system within the basin, if present. 

 

Alternative II – On-Site Septic System Management 

 

The majority of the existing population of Straban Township meet their wastewater 

disposal needs by the use of individual on-site septic systems. When properly designed 

and maintained, these on-site systems can operate efficiently and reliably for many years. 

But without the proper maintenance, even a well designed system can fail after only a 

few years use. The key to confident reliability of these systems is the periodic removal of 

accumulated solids from the septic tank every two to three years. If these solids are not 

periodically removed, they can make their way into the leach field or sand mound where 

the solids can block the pore spaces in the soil, reducing infiltration. In order to reduce 

the incidence of surface malfunctions of on-lot systems, a Township-wide on-site system 

maintenance program would be implemented. This would be an expansion of the existing 

on-site system maintenance program already established for the East Route 30 Corridor 

Area, from a point 900 feet east of Flickinger Road (the extent of the permitted collection 

system extension along Route 30) to the Township border. This program would require 

each resident of the Township that utilizes an on-site septic system to have the system 
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inspected and pumped out to remove accumulated solids every three years. The program 

would divide the township into three separate sewage management districts and 

inspections would be sequenced so that one district, or one-third of the systems, would be 

inspected and pumped each year. The Township currently has adopted a Sewage 

Management Ordinance for the Route 30 Corridor, which shall be amended to include the 

entire Township. Management details of the program will be determined during the 

drafting of the proposed ordinance modifications, but it is anticipated that pumpings and 

inspections will be performed by the commercial haulers with reports being filed with the 

Township. Suspected or observed problems will be reported to the SEO for further 

investigation and correction. It is possible that a contract price for pump, haul, and 

inspection costs could be established between the Township and the commercial haulers 

and residents could contact the Township for scheduling with a participating hauler when 

notified of a pumping requirement. 

 

Township ordinances would also be adopted covering the minimum design standards for 

private potable water wells in the Township. This would assure that wells are properly 

constructed to protect the quality of drinking water in the well as well as protecting the 

aquifer from contamination.  

 

Additionally an ordinance would be adopted requiring a hydrogeologic report be 

prepared for all land developments within one-quarter mile of a well found with a nitrate 

concentration above 5 mg/l or that are located within the areas of the Township underlain 

by diabase formations. These areas are shown on Exhibit 9. This ordinance would adjust 
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the minimum lot size required for adequate groundwater recharge to assure homeowners 

that a private well developed within these areas will not exceed health-based limits for 

nitrate pollution due to on-site septic systems. No planning exemptions or exceptions 

may be utilized within these areas of the Township. 

 

Community land-based wastewater disposal systems, including community on-lot 

systems, small flow treatment systems, and spray irrigation systems, are alternatives to 

address small clusters of failing on-lot systems where individual repairs or replacement 

options are not available. The use of holding tanks can also be considered on a case by 

case basis. Alternative or innovative methods of wastewater conveyance, such as vacuum 

sewers, small diameter sewers and/or low pressure sewers could also be considered to 

make the extension of collection facilities to a need area more cost effective. Although 

these are alternatives that could be considered to serve existing residences experiencing 

problems with on-lot systems, this plan does not identify any areas of the township that 

require a public project to correct problems. 

 

Alternative III – Private Central Sewage Collection and Treatment Facilities 

 

Although it is the desire of the Township to limit the proliferation of privately owned and 

operated central sewage systems, they do not have the state legislated authority to deny 

such proposals. Prior to constructing a private wastewater treatment facility, the 

developer shall be required to thoroughly evaluate all options for connecting to an 

existing wastewater treatment facility, whether publicly or privately operated, during 
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preparation of a planning module. In order to exert some control over these types of 

proposals, the Township will place requirements on such systems to assure a well 

designed and operated facility is realized. These requirements would include agreements 

between the developer and the Township defining Township oversight of the design, 

standard materials, and construction of the facilities. Financial security would be required 

to cover design review and construction oversight, facility construction, and initial 

operation of the facilities. Prior to the facilities being conveyed to a third party for 

ownership and/or operation, the Township would be offered dedication of the facilities by 

the developer or his agent. These agreements, authorized under the Municipal Planning 

Code, would be negotiated during the preparation of the Sewage Facilities Planning 

Module. 

 

Developer constructed private wastewater treatment facilities’ service areas, if allowed, 

would be limited to the development for which they were constructed. Without a PUC 

license, these facilities would not be legally able to serve any areas outside of the 

development. It is then plausible that if a developer wanted to build a residential 

development on an adjoining piece of ground to an existing development with a private 

WWTF, there could be two private wastewater treatment facilities on adjoining 

properties. If these private facilities were dedicated to the Township, they could be used 

to provide central sanitary sewer service to adjoining developments and other areas of the 

Township as needs arise.  
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Therefore, Straban Township is of the opinion that by accepting dedication of some of 

the privately constructed wastewater treatment facilities, it can better control the 

proliferation of private central sewage facilities and can offer opportunities to provide 

central sewer service to future needs areas of the Township. So at the time a private 

system is offered for dedication to the Township, they will evaluate the possibility of a 

facility providing sewer service to adjoining growth areas or for eliminating other private 

facilities nearby. If the Township sees the ability of a private system being expanded to 

act as a consolidating or expanding system, they will accept dedication. As these new 

municipal systems expand, existing private wastewater treatment facilities can be 

decommissioned and their collection systems connected to the municipal system. The 

negotiated agreements between the Township and developers will assure that the sewer 

systems dedicated to the Township are properly designed and constructed so that it 

operates efficiently and offers expansion possibilities to serve other areas of the 

Township. 

 

The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection’s Chesapeake Bay Initiative 

is likely to have a profound effect on the proliferation of private wastewater treatment 

facilities and the way they are approached by municipalities. Under this state program, 

any new point source discharges within the Chesapeake Bay Watershed will be issued a 

NPDES permit with a “zero loading” for total nitrogen and total phosphorus. Current 

wastewater treatment technology can not achieve a zero discharge for these parameters, 

so PA DEP is establishing a “nutrient credit trading program”. Under this proposed 

program, loading credits (pounds/year) can be purchased from existing facilities 
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discharging below their permit threshold or from non-point sources that implement “best 

management practices” on agricultural property. The amount of credits acquired for a 

new point source would establish the level of treatment necessary to comply with the 

NPDES permit. But the credit market is expected to be volatile, with limited availability 

from different sources, requiring constant trading to maintain a feasible loading, and 

prices being market driven by availability and demand. This represents a potential 

administrative nightmare and will likely discourage the development of new discharges, 

both private and municipal, and could impede growth in general, within the Chesapeake 

Bay Watershed. Such administrative difficulties could place the operation of private 

wastewater treatment facilities beyond the capability of a non-professional group, such as 

a homeowners association, and favor operation by corporate entities, such as Aqua PA. It 

could also discourage acceptance of dedication of new private facilities by municipalities 

due to the uncertainty of operational costs due to credit trading. Many issues with this 

policy are still undetermined, such as inter-basin transfers of loading credits and 

equivalencies between point sources and non-point sources. 

 

The private systems that would be dedicated to the township would be dedicated without 

cost to the Township. They would be larger systems, would have an existing customer 

base, and would have a maintenance bond in place to assure that the equipment and 

construction are without major faults. This would greatly reduce the cost to the Township 

for accepting dedication of a sanitary sewer system. If the existing customer base is 

insufficient to support the system at the time of dedication, due to the developer’s 

phasing of the development, a provision for the developer to support the facility for those 
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units unconnected shall be included in the original developer’s agreement. The costs to 

operate and maintain a dedicated sanitary sewer system would then come from the 

systems existing customer base and any expansion would be financed by the new 

customers connected to the system. 
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SELECTED ALTERNATIVES 

 

The Straban Township Act 537 Plan has three stated goals: 

 

Goal #1 

To assure the continued efficient operation and management of on-lot sewage disposal 

systems utilized in Straban Township. 

 

Goal #2 

To discourage the proliferation of small, development specific, privately owned and 

operated wastewater conveyance and treatment facilities within the Township.  

 

Goal #3 

To enhance, or prevent the degradation of, the quality and quantity of the water resources 

of Straban Township. 

 

In order to meet these goals, multiple alternatives will be necessary. Straban Township 

will implement Alternatives I, II, and III, as discussed previously, in an effort to achieve 

the goals of this Act 537 Plan.  

 

In an effort to meet Goal #1, Straban Township shall implement a township-wide on-site 

septic management program, as discussed in Alternative II, previously. This program will 

require a pumping and physical inspection of every septic system within the Township 
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every three years. This will assure that these on-site septic systems are maintained 

properly and that those needing repairs will be promptly addressed before serious 

groundwater contamination can occur.  

 

The Township will need the use of a database management software to track compliance 

and schedule pump notices, but no additional administrative personnel would be 

necessary to manage the septic management program. Pumpings and inspections would 

be conducted by commercial septic haulers and inspection reports would be submitted to 

the Township by the commercial haulers. System repairs would be handled through the 

Township’s Sewage Enforcement Officer. The Septic Management Program will act to 

collect additional information on the general health of the Township’s existing on-lot 

septic systems and assist in identifying any area of the Township where a community 

disposal system may be proper and necessary to correct on-lot system problems. This 

program will also allow the confirmation of apparent on-lot system problems 

(malfunction indications/evidence and graywater discharges) that were indicated on the 

random sampling conducted as part of this Plan development. As these systems are 

inspected and pumped, the locations will be flagged in the data base so that the specific 

concerns identified in the survey can be examined in the field by the inspector or the 

Township’s SEO. This will allow these potential problems to be confirmed and corrected, 

if needed, in a phased manner and honor the study’s assertion that the survey was for 

information gathering and not a compliance action. For those systems that are found as 

malfunctioning, the use of replacement systems, repairs, or holding tanks, as well as 
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community systems and sewer extensions using alternative/innovative methods, shall be 

considered. 

 

Goal #2 will be more difficult to achieve. Without the legal authority to deny a developer 

the ability to construct a package treatment facility for his individual development, 

Straban Township must be more creative in how it acts to discourage this alternative. The 

Township’s first priority is to assure that if a private wastewater treatment facility is to be 

constructed, it is constructed using quality materials and workmanship, and is of an 

appropriate process to consistently meet the anticipated effluent limits. This will be 

assured by the adoption of standard specifications for the design and construction of 

wastewater treatment and conveyance facilities. Additionally, agreements between the 

developer and the Straban Township Supervisors will be required during the Planning 

Module approval process that agree to municipal review of the design and construction of 

the sewage facilities and establish financial guarantees that the facility will be constructed 

and operated as designed and intended. The agreement will also establish that the sewage 

facilities will first be offered for dedication to Straban Township prior to their 

conveyance to a third party for ownership and operation. 

 

Straban Township’s willingness to accept dedication of a privately constructed 

wastewater treatment and conveyance system is a key component in the Township’s 

ability to control the proliferation of development specific wastewater treatment facilities. 

Once the Township becomes the owner and operator of a privately constructed 

wastewater system, that system can be extended to serve adjoining properties that are 



63 

developed. This would not be possible for a private facility being operated by the 

developer or a property owners’ association, unless they possessed a Public Utility 

Commission license. The ability to expand an existing swage system to accommodate the 

development of adjacent properties will discourage the construction of additional 

development specific central wastewater systems by making a conveyance facility 

expansion a more cost effective option than building a private system. 

 

Straban Township’s negotiated agreement with Gettysburg Municipal Authority will also 

assist the Township in minimizing the proliferation of private treatment facilities. The 

agreement divides the Township into “drainage basins”, defined by topography and 

highway corridors. If there is a public sewage system within the drainage area where a 

development is being proposed, the developer will be required to closely evaluate the 

potential of extending the existing system to provide service to the proposed development 

project. Several basins have GMA sewers, including Benners Run, Route 30 East, and 

Rock Creek Basin. The Hunterstown Wastewater Treatment Facility, owned and operated 

by GMA, serves the Upper Beaver Dam Creek basin. These basins account for about 

50% of the land area of Straban Township. The remaining basins, including Upper Rock 

Creek, Lower Beaver Dam Creek, and New Chester basins, have no public sewers at this 

time. Upper Rock Creek, where the Gettysburg Commons development has been 

approved, may soon have public sewers if the Gettysburg Commons’ system is dedicated 

to the Township, as is anticipated. The Snyder development proposal, located in the 

Lower Beaver Dam Creek basin, is also proposing a large sewer system that could be 



64 

dedicated to the Township and eventually expanded to serve the basin, if desired. (See 

Exhibit 9) 

 

These actions and policies by Straban Township, along with the effects of the 

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection’s Chesapeake Bay Strategy, 

should make the option of extending existing public sewers more competitive with an 

option of constructing a private treatment system. 

 

The third goal of the Township’s Act 537 Plan is the overall goal of any water resource 

management plan. This document only deals with the disposal of wastewater and the 

management of that disposal so as to protect the water resources of the Township. But the 

fact is that as wastewater disposal volumes increase, the utilization of the limited potable 

water resources within the Township is accordingly increasing. The discussed 

alternatives for implementation address the maintenance of groundwater quality in the 

Township through the Septic System Maintenance Program and a requirement for a 

hydrogeologic study within a ¼ mile radius from a drinking well with a nitrate 

concentration of 5 mg/l or greater. 

 

The Act 537 Plan does not address the protection of the quantity of water resources 

within the Township, as this is generally beyond the scope of a sewage facilities plan. But 

it is difficult to not discuss water resource quantities when methods of sewage handling 

will impact those quantities. In Straban Township, the sole source of potable water for 

those residents not connected to a public (GMA) water system is groundwater. As more 
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residences are connected to sewer systems, the groundwater utilized is released, 

following treatment, into surface drainageways that carry the water towards the oceans. 

In order to maximize groundwater quantities, the Township should look for ways to 

encourage wastewater facility owners and operators to ground apply treated wastewater 

to supplement groundwater supplies as opposed to discharging it to surface waters. 

Groundwater recharge of stormwater is now a Best Management Practice (BMP) for the 

Monocacy Stormwater Management Plan and should be a wastewater BMP for areas that 

rely extensively on groundwater for its potable water.  

 

It is difficult for a municipality to influence land developers to utilize a wastewater 

disposal option, spray or drip irrigation, which will result in greater construction and 

operation costs. Due to the generally poor soil percolation rates found in the soils of 

Straban Township, drip and spray irrigation systems require a significant area of land for 

effluent disposal. A requirement for as much as 4 acres per 10,000 gpd for a spray field is 

not unusual. Additionally, offline effluent storage facilities, to hold effluent when 

environmental conditions (snow cover or recent rain) do not allow effluent application to 

the spray fields, would further increase construction costs over a stream discharge 

proposal. To a developer, the loss of potential home sites to a spray field could be the 

difference between a cost effective project and no project. The state’s Chesapeake Bay 

Initiative may have a larger influence on the analysis of land-based  effluent disposal 

options, due to the requirement for new stream discharges to meet a “zero loading” for 

total nitrogen and total phosphorus. A need to find and purchase nutrient credits to offset 

a new discharge may make a spray or drip irrigation proposal more cost effective than a 
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stream discharge. To truly encourage land based disposal, special grant funding, as an 

alternative or innovative treatment method, or some type of permitting advantage, could 

be established by PA DEP to help offset construction cost disadvantages of these land-

based proposals. 

 

Supervisors could also consider requesting a hydrogeologist’s report on groundwater 

supply for proposed developments above a threshold density and a requirement for a 

central water system for high density developments with central sewers, such as the 

cluster requirement for certain zoning districts in the Township’s new zoning ordinance. 

 

INSTITUTIONAL EVALUATION 

 

The existing administrative staff at Straban Township is adequate to manage the 

administration of the proposals selected within this Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan. 

However, when a sewage collection and treatment system is dedicated to the Township, 

there will be some additional measures necessary to administer, operate and maintain 

these facilities. This could include the hiring of an operations and maintenance staff for 

the treatment facility. It may be necessary to form a municipal authority to own, operate, 

and maintain the wastewater system. With the Supervisors busy with Township-wide 

matters, it may be more efficient to appoint a board to oversee public wastewater 

facilities. Straban Township has previously completed some preliminary steps in the 

formation of a municipal authority which will allow them to quickly react once a 

dedication is imminent.  
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There are also financial advantages to the creation of a municipal authority in the 

acquisition of loans and grants. Staff for operations and maintenance will need to be 

acquired for these public facilities as well as possibly additional administrative staff. Due 

to the process involved in the creation of such an entity, the Board of Supervisors may 

want to take up a discussion of this issue prior to an offer of dedication of these types of 

facilities. To act to make these proposed administrative changes at this time is considered 

premature. Although the Township is a party to several developer’s agreements with 

contingencies to accept dedication of private sanitary sewer systems (Snyder 

development, Gettysburg Commons), due to the recent dip in the housing market that has 

greatly slowed or halted construction on these projects, it will probably be five years 

before one of these systems are in a position to be dedicated to the Township. 

 

Since this Act 537 Sewage Facilities Plan does not propose any public construction 

projects, there is no need for a financial analysis of the selected alternatives. The bulk of 

the actions proposed by this plan are administrative and require only action by the Board 

of Supervisors to enact them and administrative actions by the Township staff to 

implement them. Financing concerns will arise after the Township accepts dedication of a 

wastewater treatment facility and looks to extend collection facilities to eliminate a 

private facility or to connect existing homes with on-lot system problems. At that time it 

would probably be advantageous to conduct a feasibility study of Act 537 special study to 

examine the alternatives available for this project. At that time, financial alternatives 

would be examined to fund this type of project. 
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CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION 

 

A. Plans Developed and Approved under Section 4 and 5 of the Clean Streams Law or 

Section 208 of the Clean Water Act – The proposed alternatives for this Act 537 Plan 

Revision are consistent with these sections of the referenced acts. None of this plan’s 

alternatives proposes a construction project, so no new pollutant loadings to area streams are 

proposed. Any construction of new wastewater treatment or conveyance facilities will be by 

land developers and will go through individual review at the state and local level. The 

administrative proposals of this plan (on-lot management ordinance, well ordinance, standard 

construction specifications, etc.) will act to reduce the discharge of pollutants to surface 

waters within the township. 

 

B. Municipal Wasteload Management under Chapter 94 – The two existing municipal 

wastewater treatment facilities impacted by this plan revision, the Gettysburg Wastewater 

Treatment Facility and the Hunterstown Wastewater Treatment Facility, are both owned and 

operated by the Gettysburg Municipal Authority. The Municipal Wasteload Management 

(Chapter 94) Reports for these two facilities were reviewed during preparation of this plan 

revision. Both facilities have available capacity and are capable of expanding the available 

capacity, if required, to accommodate a development proposal. The plan alternatives do not 

propose any additional loadings to these facilities, but merely delineate the future service 

areas of these facilities within Straban Township. Since the plan alternatives do not propose 

additional loadings to these facilities, the plan is consistent with Chapter 94. 
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C. State Water Plan Developed under the Water Protection Planning Act and the 

Pennsylvania Administrative Code – This Act 537 Plan Revision is consistent with the 

State Water Plan since it shares the common goal of protecting the quality and quantity of 

water resources within the Straban Township.  No water quantity or quality problems for 

Straban Township are identified by the State Water Plan. 

 

D. Comprehensive Plans Developed Pursuant to the Municipalities Planning Code – 

Straban Township recently updated their Comprehensive Plan, adopting it in May, 2005. The 

Township is also working on revised zoning and subdivision and land development 

ordinances, so that all of these planning documents will complement each other. The timing 

of this Act 537 Plan Revision is also in keeping with this effort to modernize and coordinate 

the municipal planning tools within the Township. Therefore, this Act 537 Plan Revision is 

consistent with the Comprehensive Plan by design. 

 

E. Previous Plans Developed under Title II of the Clean Water Act or Titles II & VI of the 

Water Quality Act of 1987 – This Act 537 Plan Revision is consistent with the referenced 

plans since there are no previous plans of this type developed for Areas within Straban 

Township. 

 

F. Anti-Degradation Requirements Contained in Chapter 93, 95, and 102 – This Act 537 

Plan Revision is consistent with Chapter 93, 95, and 102 since the plan proposes no new or 

increased discharges to surface waters of the Township. Any increases precipitated by land 

development proposals will be evaluated individually by the treatment facility owner and the 
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PA DEP prior to its approval. All existing or future discharges must obtain an NPDES permit 

that establishes pollutant discharge levels that are protective of the streams designated use. 

The On-Lot Septic System Management Ordinance will act to eliminate un-permitted 

discharges of sewage to surface waters by assuring that all residences have a properly 

operating system. 

 

G. Pennsylvania’s Prime Agricultural Land Policy – This Act 537 Plan Revision is consistent 

with this policy since it does not propose any construction that would jeopardize prime 

agricultural lands. Any land development proposal within the township would be individually 

evaluated for its impact on prime agricultural lands during the plan approval process. 

 

H. Plans Adopted by the County and Approved by DEP under the Storm Water 

Management Act – Straban Township is unique, geographically, in that there are parts of 

two major watersheds of the Chesapeake Bay within its boundaries, the Potomac River 

watershed and the Susquehanna River watershed. Presently, there is a storm water 

management plan for the Monocacy River watershed, a tributary of the Potomac River, has 

been adopted by Straban Township. This plan is applied throughout the township at this time 

since there is no plan completed for the Conewago Creek watershed at this time. The Act 537 

Plan Revision is consistent with this plan since its implementation will not impact storm 

water within the Township. 

 

I. Wetland Protection under Chapter 105 – The Act 537 Plan Revision is consistent with 

Wetland Protection since the plan proposes no construction activities that would impact 
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wetlands. Individual land development plans will be reviewed for wetland impacts as they 

are reviewed by the Township. 

 

J. Protection of Plant and Animal Species of Concern as Designated by the Department of 

Conservation and Natural Resources, Bureau of Forestry, Pennsylvania Game 

Commission, Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission, and/or Contained in the 

Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory – The Act 537 Plan Revision is consistent with 

the Preservation of habitat for threatened and endangered species since the alternatives 

propose no actions that would disturb the habitat of these organisms. Any land development 

plan proposal would be separately reviewed with respect to these species of concern at the 

time they are being reviewed for approval by the Township. 

 

K. The Pennsylvania Historic Preservation Act – The Act 537 Plan Revision is consistent 

with the protection of archeological resources since the plan’s alternatives do not propose 

any construction activities that would disturb these resources. Individual land development 

plans submitted to the township will be reviewed for consistency with these requirements 

during the plan review process. 
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