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BEFORE T'HHE
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD
FINANCE DOCKET NOQ. 35116

R.J. CORMAN RAILROAD COMPANY.PENNSYLVANIA LINES INC - CONSTRUCTION
AND OPERATION EXEMPTION - CLEARFIELD COUNTY. PA

FINANCE DOCKET NO. 35143

R.J. CORMAN RAILROAD COMPANY/PENNSYLVANIA LINES INC. - ACQUISITION
AND OPERATION EXEMPTION - LINE OF NORFOLK SOUTHERN RAILWAY
COMPANY

DOCKET NO. AB 167 (SUB-NO. 1004N)

CONRAIL ABANDONMENT OF THE SNOW SHOE INDUSTRIAL TRACK IN CEN1RE
AND CLEARFIELD COUNTIES, PENNSYL.VANIA

DECLARATION OF JOANN GILLETTE

My name is JoAnn Gillctte and I am the custodian of records and of the website
maintained by People Protecting Communities (“PPC™) Pecople Protecting Communities is a
group of citizens in and around Rush and Snow Shoe Townships 1n Centre County,
Pennsylvania. in close proximity to a site at which the tirm, Resource Recovery. LLC, has
proposed to site a landfill and other associated and still unpermitted solid waste and industrial
facilities at an undeveloped “Iinduslrial park™ in Rush Township. PPC was formed to oppose the

siting of this facility and to promote sound lund use at the site. The members of PPC will be
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adversely affected by the siting of the landfill and other facilitics and their associated odors,
traffic, noise, and air emissions, threatened impact on groundwater, upon which I and the other
members rely for our water supply, threatened impact on surface water, and the adverse impacts
upon ;ourism. our uses of trails, and other recreational activities. 1 have been responsible for
following the attempts by Resource Recovery, LLC, and related companices to obtain necessary
approvals l'r(;m the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection ("PADEP™), the
United States and Pennsylvania Departments of Transportation, Centre County, Rush and Snow
Shoe Townships, Unitcd States Fish and Wildlife Service and now the Surface Transportation
Board. I have reviewed the pertinent files of each of those agencies and have personally
received correspondence from those agencies. I make this declaration on the basis of personal
knowledge and the conlents of those files and that correspondence, pertinent copies of which are
attached.

I am submitting this Dcclaration in support of the Petition to Hold Proceedings in
Abeyance in Finance Docket No. 35116, Finance Docket No. 35143, and Docket No. AD 167.
These three proceedings involve an atlempl by R. J. Corman to reactivate an abandoned rail line
whose s_ole purpose will be to serve an as yet unpermitied and unconstructed landfill and
associated “industrial park™ proposed by Resource Recovery, LLC. While much of the rail line
has been abandoned, two portions have been converted to trails which the Commonwealth of
Pennsyls ania. through the Pennsylvanta Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
("PADCNR") has spent substantial public monics to improve. The proposed rait line and the
trail arc located at an arca that the Commonwealth has designated as the Pennsylvania Wilds
with the intent of promoting the rural heritage of the area and tourism. The landfill and

“industnal park™ would be located at the castern entrance 1o this arca and. as inconsistent land



uses. have been opposed by the County, PADCNR and other state, local and federal entitics,
including Centre County and Snow Shoe Township.

L'he proposed rail line will service only a proposed landfill and proposed industrial park
There are currently no industrial or commercial uses that exist at the site that the proposed
railroad would serve. There are therefore no current customers. Morcover, there is a substantial
likclihood that there will be no future customers  The only uses that have been proposed to date,
the landfill and a rock quarry, will require permits from the Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Protection under a variety of programs, as well as approvals from the United
States Army Corps of Engineers and the United Statcs and Pennsylvania Departments of
Transportation, and none of these approvals or permits has been granted. Based on the
proceedings to date. comments and review letters prepared by these and other agencies, and the
law 1n Pennsylvania, it is unlikely that these approvals will be granted.

This is evident from the history of the major approvals required.

Access Approvals - There is no adequate access to the site of the proposecd landfill and
industrial park. Access would be through Snow Shoe Township and the uses and transportation
arc inconsistent with the Snow Shoc Township Zoning. The current access roads are dirt roads
and Snow Shoe will not permit modification of the roads to service an inconsistent use. The
landfill proposal was premised on obtaining approval from the United and Pennsylvania
Departments of Transportation for the construction of a new exit from Route 1-80. The history
of the application indicates that this is unlikely to accur and the agencies involved have
recommendcd that all aspects of the project, including the rail spur be subject to a consolidated

NIZPA review as follows (in chronological order)



09-24-04 Rush Township submitted a Point ot Access (“POA") study on behalf of
RRLLC for the 1-80 Interchange, a true and correct copy of which | obtained from the
Centre County Planning and Community Development Office and have attached hereto

as Exhibit 1

09-27-05 The Centre County Metropolitan Planning Orgamization (*CCMPO™)
unanimously voted the proposed new 1-80 interchange is not consistent with the Mobile
Action Plan 2015, the CCMPO's current adopted long range transportation plan. [
attended this meeting and have attached as Exhibit 2 a copy of the mecting minutes
which were posted on the CCMPO website

11-05-05 The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (“USFWS™) recommended to
a representative of RRLLC that all phases of the project, landfill, industrial park, rail
spur, interchange, landfill expansion be treated as a single and complete project for
agency review, as reflected in the letter attached hercto as Exhibit 3, which 1s a truc and
correct copy of the letter that | obtained from the files of PADEP

07-19-05 The Centre County Planning Office conducted a consistency review of the
[-80 POA at the request of Federal Highway Admmistration ("FIIWA™) and
recommended the Centre County Planning Commission find that the landfill/industrial
park/1-80 interchange 1s inconsistent with the Centre County Comprehensive Plan. This
detcrmination was upheld by the Centre County Planning Commission at a meeling that |
attended at which the letter from the Planning Office was distributed. A true and correct
copy of that letter is attached hereto as Exhibit4. The Planning Commission action was
upheld by a vote of the Centre County Board of Commissioners.

03-28-06 The 1-80 interchange proposal was brought once again before the CCMPO
for inclusion in the Centre County Long Range Transportation Plan. The CCMPO voted
to defer the request until PADEP permits the landfill. I was present at this mecting and
obtained a copy of the minutes from the CCMPO website, a copy of which is attached as
Exhibit 5.

12-01-06 PennDOT District issued the attached letter stating that although the POA
met design criteria , it did not satisfy the requirements for consistency determinations for
land usc and Centre County's Long Range transportation plans. A true and correct copy
of this letter, which I obtained from the PADEP websitc is attached hereto as Exhibit 6.

01-19-07 FHWA 1ssucd a letter to the Army Corps of Engineers (“USCOE™) stating
that its approval of [-80 will be withheld pending the outcome of NEPA studies and
designating USCOE potential lead agency for the NEPA review. A true and correct copy
of this letter, which I obtained from the PADEP websitc 1s attached hereto as Exhibit 7
No further action has been taken with respect to NEPA review

01-25-07 FHWA sent a letter to PennDO stating that the POA does not meet
FHWA requirements #1 and #5 and that. theretore. conceptual approyal for the



interchange could not be granted at that time A true and correct copy of the letier. which
I obtamed from a review of PADEP files, is attached hereto as Exhibit 8.

04-19-07 FHWA sent a letter to the Rush Fownship Supervisors in response to their
questions regarding the denial of conceptual approval and, in that letter stated that various
regulatory agencics could not proceed with environmental studies and permitting action
without a clcarly defined project scope with a clearly defined purposc and need, all of
which were lacking. I am not aware of anvthing occurring since that date addressing
these concerns. A true and correct copy of the letier, which I obtained from the Centre
County Planning Office, is attached hereto as Exhibit 9.

Landfill Permit - The project cannot procecd without a permit from PADLEP under the
Pennsylvania Solid Waste Management Act and that agency’s Munictpal Waste Regulations.
‘This permit cannot issue without PADEP being satistied that there is adequate access, that state
and federal wetlands permits will issue, and the applicant will satisfy the requirements for a
“harms benefit analysis™ similar to NEPA review but including a substantive requirement that
the benelits outweigh the harms. PADFP has suspended its review of the application and will
not proceed unless the wetland and access issues are resolved, as evidenced by the following'

05-05-05 RRLLC submittcd a landfill permit application to PADEP, consisting of
seven volumes which I obtained through Senator Corman’s office and have in my

records.

11-05-05 In comments on the application, USFWS recommend that all phases of
project, landfill, industrial park, rail spur, interchange, landfill expansion be treated as a
single and complete project for ageney review, as retlected in Exhibit 3.

10-02-06 DEP sent a letter to RRLLC suspending landfill permit application review
until uncertainties with the [-80 interchange and wetlands issues that had been raised by
PA DEP Watershed Management Program were resolved. A truc and correct copy of this
letter. which I obtained from the PADEP website is attached hereto as Exhibit 10.

02-07-07 DEP scnt a letter to RRLLC in response te their deficiency letier response
reiterating their position that the landfill permit application will remain suspended until
uncertainties with the 1-80 interchange and wetlands issues that had been raised by PA
DLEP Watershed Management Program were resvlved A true and correct copy of this
letter, which | obtained from the PADEP website s attached hereto as Exhibit 11,



05-19-08 PADEP Secretary McGinty sent a letter to People Protecting Communities
confirming that the RRLLC landfill permit application review is still suspended, a true
and correct copy of which is attached as Exhibit 12.

Wetlands Permits - The proposed landfill, interchange and industrial park contain

jurisdictional wetlands regulated by the US COE and PADEP and other wetlands regulated only

by PADEP. Filling these wetlands will require a PADEP permit and a permit under Scction 404

of the federal Clean Water Act, which will require a section 401 certification from PADEP,

which will apply its regulations. PADEP, USEPA and the USFWS have objccted to the

application and, as of this date, it appears that the required wetlands approvals cannot be granted,

as reflected in the following:

10-02-06 In response to RRLLC's application, PADEP 1ssued a wetlands deficiency
letter in which it identified numerous deficiencics, including, inter aha, the lack of an
adequate alternatives analysis, the lack of a showing of water dependency, and the lack of
an cxplanation why the landfill footprint could not be relocated Lo avoid large wetland
arcas. A true and correct copy of that letter, which 1 obtained from the PADEP website,
is attached hereto as Exhibit 13,

01-19-07 USCOE issued a Public Notice Wetlands soliciting public comment on
Permit Application 04-02142 submitted by RRLLC, a true and correct copy of which is
attached hereto as Exhibit 14.

02-13-07 EPA submitted a review letter to USCOE recommending that Permit
Application 04-02142 be withdrawn because it lacked sufficient information to allow
review to procced. A true and correct copy of the letter, which I obtained from the
USCOE files is attached hercto as Exhibit 15.

02-14-07 USFWS objected to issuance of permit in response to Application 04-021-
42. A true and correct copy of this letter, which was sent to People Protecting
Communities, is attached hereto as Exhibit [6.

Non-coal Surface Mining Permit - An application for a non-ceal surface mining permit

for a quarry to mine sandstone, a very common stone, was submitied by Glenn O. Hawbaker.

Although this would be located within the industrial park, the matenal would be used for road

construction and the only likely market would be the interchange for 1-80. which 15 a part of the



landfill project. This would not be a customer for the railroad Moreover, this permut application

is also deficient, as indicated from the following: .

02-05-07 Glenn Q. Hawbaker submits a Small Industrial Minerals Surface Mine
Permit, a copy of which I obtained from the Centre County Planning Office along with
their comments identifying deficiencies and inaccuracies in the application. A truc and
correct copy of the letter and application are attached hereto as Exhibat 17.

08-24-07 PADEDP issues deficiency letter to Glenn O. Hawbaker, a copy ol which
was sent to People Protecting Communities. A truc and correct copy of that letter 1s
attached as Exhibit 18.
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CERTIFICA I'E OF SERVICE
I hereby certity that on this 13" day of June 2008, copies of the foregoing Declaration of

Joanne Gillette have been served by first class mail. postage prepaid, upon:

Richard R. Wilson

Richard R. Wilson, P.C.

127 Lexington Avenue, Suite 100
Altoona, PA 16601

Attorney for Resource Recovery, 1.1.C

John V Edwards

Norfolk Southern Corporation
Three Commercial Place
Norfolk, VA 23510-2191

Ms. Jodi Brennan

Secretary

Headwaters Charitable Trust
478 Jeffers Street
DuBois,PA 15801

Ronald A. Lane

Fletcher & Sippel LLC
29 North Wacker Drive
Suite 920

Chicago, IL. 60606-2832
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SECTION I - INTRODUCTION

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This Point of Access Study has been completed 1o present the analysis for a new interchange
on Interstare 80 (I-80) between cxisting interchanges at Exit 133 (Kylertown) and Exit 147
{Snow Shoe) The proposed interchange 1s located on [-80 in Rush Township, Centre County,
Pennsylvania, at milepost 140' The interchange will provide access to the remote northern

portion of Rush Township proposed for economic development.

The preparation of this study has been made to satisfy Pennsytvana Department of
Transportation (PENNDOT) and Federal Highway Admimstrauon (FHWA) regulations and
guidelines outhning new or revised points of access on the National 111ighway System or other
limited access mghways The goal of the study 15 to provide justification on the need for an
additional access point on the existing interstate system  All analyses associated with the
proposcd interchange have been documented Justification s made hy evaluating adequacy of
the roadway network considerning two alternatives for access. 1) access via the existing local
roadway system, and 2) access via the local roadway system with a new interchange on I-80
This study examines traffic operations, environmental considerations, safety, and consistency
with local and regional transportation planning The roadways exarmined 1n this study mclude
the proposed interchange, 1-80 and all associated ramps between Exat 133 and Exit 147, and
approximately 19.8 miles of the existing roadway network in Cooper Township, Clearficld
County, and Snow Shoe and Rush Townships, Centre County Exhibit I-1 shows a regional
map of the project
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BACKGROUND

The study area along the [-80 Cornidor starts at Exit 133 in Cooper Township, Clearfield
County, PA, and runs approximately 14 mulcs east to Exit 147 1n Snow Shoe Township, Centre
County, PA The proposed nierchange on [-80 1s located midway between these two exisung

intcrchanges, approximately seven miles from each. in Rush Township, Centre County

The interchange at Exit 133 connects to State Route (S R.) 0053 and provides access to
Kylertown, % mile to the north, with a population of approximately 426, Grassflat, 4% mules
to the north, with a population of approximately 613; and Pmlipsburg, 8% mles to the south,
with a population of approximately 3,056 The interchange at Exit 147 connects to S R 0144
via S R 4005 and provides access to Snow Shoe, which is | mile wes: of the mnterchange, with

a population of approxmmately 771 The physical nature of the region is rolling terram

The proposed nterchange connects to Gorton Road and provides access to Moshannon, 5 7
miles to the porth, with a population of 538 The 1nterchange would also provide access to a

large economic development site proposed 1n Rush Township O 4 miles to the north

The principai traffic generator of the region will be thc. development of the northern portion of
Rush Township, Centre County The Township, 1n partnership with Resource Recovery LLLC,
has proposed the development of a state-of-the-art waste disposal facility and industrial park
near the proposed interchange location north of I-80 The development s expected to bring
Jjobs and economic growth 1o an area of Pennsylvania in need of an economic stimulus The
region had relied on the presence of coal for many years The mimng industry, however, has
declined and now jobs are necded In addition, the manufacturing industries of the area are 1n
deciine. The Moshannon Valley Economic Development Partnership supports the construction
of a new mterchange on I-8G i Rush Township because of the expected impacts on jub
creation and economic growth A leter from the Economic Development Partership o
PENNDOT l{as been included 1n this report
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The development site s proposed on lang tha: ;» mostly a “brownfields™ site previously mined
for coal and in nced of remediation or reclamaucn  The development consists of two
compenents, one will consist of waste disposal and processing facihies, the other will be an
industrial park Waste disposal and processing faciliies will imtiate the recovery and recycling
of resources that are extracted from sohid wastes and will enable the production of renewable
energy The industnal park will allow developers of innovative technologics to condense
operations and share infrastructure 1n order to improve the cconomic and environmental
characterisucs of their processes. Waste management and industrial activities are proposed
exclusively in Rush Township, which 1s 1n nced of economic development. No development 1s

planned 1 adjacent Snow Shoe Township

The development of the site, in conjunction with a new 1terchange on 1-80, is expected to
generate economic development 1n the region and produce a number of jobs Appendix E
provides a discussion of projected job creation and the economic benefits anticipated with the
construction of the Rush Township development Direct access 1o [-80 is esseniial to the
Township's cconomic development objectives Rush Township 1s currently divided by I-80,
and the portion of the Township north of the interstate 15 underutihized economically and
1solated from other development areas Without a new. interchange, the only access to the
development site would be on rural, local roads. A new interchange would provide direct
access to this large portion of Rush Township north of I-80, and through 1ts connection \.\:rlth
Gorton Road to the local roadway system, improve the overall access to [-80 and encourage
the economuc development of the region  Additionally, the interchange will provide direct
truck access to the development site, thus protecting the local roadway network from this -

impact

Resource Recovery LLC will privately fund the construction of the interchange and the

improvements to the local roadway system necessary to elimnate Lthe dentified deficiencies
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PURPOSE OF INTERCHANGE

The proposed interchange 15 necessary to provide a safe and adequate regional access point
capable of accommodaung the anticipated future 1raffic, the majority of which are trucks nw
the Rush Township development site, while preserving the local roadway network for its

intended local traffic

Impacts to the lacal roadway network, including roadway design considerations, community
unpacts, and safety, gcometric, and operational concerns, can be minimized by allowing the
new interchange Structural capabulitics of State and local roadways are not adequate for
handling the heavy vehicles or the traffic volumes anticipated wn the design year. Also, the 20-
year traffic projections show that traffic operations at intersections within the local roadway
system will fall to unacceptable levels. The improvements that would be needed to make the
local roadway sysiem adequate for the development traffic would bave environmental and
community impacts that can be eliminated by the new interchange access  Also, local and
regional rransportation plans do not account for the type of improvements that would be

necessary to accommodate the truck traffic anticipated 1n future years

A new nterchange would provide safe and efficient access to the region while allowing all
existing transportation facilities to continue to operate in thetr intended manner By agreement
with Rush Township and in keeping with the current area wide transportation plans, the
interchange will keep trucks generated by the deveiopment 1n Rush Township off of rural,
local roadways and the local roadway system This will allow the rural character of the
communities along the local roadway system to be maintamned. A new iterchange would
ensure that the economic benefits of Rush Township's proposed development ars fully attained
by providing the safe and desirable access necessary for economic development With the new
interchange, all existing facilities within the existing roadway nerwork would continue 10

1
operate at accepiable levels
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The cxisung roadway network 1s hmited in its providing access 1nto the propeced devejopment
site, consisting of two interchanges 16 miles and 9 miles, respectively, from the economic
develupment area The existing roadway network does not provide for the direct, convement
access required for the proposed cconomic developmenrt in Rush Township  For the Local
System Upgrade Alternative, improvements will be required to bring traffic operations to
acceptable levels and Lo accommodate expected truck traffic These improvements wilf
possibly necessitate property condemnations and right-of-way acquisitions, and would be
mconsistent with the stated goals of local and regional transportation plans The existing
roadway network was not planned, wntended, or designed to accommodate the truck traffic to

be generated by the Rush Townshrp economic development

Converselv, a new interchange on 1-80 would minimize local traffic impacts und does not
require improvements that would impact residential areas  Construction of a new interchange
wiil allow all existing local roadways to continue to operate efficiently and without additional
safety issues caused by expected increase m truck volumes The new interchange will provide
for safe and efficient access to the region and will not compromuse the safety or operations of
the existing nterstate system The new interchange will provide the direct and convenient

access that 15 needed for successful economic development
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EXHIBIT III-14
PRELIMINARY CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
LOCAL SYSTEM UPGRADE ALTERNATIVE

o = — e = =
Descripuon Estimazed Cost
#ﬁf — - — - —— —
Ciearmg and Grubiang $135.,000
Demobion $:45,000
Earthwork $6,12:,000
Pavement $13,525,000
Struciyre $600,000
Dramage ltems $748.000
Topsoil, Seeding Items 886,000
Guide Rail £247,000 Jw
Signalization & Signa! Upgrade $200,000
Unlity Relocations $485,000
Erosion & Sedimeqtation Comrol 5460,000
Maintenance and Protection of Traffic 51,410,000
l Signing, Pavement Markings 3201,000
h Project Mobilhizauon (6%) $1,490,000 l
II Right-of-Way Takes $930,000
_LW
Conungenc:es (20%) $%,460,000
= e r— — — —
TOTAL ESTIMATED COST - 2004 $32.742.000
Il TOTAL ESTIMATED COST - 2007 $35,800.000
————— —  —— ———— — — — e — 4__'—&-"_—-—__%




EXHIBIT II[-27

PRELIMINARY CONSIRUCTIION COST ESTIMATE

INTERCHANGE ALTERNATIVE

—

Description.

Estumared Cost

= T e e
Clcaring and Grubbing 510,000
Earthwork $8,795,200
Pavement $5.112,000
Structures $2.680,000
Retammng Wall (Contingent Item) $1,000,000

) Dramnage [tems $665,000
Topsod, Seeding, Landscaping liems $409,000
Gude Rarl 590,000
Signalizarion $100,000
Highway Lighung $3260,000
Erosion & Sedimentation Control $200,000
Wetlands Mitigation (Contigent [tem) 31(0,000

lr Mamtenance and Protection of TratTic $2,400,000
Signing, Pavement Markings $253,000
Project Mobilization (8%) $1,800.000
Conungencies [20%) $4,800,000
TOTAL ESTIMATED COST - 2004 T 528.8‘.000
TOTAL ESTIMATED COST - 2007 $31,500,000

e ——— — __——————————— —_______ -~ .-
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CENTRE COUNTY METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (CCMPO)
COORDINATING COMMITTEE

Tuesday, September 27, 2005
6:00 pm
College Township Municipal Building

Minutes

Yoting Members Present:

Dan Ring. Chair
Elizabeth Goreham, Vice-Chair
Chris Exarchos
John Elnitski
Dan Klees
George Py tel
Barbara Spencer
Chris Lee

Frank Royer
Jack Shannon
John Yecina
Bob Corman
John Spychalski
Ron Buchalew
lom TenEvck
Kevin Kline

Non-Voting Members Present:

Matt Smoher
Rob Cooper

Others Present:

Bob Crum

Tom Zilla

Trish Meek

Lon Shingler
Chris Price

Bob Jacobs

John Knowles
Cory Gehret
Susy Krosunger
Harold Nanovic
Karen Michael
Marla Fannin
Robert Baily
Michele Barbin
Janet Barger
_.aurie Barger
Harry Berlin
Barry L. Bierly
Suzanne R. Bierly
Jaime Bumbarger
l'crcsa Burbridge

Others Present (Continued):

Patton Township

State College Borough

Centre County

Benner Township

College Township

Ferguson [ownship

Halfmoon Township

Harmis Township

Spring Township

Maoshannon Valley Region

Mountaintop Planning Region

Penns Valley Region

Centre Area I'ransportation Authonty (CATA)
Centre Regional Planning Commission (CRPC)
PennDOT Central Office

PennDOT District 2-0 Office

FHWA
Penn State University

Centre Regional Planning Agency (CRPA)
CRPA

CRPA

CRPA

CCPO

CCPO

Philjpsburg

Stiffler, MicGraw & Associates

CCPO

PennDOT Ceniral Office

Penn[XOT District 2-0

PennDOT District 2-0

Philipsbury

Pevple Protecting Communities (PPC)
Maoshannon

Snow Shoce Township
State College

Snow Shoe Township
Snow Shoe Township
| he Progress

Snow Shoe



CCMPO COORDINATING COMMITTEE VIEETING MINLULTES

Tuesday, September 27, 2005
Page 2

Bob Burbridge
Susan R. Campos
Leshe Carlson
Ned Carlson
Norma Carlson
Patrich Couturiaux
Anne Danahy
Cathy Dauler
Chester DeFurio
Helen C. DeFurio
Jim Eckert

Darry| 1 arber
Marian Freed
JoAnn Gillette
Ann Glaser

Wes Glebe

Deb Gosa

William Hechinger
Carolyn Holt
Thomas Jech

Ron Johnson
Judith Johnsrud
Leif R, Jensen
George Khoury
Bert Kisner

John Knowles
Steve L.achman, Esq.
Loni Lange

Kathi | ewis

Pat Lewis

Ann Mandel

John Mandel
Beverly Martin
Kate McGrail-Poasley
Judy Mottin

Dan Mottin
Douglas W. Mottin, Jr
Barbara Natalie
Ted Onufrak
Harry Pionke
John Patishnock, Jr
Gary Pindelson
Linda Podisok
Calvin T Quick
Nancy I. Quick
George Rettew
Gabe Roy

kenn Shope
Peggy Shope
Barbara Shufran
Gary Sinderson

Others Present (Continued):

Snow Shoe

Ferguson l'awnship
Snow Shoe Borough
Snow Shoe Borough
Snow Shoe Borough
Rush Township
Centre Daity [mes
State College Borough
Moshannon Forest Property Association
Association Land Holder
Senator Corman’s Office
State College

PPC

Snow Shoe Township
Citizen

Ferguson Township
Bellefonte

Ferguson 1ownship
State College

State College

Huston Township
State College

Voices of Central PA
Citizen

Citizen

Philipsburg Borough
PPC

Moshannon

Snow Shoe Township
Snow Shoe Township
Rush Township

Rush Township
Moshannon

Boggs Township
Moshannon

Snow Shoe Township
Snow Shoe Jownship
League of Women Voters of Centre County (LWVCC)
Centre County Solid Waste Authority
PPC

Benner Township
Weekly Reader

PPC

PPC

PPC

Rettew Associates. [ne
State College

Snow Shoe Township
Snow Shoc Township
Rush Township

WIAC



CCMPO COORDINATING COMMITTEE MEETING VIINULTES
Tuesday, September 27, 2008

Page 3

Stan Smith Oak Hall

Pamela Steckler Ferguson Township
Thomas Thwaites MSTA

Rosemary Walsh PPC

Ed Walsh PPC

CIliff Warner llams [wp

Sandy Watson Snow Shoe Township
M. A. Williams PPC

Pat Vernon College Township
Mary Vollero - PPC

Resident Ferguson Township
Resident Philipsburg

Resident State Coliege Resident

1. Call to Order

Mr. Ring called the meceting to order at 6:00 p.m and led the Committee in the pledge of
allegiance to the flag.

2. Approval of Minutes

Mr Klees made a motion to upprove the mimutes of the July 26, 2005 Coordmaning Committee
meeting Mr Corman seconded the motion, which passed unanimously

3. Citizens Comments
There were no citizen comments for items not on the agenda.
4. Interstate 99 Acid Rock Drainage (ARD)

Mr. Kiine reported that PennDOT is on the same track as last month. There are three remediation
options being reviewed at this time A pilot test is under way with the Bauxol option. Mr Pytel
asked if the dry summer was delaying results. Mr. Kline said that it is not.

5. Transportation Enhancements (TE)/Home Town Streets (HTS) Program

Ms. Meek said that the Philipsburg Front Street Streetscape sponsor 1s requesting additional
Transportation Enhancement money.

Ms. Meek reviewed the policy for approving/disapproving project cost increases that was
approved by the MPO in February 2004

e Prior to requesting additional funds. sponsors must consider revising the scope of
the project and providing additional tocal funds.

¢ Project cost increases up to 20%., or a maximum of $20.000. will be evaluated by
a I'E/HTS/Safe Routes 1o School (SR2S) Review Commuittee

s Project cost increases over 20%, or greater than $20.000. will require a tormal
presentation to the Review Committee and may require an additionat local match

The requested cost increase is more than $20.000. so Phlipsburg Borough gave a formal
presentation to the Review Committee and s also providing an additional local match.
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Ms. Meck stated that the original federal funding for the project was $137.304 Ms Meek
reviewed the funding that 1s avanlable in the Transportation improvement Program (TIP) line
items which includes funds from the last Home Town Strects and Sale Routes 10 Schools

(H I1S/SR2S) cycle. There is currently $695,776 available for cost increases and future funding
rounds. She noted that Philipsburg has requested that the Presquersle Street Sidewalk project be
deprogrammed and the funds ($99.645) be transferred to the Front Street Streetscape project. The
TE/HTS/SR2S Review Commuttee reviewed the request and recommended the approval of
additional money for the Front Street Project to the Technical Committee. The Technical
Committee made the following recommendation to the Coordinating Commuttee

o Deprogram the Presqueisle Street Sidewalk project and shift $99.645 in the
HTS/SR2S funding to the Front Street Phase 1 project

e  Program an additional $62.915 from the line item on the 2005-2008 Centre County
TIP to the Front Street Phase I project.

Ms. Meeh introduced John Knowles, Philipsburg Borough Manager and Cory Gehret the Front
Street Streetscape Project Manager from Stiffler. McGraw and Associates

Mr Knowles noted that no matter what the Coordinating Committee decides, Philipsburg would
like to deprogram the Presqueisle Street project He stated that there are not enough funds to do
both projects and the Presqueisle Street project is not far along in the planning process.

Mr Gehret reported that the intent of the Front Street Strectscape praject is to remove the
overhead utilities from this downtown area. This involves removing the utilities, installing new
curb and sidewalk and putting in lamp posts that resemble those that were present in the 1920°s
The project has obtained environmental clearance,

Available funding for the project is $379.212 and the current cost estimate for the project 15
$541.772. The balance needed is $162.560. Philipsburg is requesting that $99.645 be shifted
from the Presqueisle Street Sidewalk project and an additional $62.915 be allocated to this
project. '

Mr Gehret gave a brief history of the funding and the schedule for construction in April, 2006

Mr. Klees said that Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds shown on one of the
charts is $180,000, but on another it shows $127.108. He asked if this was the difference of what
has already been expended. Mr Knowles said that the figure of $127.108 is strictly for
construction The balance will be used for design and inspection.

Mr Klees said that the funding for all three programs is out of the same pot. but the competition
for the funds went down different paths. He asked if it truly came from the same pot of lunds

Ms. Meek clanfied by saying that when the original Front Street project was approved. it was
approved under the TE program. When the HITS/SR2S program was created. this project was
technically converted to the HTS program. All the applicants that applied for HTS/SR2S funds in
the last round were approved for funding. She said that by deprogramming Presqueisle Street, the
question is whether 1t 1s fair to just shift 11 10 another project If it is not shifted. it would go back
mnto the line item for other projects.

Ms. Meeh said that normally there is a two-year cycle. but in order to bring the HTS/SR2S
program into sync with the TIP process. there are two consecutive cycles. She said that statl has
not been informed about what the allocation for the new round of funds.
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Mr. Klees said that a lot of projects are running into cost overruns and he was not surc how this
would end up if they all requested additional money Ms. Meeh said that there has been an
escalation of costs recently  She noted that the MPQ has heen very good at holding the line items
and having that funding available so that the projects previously approved can continue to move
She felt that sponsors are getting more versed in the process and the estimates coming in are
higher frem the start

\s Gorcham mude a motion to deprogram the Presquenle Street Sudewalk project and shuft
$99.643 in the HTS:SR2S funding to the Front Strect Phave H progect und program an adidiional
$62,915 trom the hine ttem on the 20035-2008 Centre County TIP to the Front Sireet Phase 11
project

Mr Spyehalvk seconded und the motion passed ununimously

6. Consistency Review for Proposed New Interchange on Interstate 80

Mr Crum cxplained the process for making sure that everyone has a chance to be heard. He said that
Mr Zilla would be making a short presentation to review the review process and the action requested
Following that. the floor will be vpened for public comment and cach person will have three minutes to

talk The Coordinating Committee will then discuss the 1ssue and vote on the action.

Mr. Zilla reviewed that the proposed interchange 1s on the northwest side of Centre County. in the
northern corner of Rush Township 1t 1s a result of an economic development initiative from Rush

Township The proposed interchange would be located about seven miles west of the Snow Shoe ¢xit
and seven miles east of the Kylertown exit of Interstate 80. Secondary access is being proposed viaa

rclocated portion ot Gorton Road m Rush Township to the intersection of Routes 53 and 144 in the
village of Moshannon.

Mr. Zilla reviewed the approval process for a new interchange  Key points to the proposal include:

FHHWA must approve access to an interstate highway

Both FHWA and PennDOT have policies and guidelines about new access to an interstate

highway

o CCMPO and Centre County must determine consistency with land use and transportation

plans
e The request to FHWA must come through PennDOT

Mr. Zilla reviewed the basic steps, starting with PennlDOT submitting a Point of Access Study (POA) to

FHWA. The POA must address consistency with land use and transportation plans. [fa POA is

submitted, FHWA may provide “conceptual approval = It would then go forward to be evaluated by the

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. Final approval of an access point comes when

FHWA approves that NEPA document | or final approval. the CCMPO must also include Lthe project

on 1ts [P and Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP).

The MPO's role is to determine the consistency of the proposed interchange on [-80 in Rush Township

with the MPO's adopted [ ong Range Transportation Plan  The MPO is not determining consistency
with land use plans.

Mr. Zilla noted that the MPO Technical Committee voted unanimously 1o recommend to the

Coordinaung Committee that the proposed new interchange 1s not consistent with MAP-2015. Also. by
a vote of 6-5, the Technical Committee recommended that the Coordinating Committee indicate that the

POA should be submitted to FHWA for further evaluation.
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He reviewed the reasons for these actions. Mr. Zilla said that one reason for torwarding the POA is that
it will permit FHWA to determine if construction is feasible 111t is not techrucally teasible. access can
be proposed from the local road system through a Highway Occupaney Permit request to PennDOT
StafT'is greatly concerned about truch traffic on local roads 1f this alternative goes forward. In addition.
further cvaluation will provide the CCMPO additional time to decide whether to include the proposed
interchange in its new LR I'P and on a future TIP. The interchange must be included on these twa
documents in order to receive final approval from FIIWA.,

Mr Zilla said that if the interchange does proceed to conceptual approval by FHWA, there would be
further review of the alternatives for access in the NEPA process 1t does not mean that the MPO
supports the interchange at this time. but heeps the options open because of the concerns about traffic
on existing roads. 1t also does not mean that the MPO will melude the interchange on the LRTP or TIP.

The POA analysis assumed is the completion of Route 322 Corridor Ol project There is a concern
abuut whether that 1s financially feasible. Also, the POA identified levels ot serviceat “C™ on 1-80 in
this arca. Staff would like to know how close that level of service is to D™, which is not acceptable
Clearly. if there 1s traffic on Gorton Road there will be impacts. Although not noted in the POA study,
the four-way stop sign in Snow Shoe at the intersections of Route 144 and Moshannon Avenue 1s a staft
concern.

Mr. Klees clarified that the MPO's role is not to determine consistency with land use plans  On the
shide of recommendations, the seccond bullet refers to the fact that a reason to support the POA 1s that
Rush Township 1s developing a municipal comprehensive plan. He thought these statements conflicted
with each other. Mr Zilla replied that both the current and new | RTP make reference o coordinating
land use and transporiation and that bullet 1s aimed at those objectives.

Mr. Lee asked why it was not the role of the MPO to look at the consistency to the Comprehensive
Plan Mr. Zilla answered that according to FHWA guidelines, the body that is responsible for adopting
the document plays the lcad role The County Comprehensive Plan is adopted by county government

The floor was opencd to public comment

Mr. George Rettew, representing Rush Township. reported that Rettew Associates has prepared the
POA for the new interchange off of 1-80. The interchange was proposed as the primary access for an
economic development project that Rush Township 1s strongly committed to because they feel there are
many bencfits to the community. The project consists of two parts. the landfill and an industrial park.
The interchange construction, along with additional improvements identified in the POA study. will be
100% privately funded, along with reimbursements to the MPO for any maintenance charges that may
be applied by PennDOT against the MPQO’s allocated funding. The interchange was proposed because
direct access from the interstate is key to the success of the industnal park and the economic
development that will come with it. The landfill. with its energy production. 1s the catalyst to attracting
industrial users to the industrial park

[ he approval of a new interchange is not an easy undertahing. Mr Rettew said that they have already
been involved for a year and half in detailed engineering studies. Those studies are done under close
review and input by PennD(Y1  Gomng forward. the process will mvolve many more intensive studics —
alternatives analysis, environmental reviews, community involvement. and engineering design — all of
which requires many state and federal agency approvals Rush Township believes that having an
interchange for this project has clear advantages to the community and it makes approval of the
interchange worth the time and effort to pursue it It is. however. only worth pursuing if there is
support trom the MPQ The Township therefore requests that the MPO apprave the staff
recommendation presented and turther, agree tonight to approve Rush Township's request to
incorporate the interchange into the LLRTP and TIP upon conceptual approval of the POA. Rush
Township will not be able to move forward with the interchange without this commitment
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Terry Burbridge. People Protecting Communities (PPC). said that they have owned property on Gorton
Road since 1982 and bought 1t to enjoy the many recreational opportunities in the area. They just
moved here permanently from Pittsburgh and built a new home on their property. She said that they
moved here to get away from the industrial development that surrounded them. not to have one in their
backyard. She noted that they were unofficially told that the value for their new home came in about
$20.000 less than it should have because of the threat of a landfill in the area Resource Recovery's
plan to use local roads and/or a new interchange 1s unacceptable. This 1s not the place to put a landtill
and industnal development These rural, winding roads cannot handle large volumes of truck traffic. as
witnessed on two occasions to what happens to Routes 53 and 144 when 1-80 15 closed  She said that
her short commute to work turned into a hairy drive, with tractor trailer trucks bached up from
Kylertown Traffic had to be directed by the police at the Snow Shoe Exit She said that it can take
two hours to get down the mountain when 1-80 closes due to accidents and bad weather Adding over
800 more trash trucks to this situation is ludicrous. Resource Recovery's planned improvemenits 1o
Gorton Road to accommodate an interchange are a slap in the face to a community that has
demonstrated a united and widespread opposition to their project. This developer has no right to toy
with the lives and private property of arca residents for what they term an “economic development
project.” Ihe interchange and proposed improvements to Gorton Road will wipe out many homes --
front yards at the very least and nearly 100 seasonal homes. It will also wipe out a healthy tourism
economy in the region and hurt local business 1he many people who visit the area most likely will not
continue to patronize an area with a huge landfill for their outdoor activities Ms Burbridge said that
we must also consider that the Elk Scenic Drive goes through Snow Shoe Township. One could casily
place a sign at the intersection of Gorton Road and Routes 53/144, calling it the intersection of the Elk
Scenic Drive and Landfill Lane. She satd they would much rather see recreational traffic on Gorton
Road going to camps and seasonal homes to enjov themselves rather than to service an mdustrial park
and landfill. The Resource Recovery landfill will desecrate properties values and communities for
miles 1t will also destroy 5,800 acres of forested land and wildlife habitat. This does not sound ltke an
economitc development project. The proposed landfill interchange and industrial park is an unwelcome
infringement on property and resident's way of life. It secems the only people that welcome this project
are Rush Township Supervisors and developers. Resource Recovery and their consultants have proven
to be dishonest, ruthiess businessman. Ms. Burbnidge noted that Mr Rettew works for Rush Township
on both their Comprehensive Plan and Resource Recovery's landfill and she felt this was a conflict of
interest  This project adversely affects surrounding communities in many ways and should not be able
to proceed. She said that she would like Mr. Shannon to consider how he would feel if the tables were
turncd and Snow Shoe was forcing an unwelcome project on him

Rosemary Walsh, PPC, said she was presenting two sets of petitions The first set has 2,200 signatures
against the landfill, incinerator and industnal park The most recent signers are hundreds of Rush
Township residents. The other set has over 2,500 signatures upposing state funding for this project,
which at the time the signatures were gathered was thought to be just an $8.5 million appropriation that
magically appeared in the capital budget in June 2004. just months after Resource Recovery filed ther
paperwork for their limited hability company These signatures have been faxed to the Governor's
Office as well as area legislators since July, 2004, Ms Walsh said that she has received two responses
from the Governor's Office saying that this project is either eligible or deemed considered lor at least
two dhitferent funding programs the Transportation Assistance Program and the Redevelopment
Assistance Capital Program  Even though Mr Flossdorf. Vice-President of Resource Recovery. claims
that they have not applied for or intend to use public money, some of this project 1s shll being referred
for funding and people would like to know who 1s doing this and why. She said that they hoped to
reveive a reply 1o their inquiry about this from the Governor’s Office soon. As tax paying citizens of
the Commonwealth. people have the right to know this information, The pont with the funding i1ssue 1s
that there seems to be plenty of local projects already on the books for the MPQ that would benefit from
slate assistance. Why consider a project that could consume state money that 1s, as Senator Cormin
recently stated in hus letter to the Governor. against the will of the people and already has been lfound to
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be inconsistent with local land use and future County plans by the Planning Commission and Board of
Commussioners.

Ms, JoAnn Gillette. Snow Shoe Township. had two points to address. 1he first 1s the comment by Mr.
Rettew about 800 truchs traveling the local roads. She said she has been involved with this situation
since last year and has been in communication wath the Department of Environmental protection (DEP)
on a regular basis with regards to this project. She made two trips to the DEP office in Williamsport to
looh over information contained in their files with repards to Resource Recovery The 1-80 interchange
has heen a critical part of their project from the beginning In an intenal email between DEP personnel
dated April. 2004, they mentioned Resource Recovery's provision to provide a new exit off of 1-80 to
access the site. In a presentation to the DEP. Resource Recovery again stated that importance of site
accessibility via a major highway. thereby “substantially reducing road safety risks locally and
regionally and avoiding local traffic burdens and the public safety risks and nuisances that such traffic
can cause.” Ms. Gillette said that by their own confession, using local roads will pose traffic burdens,
safety risks and nuisances. F'or Resource Recovery to now threaten the use of the local roads runs
counter to their sales pitch to the DEP A totally separate traffic study will have to be conducted with
regards to the feasibility of using local roads Traffic can be one of the more difficult harms to mitigate
and the Harms/Benefit Analysis 1s required should this company submit an application for a landfill
Sixteen questions must be addressed in Section J of the Environmental Assessment form to assist the
DEP. in compunction with the State Department of Transportation, 10 make a determination about local
road use. Ms. Gillette believed that for Mr Rettew to say quite honestly that over 800 trucks per day
will be traveling on local roads is presumptuous at best.

The second point is that as a scasonal homeowner in the Moshannon Forest subdivision, there is a good
thing going on in this arca with scasonal subdivisions and recreational opportunities  She said they
purchased their property in 1999 and built a camp, not only to have a woodsy piece of property to relax
at, but also to have a camp to pass down through the generations. To know that there could now be a
landfill and incinerator a few miles down the road taints the pleasure of owning this forest property not
only emotionally, but financially as well. Seasonal homes are not afforded the same value
consideration as a residence when it comes to the Harms/Benefit Analysis. That means that a landfill
applicant does not have to compensate a seasonal home owner for any loss in the value of their
property. Common sense dictates that the value of these properties will decline If someone is looking
to buy a seasonal home for rest and relaxation, they arc not going to choosc a property near a landfill
and an incinerator The many seasonal properties can suffer a double defeat, including the loss of
peaccfulness of a wilderness retreat and the monetary value in the investment,

Ms. Gillette urged the MPO to agree with the Planning Department’s consistency review that this
interchange and landfill project 1s totally mconsistent with local land use and future plans and should
not be included in the long range transportation plans for Centre County.

Ms Kathi L.ewis. Snow Shoe Borough, said that the smal! town of Snow Shoe would be impacted by
the landfill regardless of how the dump would be accessed. Whether by 1-80 or local roads, Snow Shoe
Borough will have traflic. even if it 15 only traftic when the interstate is closed. They will have to deal
with the odor of a landlill and the resultng pollution She said that she drives 1-80 daily to work in
Philipsburg and the proposed interchange will not benefit anyone traveling through the arca  There is
nothing there to do or see at this time  Access from this road would henefit only Resource Recovery
Ms Lewis had concerns about inconsistency in presentations that have been made by representatives
for Resource Recovery. The first inconsistency was a statement by Resource Recovery that the project
would not go forward unless approved by both Snow Shoe and Rush Townships Since we are here
tonight. that has obviously changed The second inconsistency is that without the [-80 interchange. the
project would not po forward Resource Recovery is now looking at using local roads to access its site
The oniginal proposal was for a landtill. bio-reactor and industrial park  1he bio-reactor has now
disappeared from the plans Resource Recovery has stated that there 15 a need for additional landfill
capacity in Pennsylvania. In fact. there is currently no need for additional capacity for Pennsylvama's
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trash The only additional capacity nceded 1s for out of state trash  One final inconsistency Ms. Lewis
noticed was the increase in the number of trucks clained bv Resource Recovery At the Centre County
Planning Commission meeting in August. the landfill was expected to have 200 truchs per day By the
tume of the MPO Technical Committee meeting. that number had grown to 856 trucks per day. This
plan seems to be very fuid and appears to change to meet the needs of Resource Recovery  Is this the
type of company we want to operate a landfill in this area®

Ms Lewis’s final concern is Resource Recovery s optimistic projection of ecanomic development tied
to this landfill She did not believe that FHWA would want to set precedent by approving an
interchange just for the landfill. She believed that Resource Recovery was promoting the industral
park as an ¢cconomic development carrot to improve their chances of getting interchange approval.
There is no guarantee that the economic development will ever come to fruition Building an industnal
<ite 1n the midst of state forest lands does not seem to be prudent planning. In a July 5. 2005 letter to
DEP. the consultant for Resource Recovery states that at some future point. i1t 1s the hope and the desire
of the host municipality that the infrastructure built to support this large 30-year project will attract
industries that will benefit from co-location with this project Ms Lewis said that this sounded much
like the movie Field of Dreams. 1f you build it, they will come. She asked who among us would be
around 20-30 years down the road to follow through on this prediction. She asked that the MPO please
not base their decision on the current threat of using local roads or the hope that an industrial park
would materialize She asked that that the MPO support the Planning Department's consistency review
that this interchange and landfill 1s inconsistent with local land use and future plans and therefore
should not be included in the LRTP for Centre County.

Mr. Darry! Farber. State College, said that he hikes and cross country skis at Black Moshannon. He has
driven the local roads by the proposed project. He said that the American Society of Civil Cngineering
Code of Cthics states “Engineers should hold paramount the safety. health and weltare of the public ™
He said that Resource Recovery is now suggesting use of local roads when it clcarly states in the host
municipality agreement that “Resource 1s aware of the adverse impact that the high volumes of truck
traftic will have on local roads and communities.™ This raises ethical questions Professional engineers
are duty bound to uphoid the Code of Ethics as a matter of principle and also as a matter of
Pennsylvania law. It is a requirement for professional licensing. Both the interchange and the use of
local roads are inconsistent with the Transportation Plan. Since final FHWA approval for the
interchange says that it must be consistent with the Plan, there is no need for a POA. Mr. Farber asked
the MPO to send a clear message to PennDOT and FHWA that the interchange and the use of the local
roads are inconsistent with the Transportation Plan and that carly termination of the POA request best
serves the public interest

Ms Susan Campos. Ferguson Township, said that a month ago she was driving for several hours on I-
80 She said that she was frightened by the extremely heavy truck traffic surrounding her  She counted
12 trucks and only one car ahead of her. Ms. Campos was horrified at the idea that the proposed
interchange will substantially increase truck traffic on 1-80 She asked how it could pussibly be
consistent with the Transportation Plan,

Mr. Ron Johnson. Sierra Club member and Centre County resident, said that the Sicera Club’s mission
on this 1ssue 1s ¢lear  As a community. we should do everything we can to encourage responsible waste
management by reduce. reuse and recycling and disposing the remainder as close to the point of
generation as possible In addition, the very idea of allowing a remote area surrounded by woodlands
and a state park to hterally be trashed upon by dumping garbage from hundreds of miles away
demonstrates a blatant disrespect for the values of national undeveloped land and people who live there
hecause of 11, 1n contrast to the pictures shown previously by Resvurce Recovery, mnost have probably
seen the DVD that gives a totally ditferent presentation of this area  That is why the Sierra Club joins
with PPC and others in the communtty in opposition to this project.
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On a personal note. Mr Johnson said that the only supporters of this project are cither outsiders or those
lured by ~sucker money.™ There is no question that the vast majority of Centre County agrees that this
landfill is totally inconsistent with what they want for therr air. water and surrounding fand This has
already been established and is very obvious from the number of people here tonight. He noted that
there are not too many people here from Rush Township in support of the project Resource Recovery
is manipulative Prcviously. Mr. Rettew had indicated that if the [-80 interchange 1s denied. the only
clear aption is to go through local roads He said that a response to Mr Rettew can be made tonight
without wasting any more of our time or money on this i1ssue  He urged the MPO 10 tell Mr Rettew that
since it has already been established that the landfill 1s inconsistent. the only clear option for this group
is to forget the landfill.

Mr Chester DeFurio. President of the Moshannon I'orest Property Ow ner Assocration. said that
colleetively this group owns approximately 1,500 acres compnsed of 50 seasonal property owners. The
land starts just over the metal bridge. to the left of Gorton Road Maoshannon Creek joins 2/3 of the
land that is owned. 1he Awsoviation is aganst the proposed landfill and has been since its conception.
This will have a tremendous detrimental impact to the environment to the entire area. Mr. Delurio said
he was here to express the concern of the Association related to the discussion of the proposed
transportation plans related to the landfill. They are concerned with the inconsistent data that Resource
Recovery 1s using to support the argument in relationship to the mterchange and use of local roads. 1he
Assuociation is especially concerned about the discussion and proposal 10 widen local roads to
accommodate anticipated truck traffic  The impact would be disastrous. Fhe Moshannon Forest
Property Owner Association wants 1o go on record that they do not support the proposed 1-80
interchange ur the developing of {ocal roads to accommodate a landfill The only way to prevent the
destruction of vur communities 1s to stop this project in its entirety

Mr Steve Lachman. attorney pro bono for PPC, observed that all these people who are concerned about
traffic on local roads are not saying give us [-80 as an alternative, they are saying no trash dump. Ele
said it was romic that the company that proposed to dump literally millions of tons of garbage in Centre
County calls itself Resource Recovery Since the MPO is considering the POA review out of fear of
moving truchs on local roads. he used a “decision tree™ 10 show the likelihood of getting to that point

If the MPO does what it should and says that the plan is inconsistent The odds are that we have no
dump because Resource Recovery has 1-80 as an integral part of their plan. It i1s cheaper and easier to
bring in the trucks. If there is no interchange, it is unlikely that the dump will go through. The result of
that 1s that there 1s no further expense for government review. no further legal battles. no further
expense as citizens, Resource Recovery does not have to waste anymore money in Centre County, we
do not get stuck with canver and polluted water and we do not have to worry about taxpay ers giving
Resource Recovery welfare for their project. If Resource Recovery still wants to go forward, their
plans depend on truch traffic on local roads so they will have 1o get a Highway Occupancy Permit.
Apain. the MPO and citizens have an opportunity to comment on that, so there 1s a good chance that the
occupancy permits never gets granted  Again, Resource Recovery out of the picture On the shight
chance that they get their Occupancy Permit, Resource Recovery still has to go through a
Harms/Benefit Analysis in front of DEP.  The MPO can again argue about the harm of using local
roads, air pollution caused by the project. the waste of fuel from truching all that garbage from New
York and New Jersey and about the additional road fatalities. Again, it DEP makes the right decision,
Resource Recovery 1s out of here. Last, even 1’ DEP grants the permit, Resource Recovery still has to
do something 1o those roads to mahe them suitable for truchs. Mr [ achinan said that Resource
Recovery dees not have eminent domain power in Snow Shoe Township. They arc out of here  All of
this depends on the MPO making the right decision tonight.

Ftarry Pionke, State College, discussed the economic realities of landfill business and where 1t leads
From talking to Waste Management and several other people. he found that landfill capacity is
substantially overbuift 1his has created a buyer’s market for people who use landtill services. and they
are pushing for more price competition. One of the things that they have done 15 pressured the more
remote landfills. of which this will be. to start discounting their tipping fees to cover the extra
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transportation costs requirced to use them. That 1s going up becausc the price of fuel 1s going up In
addition. the remote landfills are generally operating a1 fractions of their capacity  He said that
Somerset is running at about 1/3 capacity and Tallytown 1s running at full capacity  Tallvtown 1s
located in Philadelphia This information was provided by the manager of Waste Management Mr
Pionke said this lcads to key questions. How much will this affect Rush Township's income
expectations? [t could be devastating. How will it affect the industrial park? The industrial park is
hkely to be made up of Resource Recovery owned or heavily subsidized companies. They are going to
have to put a lot of money into that to make 1t go and he asked if the landfill would provide those funds
tHe asked how they could afford an interchange costing $10-$50 milhon This is not a gold mine
anymore Mr. Pionke said that what has been gotten from Resource Recovery are all the reasons, but
there is no business plan or a documented proposal What we have is a sales pitch. He said that 1t 1s
poorly done and it is filled with smoke and mirrors. A feasibility study 1s needed, but not by the
FHWA A feasibility study is needed by Rush Township and Resource Recovery and it needs to be
directed toward their own sales pitch

Ms. Judith Johnsrud. State College. said she represented the Sierra Club and was Chair of its National
Committee on Radiation. She said that it may scem distant from this issue, but in fact it s not She said
that she was also on Pennsylvania's Advisory Committee on Low Level Radioactive Waste Disposal
She said that citizens have not talked much about the content of the 800 trucks coming into the
community on a daily basis. Citizens need to understand that the state of Pennsylvama permits
radioactive waste to be disposed of in municipal landfills like the one that Resource Recovery 1s
proposing. Simularly, at the national level. the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and DPA are in the
process of deregulating far more of the radinactive waste that otherwise would go into a properly
designed low level waste facihity. In fact, DPA and the NRC just recently adopted regulations to allow
radioactive materials to travel with no identification whatsocver. Therefore, Ms Johnsrud believed this
was an issue, given the likelihood that I-80 and the new 1-99 will potentially bring far more materials
into our community. All of this together 1s antithetical to the purposes of the MPO. Ms Johnsrud
referred to the shift going on currently to our future energy supplies — oil, gas and diesel fuel — that
would affect the cost of transportation and the impact of'a landfill. She added that the American people
are suddenly waking up to the fact that we are all producing more trash than we should She hoped that
the MPO would take advantage of the opportunity to halt the approvals of this proposed landtill and
will do so tonight.

Ms. Kathy Dauler. State College Borough. said that she opposed the proposed 1-80 interchange. She
said that in the past 23 years of living in Pennsylvania she has visited her mother many times, who lives
in New Jersey. She said that she has never been proud of the policies that New Jersey has about trash
and recycling. However, she is proud of the much better policy in Pennsylvamia. She said that she is
often behind a garbage truck as she drives along 1-80 on its way from New Jersey or New York going
somewhere in Pennsylvania [t 1s easy to tell when you arc behind a garbage truck because of the smell
and it"s easy to figurc out how many of them there are  She said that she docs not want anymore of
them. Ms. Dauler said that 1t was important to think about how Centre County has worked really hard
on recycling and disposing of trash in a better way than New Jersey and New York This is a really
beautiful piece of land that is going to be spoiled by other people’s trash, including her mother’s  She
said that she often tells her mother that the can she does not want to wash out because it's too much
trouble 1s probably going to end up somewhere in Pennsylvania. She and her mother have had many
disagreements about this. Pennsylvania does not need more trash coming from New Jersey or New
York,

Mr. John Mandcl. Rush Township. stated he was at the meeting to let people hnow that all of Rush
Township is not in favor of this landtill, let alone the imerchange. 1le said he attended the tirst meeting
at Rush Township Building when the landfill was proposed. He suggested that there be g referendum
put on the ballad for the people He said this was too big of a decision for two Fownship Supervisors
and the Secretary  This decision was made not in an evening meeting. but a moming meeting on the
Friday before Memorial Day. He stated that 1s very upsetting  Mr Mandel felt there was a better use
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for the land in Centre County than a dump. He attended the last meeting in Rush Township and Mr
Couturiaux said that there are thousands of people that support this project. Mr. Mandel said that they
had to be from Resource Recovery He said that his family walked around their neighborhood. which is
the same neighborhood as Mr Shannon’s. and 90 percent of the residents there oppose the project. He
said he was turned down by one man who 1s a garbage truck driver. but he said that his wife would sign
the petition If this issue had been put on a ballet. ¢itizens would not be here tonight because 1t would
have been over  Mr. Mandel said he was opposed to the interchange and opposed to the landfill.

Mr Dan Mottin. Moshannon. said that he and his wife just built a house on Gorton Road and moved in
last March. They found out about the landfill while their house was being built He said he agreed that
the Rush Fownship Supervisors had too much power. but they made the cheice that they felt best for
their township He said that he graduated from Philipsburg-Osceola School District and his Iriends
were all anxious to graduvate and get out of Pennsylvan:a But he wanted to stay here. Mr Motltin said
that he loves it here and often goes hunting and fishing. He did not want that to end or move
somewhere clse  He did not want to tell his friends how to get to his house by saying that it was beside
the biggest landfill cast of the Mississippi. As citizens of Pennsylvania, we have to do everything we
can possibly do to support and protect our state.

Ms. Michelle Barbin, PPC. said that at the Technical Committce meeting in September the interchange
was unanimously confirmed as being imconsistent with the MPO’s Long Range I'ransportation Plan
The decision then became a little contentious: Should the POA request proceed or not” She felt that it
should not It is a waste of tax payer’s money and the civil servants’ time. No one has the right to
sacrifice a sustainable outdoor recreation economy at the expense of this proposed project. Outdoor
recreation generates $18 billion a vear in Pennsylvania alone. Wildlife based recrcation accounts for $2
billion annually. Combined with hunting and fishing, the total economic impact of wildlife based
recreation in Pennsylvania is nearly $6 billicn annually  Snow Shoe, Cooper. and Burnside Townships
and the regional economy in the northern forest are part of this growing, sustainable economy that
depends on high quality environmental and ecological assets. including wildlife habitat. These assets
are evidenced by the growth in the rural seasonal properties, the development of the Snow Shoe Rail
Trail and the continued patronage of anglers, hunters, trappers, hikers and bird watchers Ms. Barbin
said that bird watchers have the rare opportunity to view interior forest species  Interior forest habitat is
constantly threatened by sprawl and forest fragmentation has profound effects on interior forest

wildlife Additionally. this area is part of the Pennsylvania wilds, one of the last areas left on the east
coast of the United States. She said that this arca 1s to Pennsylvania as the Adirondacks are to New
York. The quality of wildness is comparable. Siting an interchange for a proposed landfill or industrial
devclopment that will detract from and degrade this established outdoor recreation economy. one that
depends on the assets of wildness, remoteness, peace and serenity, 1s nothing more than robbing Peter
1o pay Paul. Uindeveloped arcas are just as salient to some economics as developed ones are to athers
None have been requested until now because none have been wanted or needed  The inconsistency of
the interchange and the | ong Range Transportation Plan is not through neglect of our planners. but
through the foresight and common sense of all citizens

Mr Harry Berlin, State College. said he has been following this controversy through newspapers and
TV He said he did not feel there was a landfill deficiency in Centre County He said he was not as
knowledge as other citizens have been. but if you have a choice between a landfil! or a resort that
somebody might propose. 1t 1s an easy choice.

Pastor Douglas Mottin said he lives on Gorton Road and his children and grandchildren play in a vard
there 'he nation has been through Hurricanes Katrima and Rita recently and he said that this proposed
landlill 1s a like catastrophe to the community The enly difterence is that the hurmicanes were an act of
nature and the landfill would be an act of commitiees such as the MPO and others who approve thrs
terrible tragedy  Pastor Mottin stated that he loves the community that he lives in  He said he opposed
this landfill with all his spirit and all his heart.
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Ms. Pam Stechler. State College. said that she was impressed with what citizens have said so far  She
referred to Mr Rettew say ing that access was hey to the development ol this park and lundtill and that it
would only be worth pursuing if approved by the MPO and incorporated into the Long Range
Transportation Plan  She requested that the MPO not approve the interchange so that we do not ever
have this dump to worry about.

Mr. Bill Hechinger, State College, thought that part of the consistency review should require that the
company proposing this be consistent The company that we are dealing with has shown that they are
not consistent [n the future the landfill may have an incincrator and 1t may also contain low level
nuclear waste materials This waste will inevitably end up in the incinerator and low level nuclear
waste has i1sotopes that release every bit of their energy when they pget in people’s lungs. Mr, Hechinger
said that he has been in the Sproul State Forest with a person who used to work with the Fish and
Wildlife Commussion. He said that in the spring. there are hundreds of migratory song birds that could
be in danger. This is one of the birds’ highways going northward In addition. since the incinerator
will affect everybody in Centre County, the voice of every township and borough should be equal to
thosc two Commissioners in Rush Township.

Mr Wes Glebe. State College, attended a democracy school at Wilson College two weeks ago and said
that it was a real cve-apener for him. It gave a historical overview ol the Constitution and how the
corporate entities in this country have gained such a powerful foothold There were people who came
in from other townships and municipalitics that had faced 1ssues similar to this one. He said that once
an 1ssue gets into commitiees. regulations and planning, that 1s when people find out that they do not
have much power. He said that now is the time to put a shoulder behind this and make every effort to
stop it.

Ms Lori Lange said that she has roots in the Centre Region. After graduating from Penn Siate she
moved to Maryland, where she lived four miles from a landfill. She now has three sons and looked for
a home in this area over the Memorial Day Weekend. They closed on their house on July 22 and no
one had informed them that there would be a landfill again four miles from their home She said that in
Maryland her children could not play outside for fear of traffic and drive-by shootings Ms. Lange said
that her son developed a bronchitis condition every summer and would be on an inhaler. Since moving
here, he has not had to use the inhaler once. She said that when they drove by the landfill in Maryland
there was always a smell of chemicals in the air. Ms. Lange noted that her hushand was from New
York and she told hum that he 1s the only New York trash allowed in this county. She felt she
represented the mothers in the community of Moshannon that want their children to be able to run
freely and bike ride. If Gorton Road were to be made’into a highway. they would not be able to do that.
She does not want her new home to be ruined.

Mr Fd Walsh said that all the peoplc gathered here tonight are all brothers and sisters of Mother Earth.
The vast majority of us scc her as emerging in the mountaintop arca and there are all kinds of hopeful
signs about what 1s going 10 take place in the future il we keep our heads about us. A few of our
siblings claim 10 have given up on the earth’s chances for a healthy recovery Resource Recovery told
us last year that nothing else would work up there except a dump, which really made the people love
them. Thev want us to sce things their way and they want us to sell our mother for experimental
purposes while they still have time to profit. These are still our siblings These siblings claim to have
strong connections among other wealthy and pohitical siblings. who own such businesses as local
construction companies here in Centre County. They prefer 10 operate in the shadows and they look
lihe they are taking wn hundreds of millions if the rest of us abandon our beloved mother. We're not
going 10 do that. We remind those (ew who are tempted to disagree and sell us out that we hve ina
representative democracy where the will of the people is. by law. more important than the wealth and
power of a select few individuals. While we support their night 1o disagree with us in honest debate of
mother carth’s treatment, we become deeply saddened when we come across evidence that they are
sneaking around in the shadows making deals that are obviously unfair to the earth and to the rest of us,
while supposedly profiting only yourselves Mr Walsh said “supposedly™ because the law of
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unintended consequences 1n human behavior is as absolute as gravity or any other physical law  None
of us are intelligent cnough to foresee all the consequences of our decisions  The trail of our mother
may come back immediately to haunt us in the form of a fatal accident by a defective garbage ruck on
[-80. snuifing out the life of a beloved child, or it may inflict harm gradually by contaminating our
ground water and our atr for generations. Another law which ancient myths teach 1s that matricide, the
hlling of one’s mother. never goes unpunished Mr. Walsh said that we mtend to do all that we can,
using open and democratic strategies. to prevent such a crime  We ask the few brothers and sister who
disagree with us fo play by the rules of represcniative democracy We will be especially grateful to. and
as protective as possible towards. whistle blowers with the courage to speak out when they come across
grossly unfair or bullying tactics used against the rest of us and our mother for a few of our more venal
ssbhings in this struggle

Mr Klees made a motion that the Centre County MPO find the proposed new interchange on -84 in
Rush Township not consistent with Mohility Action Plun 2015, the CCMP('s current adopted long
runge transportation plun  Mr Spychulskr seconded

Mr. Yecina, representing the Mountaintop arca, thanked all the citizens for coming out and speaking
their minds and he said he was very proud of all of them He recommended that this interchange be
found inconsistent and not forwarded it to FHWA, Mr. Exarchos said that Mr. Klees only made a
motton 10 find the interchange inconsistent with the Long Range Transportation Plan.

Mr. Exarchos noted that there were two landfills being proposed in this general area  He was concerned
that the second one 1s still proceeding and probably has even less thought going into it. No one has
even discussed where all those trucks are gomg. e wanted to make it clear that two landfills were
proceeding almost in parallel. He thought that a lot of the comments here tonight would apply to both

Mr. Shannon said that we are charged in this Committee with making transportation policy. He said
that we have gotten a bit astray of that. He said that another developer has a proposal right across the
creek in Clearfield County He noted that Rush's agreement with Resource Recovery attempts to
maintain some type of control and protection, mostly with the agreement of an interchange. He said
that any concerns they have with Snow Shoe Township can be mitigated and they are in the process of
meeting with Snow Shoe Township now. He said that the impact of the interchange is much less on
Centre County traffic than the proposal in Clearfield County. Every truck that comes to the landfill in
Rush Township would still be coming if the proposal goes through in Boggs Township in Clearficld
County. Mr Shannon said that there would also be an influx from the south that will travel the entire
breadth of Centre County with no controls and no agreements.

Mr Klees said he did not want anyone to read anything between the lines of his motion He said that he
thought about this a lot and the motion is strictly as the words stated in the agenda document It is not
consistent with the adopted Long Range Plan, although that does nol mean that at some future time it
couldn’t be made to be consistent He felt very strongly that i there is plan or policy in place. it shouid
be used as the guideline. Mr. Klees said he would not wish truck trafTic on the local roads in that area
He cautioned people to be careful in the sense that people might think they got what they asked tor 1f
the MPO votes not to support this interchange, but we have no control over how this wall tum out.
Having the landfill go in without the interchange would be a serious problem for everyone.

Mr Pytel said he was very upset when he read the staff recommendation. and was concerned that the
long range planners were responding to a threat in developing the recommendation. He did not think
PennDOT would allow the truck traffic on the local roads Those roads would have to be updated and
therefore be on the TIP

Mr Ring sard the monon hefore the Commuiee s whether the lundfill and the roads are consistent with
the Long Range Plan A vote was called und the ubove motion passed unanimously
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Mr Shunnon made u motion that the POA be forwarded to FHIEA for further evaluation  Mr
Spvchualski seconded

Mr Elnitski ashed PennDOT if the trucks would be allowed to travel the local roads it Resource
Recovery improved them. Mr. Kline said that PennDOT would ask tor a traftic impact study. It was
feasible to improve the rvads, it was possible

Mr Exarchos vaid that one other thing that must be thought about 1s 1 at some point it goes to court.
Once the courts step in, he thought there would be different outcomes than what people wanted He
said there was the possibility of the landfill using local roads He said he was likely to support the
motion.

Ms. Goreham asked if Gorton Road was a township road and who had authority over its use  Mr
Yecina said that Gorton Road is a township road, with a weight limit ot 10 tons posted

Ms. Goreham referred to a policy called Procedurat Guidelines for Highway Feasibility Studies dated
September 1998 There was a section on management studies that referred to carly termination of a
study based on evidence established on preliminary comparisons of user benefits and costs. information
on the lack of financial feasibility. or a demonstration based on public involvement that a facility is
generally unwanted or unneeded Ms Goreham asked if this policy was still valid  Mr Smoker,
FHWA, said he had internal discussions with the Pennsylvania Division FHWA Office and lound that
the clause was developed under a program referred to as the National Corndor Planning and
Development Program and also to coordinate border infrastructure  The policies are set forth tor
funding that is received under the corridors and borders program. The guidelines mentioned carlicr as
part of the consistency review is actual federal aide policy signed by the Federal Highway
Administrator and those are the policies that we need to follow for adding additional highway capacity
to an interstate system.

Ms. Goreham asked what would happen if the MPO does not forward the POA Mr, Smoker said that
FHWA has asked the MPO for a consistency review, not for whether it should review the document in
the end or not FHWA recognizes the high level that staff has put forth to date and the level of review
and evaluation. The actions of this Committee and Centre County Planning Commuisston will be
heavily reviewed 1f and when a POA 1s delivered to the FHWA office. Ms. Goreham asked 1f the POA
review was independent of the MPO Mr Smoker said that was correct.

Mr Cxarchos understood the motion as being to send forward the idea and tell FIIWA that we found
this to be inconsistent. Mr. Ring said that the motion was to submit the POA to FHWA for further
cvaluation,

Mr. Elnitski asked if someone else could submit the POA and FHWA would review it whether the
MPO asked for it not Mr Smoker said that under the federal aide policy there are eight points that
need to be addressed in a POA. One of those is local and regional transportation and land use
consistency The MPO has been asked by FHWA through PernDOT and Rush Township for its review
and approval. or recommendation. if the Long Range Plan is consistent with this proposal

Mr Elnitski said the second recommendation 1s to request a study. He thought the motion was useless
because it was already being performed  He ashed what the motion was asking for that FHWA 1s not
alrcady doing Mr. Shannon said he was asking that the POA be forwarded to FHWA Mr. Elnitska
asked 1f this would be done anyway. without the MPO's action Mr Smoker said he could not
comment on 1f or when PennDOT would submit a document for FHWA review Mr Elnitski ashed it
sumevne other than the MPO could submit it to FHWA, Mr Smoker said that the MPO would not
submit the POA for review That would come from Rush Township to PennDOT, then from PennDOT
to FHWA 1f they teel that the POA meets procedures,
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Mr Lee understood that it was PennDOT's discretion 1o advance the POA to THWA  What the MPO
would be doing is enher encouraging or not encouraging PennDOT to send st to FHWA, Mr Exarchos
thought that both statements should be on record Ms. Gareham said it somehow feels ke an
endorsement 1f the MPO pushed 1t on to the next stage

Mr. Elnitski asked Senator Corman’s representative 1f Governor Rendell is supporting this project. Mr
Ccherd said he could not answer that  Mr Elnitski said that he was afraid that 1f the landfill went
forward in Clearfield County. they do not have the tvpe of government that Centre County docs to
control the siuation. That is why he was in favor of advancing the study

Mr Pytel said that the proposal does not meet the Long Range Transportation Plan because it does not
include the project and the interchange 1s not consistent with the Centre County Comprehensive Plan
tle ashed why there is a long range planner if those plans are not being followed. [f we have a plan, but
it's a “maybe.” then maybe we nced new planners

Mr Shannon said there is a Long Range lransportation Plan that 1s in the process of being updated
This project has been requestied by one of the municipalities, At some time. the MPO 1s going to have
to deal with it

Mr. Pytel said he did not think the MPO had any right to address something on “maybes.™ “canbes™ and
“should bes.” The MPO has the right to make the motions that they did and any thing else would be
Jeopardizing the Commiitee,

Ms Goreham encouraged the MPO members to vote on the motion and not consider what could happen
in Clearfield County.

A vote was taken about whether to go to a vote on the above motion or continue discussion. The vote
was to continue discussion.

Mr Spychalski asked CRPA staff for further explanation for why they recommended submitting the
POA for further evaluation Mr Zilla said he did not have the confidence in the Highway Occupancy
Permit process to stand before the MPO and tell them that access on local roads would not happen. He
said 1 was his responsibility. regardless of threats or anything else. to give the MPO alternatives that
may occur so that the MPO could make decisions. He had concems and needed to voice those to the
MPO. If this goes through the Highway Occupancy Permit process, he was not confident that we
would be able to make the mitigations necessary.

Mr. Elmitski said that if the POA 15 not moved ahead for the study. access on the local roads could
happen anyway and the MPO would lose the power to mitigate Mr Zilla said that the possibility
certainly exists, 1t will be harder through the Occupancy Permit process, particularly if those
improvements are privately funded.

Mr. Lee clarified that Mr Zilla was saying that the landfill might happen and if the POA s not studied.
then the local roads might be used through the Highway Occupancy Permit process. which has less
controls Mr. Zilla said this was correct. Mr Lec asked how the POA study would help that situation,
Mr Zilla answered said that the POA and NEPA process would provide the MPO more upportumitics to
provide comments. It also compares the benefits and impacts of the interchange and access from the
local road system Mr Lee ashed who did this study Mr. Zilla said that PennDOT would submit the
POA to the Bureau of Highway Admrnistration and a NEPA document would be done through
PennDOT by the developer.

Mr Klees referred to the steps on the slide presentation. 1le said that his understanding was that once it
gets to the NEPA process and 1t meets the requirements. it gets harder for the MPO to tum it around and
stop it. He said his reading of that chart tells him that he should not recommend the second motion
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because his fear is that it will get further down the road it will be harder to stop Mr Exarchos noted
that it would have to be put on the TIP as well.

Mr. Exarchos said that the landfill itself was a {and use problem Zoning 1s the primany standing for a
piece of property and his concern was that in the end. there are circumstances where the interchange
will not affect whether the landtill goes in or not He said he would rather watch what happens with the
land use consideration and keep the options open for an interchange. There are still opportunitics
through the TIP to stop the interchange. He was concerned about the worst case scenanio ot a landfill
going in without an interchange for access

Mr Pytel said there is a question of whether or not this meets the [.ong Range Transportation Plan. [f
the answer is na, then the MPO should not request a future study to see if t can  Mr Ring noted that
this motion was on the table right now. Mr. Pytel said that in 1995 a woman was killed by a truch on
Centre Hall Mountain, PennDOT came to the MPO and ashed the MPQ if that road could be closed
down to truck traffic. The MPO voted for that and the road was shut down to truch traffic. That is
some ol the power the MPO has with PennDOT  The problem is whether to open Pandora’s box by
further studying the POA

The motion un the floor is that the PO showld be submitted to FHWA for further evaluation, made by
Mr Shannon and seconded by Mr Spychalskt The MPO voted on the motion  The monon farled due
to a tied vote of 7 for and 7 against, with two abstaining

FOR AGAINST ABSTAIN
B Corman R Buckulew K Khne

J Elmisk: E Gorehum T TenEyck
C Exarcho D Klees

J Shunnon C Lee

J Spychalsk G Pytel

J Yecina F Royer

D Ring B Spencer

7. Transportation Enhancements/Home Town Streets/Safe Routes to School Programs

Ms Meek said that this item needs action tonight so that applicants for these programs have an
ideca of the guidelines and evaluation cniteria are for the programs. Ms Meck said this is very
similar to the process used in the past three rounds.

There 1s currently an open round of funding for Transportation Enhancements/Home Town
Streets/Safe Routes to School (TE/HTS/SR2S) and the application deadline is Friday. September
30 at 3:00 p.m. All apphcations must be submitted clectronically

The MPO needs to consider an evaluation process, schedule and criteria. The proposed process
would include the formation of a TE/HTS/SR2S Review Committee to evaluate the applications
Members will include representatives from the Technical Committee, Centre County Planning
OfTice. PennDOT Dustrict 2-0 and PennDOT Central Office  Individuals from municipalities or
agencies who are submitting an application can not serve on the Review Committee Ms Mceh
reviewed the staff recommendation for the Committee. noting that one more Technical
Commuttee representative is needed

Ms. Meek said that a joint meeting of the MPO Technical and Coordinating Committees witl
need to be scheduled. This provides applicants an opportunity to give a ten minute presentation
on their projects. After that meeting. the Project Review Committee will runk the projects and
make a recommendation on project funding to the MPO
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Reviewing the evaluation criteria. Ms. Meck said that there were some criteria that are established
by the state and the MPO 15 required to use these as part of the selection process | hese include
Project Description. Financial Information. Matching Funds and Project Readiness, Project
Manager. Hazardous Route Issues (SR2S), and Attendance at a Workshop.

Ms. Meek noted that additional local critenia is encouraged and during the last round one of those
was whether or not a project met program uvbjectives and was worth up to 25 points  1n response
to MPO comments, staff also recommended that a criterion be added for whether a sponsor had
recerved tunds in a previous round. If a sponsor has never received program funds. they would
reccive five additional points. 1f a sponsor received funds between 1994 and 2000. they would
receive three points and if they received funds between 2001 and 2003, they would not receive
any points. The Technical Committee 1s recommended the statf proposal to the Coordinating
Committee.

Ms Meek reviewed the schedule for the TEAITS/SR2S evatuation  1n October. the MPO will
receive applications from PennDOT. with comments. A joint MPO meeting will be held in
November or December and in January, 2006 the MPO will torward their priorities to PennDOT.
The State Transportation Commission approves projects in April and in June the 1IP would be
amended to include the approved projects.

Reviewing the funding allocations, Ms. Meek said that the MPO has been good at conserving the
money for these programs and using 1t to fund cost increases and future projects. There was
almost $700.000 dollars in the TIP line items for this type of project. With the approval of the
Philipsburg cost increase, $632.861 remains for the current round. She said that there will be a
new allocation as well, but that figure is not yet known.

Mr Spychalski made a motion to approve the process and schedule for evaluating and muking
recommendations about funding for candidate TE/HTS/SR2S projects  Mr Exarchos seconded
and the motion passed unummously

Centre County Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)

This item was postponed to a special meeting on October 25, 2005.

Announcements

Announcements were inciuded in the agenda

Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 8 35 p.m.

Respecttully submitted.

Lon Shingler
Recording Seeretary
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE ‘
3 Pennsylvania Field Office a7l
(bz.—’—-- WM 315 South Allen Street, Suite 322 g
State College, Pennsylvania 16801-4850 ',;}*- 4
3 X
November 5, 2005 =
Ms. Robin Dingle o
Environmental Planning Consultants
Buckingham Green II
4920 York Road, Suite 290
P.O. Box 306

Holicong, PA 18928
Dear Ms. Dingle:

This responds to your letters of December 3, 2004, and March 20, August 29, and September 13,
2003, which provided the Fish and Wildlife Service with information regarding the landfill
project proposed by Resource Recovery, LLC (RRLLC), located in Rush Township, Centre
County, Pennsylvania. The following comments are provided pursuant to the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 ef seq.) to ensure the protection
of federally listed endangered and threatened species, and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) to ensure protection of fish and wildlife
resources,

ed and En d i

As mentioned in our letter of June 9, 2004 (copy enclosed), the proposed landfill project is
located within the range of four federally listed species, the threatened bald eagle (Haliceetus
leucacephalus), endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), endangered northeastern bulrush
(Scirpus ancistrochaetus), and threatened small-whorled pogonia (fsotria medeoloides).
Surveys for these species, following our recommended survey guidelines, have been conducted
on the 500-acre landfill portion of the 6000-acre property.

A field survey for small-whoried pogonia was conducted by David Santillo from July 27 to July
29, 2004. All plant communities considered to be potential habitat were searched; however, no
small-whorled pogonia were found.

On March 15, 2005, you conducted an aenal survey for the bald eagle. Suitable nesting and
foraging locations, such as stream corridors, apen water, and forest interior habitats were
searched for individuals and nests. No bald eagles or nests were observed within the 500-acre
project area, or within a two-mile buffer around this area.



Mist-net surveys for the Indiana bat were conducted by John Chenger of Bat Conservation and
Management, Inc., between June 1 and 6, 2005. Four sites were surveyed using 13 nets fora
total of 26 net-nights {minimum recommended level of effort was 16 net-nights). Four species of
bats, including northern long-eared (Myotis septentrionalis), eastern red (Lasiurus borealis),

little brown (Myotis lucifugus), and big brown (Eptesicus fuscus) were captured, totaling 97
individuals; however, no Indiana bats were captured.

Joe Isaac, a botanist qualified to identify northeastern bulrush, conducted field surveys on
August 24 and 25, 2005. All 28 delineated wetlands withun the landfill portion of the property
and potential mitigation areas were surveyed for this species; however, no northeastern bulrush
were found. )

Based on our review of these four survey reports and their negative results, we conclude that
implementation of the proposed 500-acre landfill project will not have a direct adverse effect on
the northeastern bulrush, small-whorled pogonia, Indiana bat, or bald eagle. However, if other
developments are proposed for this site, surveys should be conducted for the above species
within all direct and indirect impact areas, as we previously recommended to you (see enclosed
copy of joint comment letter from the Pennsylvania Department Environmental Protection, dated
June 14, 2005). For example, we are in receipt of correspondence dated July 1, 2005, from
Timothy Falkenstein of Rettew, requesting clearance for impacts to listed species in the area of
the proposed Interstate 80 interchange. It is not clear whether surveys for the federally listed
species cited above have been conducted in the area to be affected by this interchange.
Accordingly, please provide maps and project plans comparing the areas surveyed for each of the
above species to the areas that will be affected by all project related features, including the
interchange, landfill, and associated facilities. Additional surveys may be necessary if all areas
affected by such facilities have not been adequately surveyed.

Other Fish and Wildlife Resources

Since our June 9, 2004, letter, we met with RRLLC and other resource agencies to discuss
potential wetland and stream encroachments associated with project construction. We
subsequently provided comments to the Pennsylvania Department Environmental Protection,
which were also included in their June 14 comment letter. To date, our concerns stated in that
letter remain unaddressed. It appears that the RRLLC project will permanently affect nearly 11
acres of wetlands, and will also destroy and fragment valuable wildlife habitat. We offer the
following summary of our concerns for your consideration.

Alternatives Analysis. Landfill and industrial park development are not water-dependent
activities, and RRLLC has not adequately justified destroying aquatic resources for developing
the landfill and related facilities. RRLLC should explore alternatives that are less
environmentally damaging, such as alternative site plan configurations that minimize wetland
fills and alternative site locations with lower habitat quality. According to the Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Protection, since 1988, the State has authorized only one landfill
having impacts to aquatic resources greater than six acres (the Alliance Sanitary Landfill in
Lackawanna County; 6.18 acres). Other new landfills and expansions have affected no more
than 2.9 acres for any single project (12 landfills affecting a total of 13.69 acres of wetlands).



This can be attributed largely to proper site selection and impact minimization through project
reconfiguration.

In early alternatives analyses, RRLLC focused on previously-disturbed lands, in conjunction
with highway and rail access, as the main cnteria for site consideration. Accordingly, many sites
were eliminated or not even considered because of a lack of highway or rail access. Since the
resource agency meeting of May 13, 2005, highway access at the Rush Township site via a new
interchange has become uncertain due to local highway issues. In fact, in the open letter to the
community that appeared in the June 19, 2005, Centre Daily Times, RRLLC stated that, should
plans for an interchange not be approved, RRLLC*. . . will be compelled to accept access to
the development wia the existing roadway network.” That said, the previous alternatives analysis
that rejected sites due to a lack of highway access cannot be considered valid. RRLLC should
conduct a new alternatives analysis, focusing on previously disturbed lands.

Single and Complete Project. The resource agencies have consistently recommended that all
aquatic resources within the entire 6000-acre parcel be properly identified and mapped. To date,
aquatic resources have only been identified within the direct footprint of the proposed landfill,
without any regard to future development plans for the remainder of the parcel. With plans for 8
future industrial park, rail spur, landfill expansion, and a possible highway interchange, all
resources existing on this entire 6000-acre tract should be identified to allow a complete
evaluation of site plan configurations that could minirnize environmental impacts. For example,
we note that RRLLC's June 19 open letter describes the proposed industnal park as being “. . .
integral to the overall development.” It appears that the future industrial park would not exist,
but for the presence of the proposed landfill. Consistent with the Department and Corps of
Engineers regulations, the various development phases of this project should be presented as a
single and complete project for agency review.

Summary

The 404(b)(1) guidelines require that discharging fill into waters of the U.S. not be permitted if
there are practicable alternatives that would result in less environmental damage. We believe
that there are practicable alternatives to filling aquatic resources for landfill and related
developments, such as changing the project configuration or altemnative siting on degraded (v.e.,
brownfield or recently surface-mined) properties. If RRLLC is now considering using local
roads to access the proposed landfill property, then the alternatives analysis presented at the last
meeting no longer applies, and RRLLC must consider other parcels of land that do not have
direct highway access. Finally, the full project configuration should be presented for agency
review as a single and complete project.



Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. Please Jennifer Kagel of my staff at
814-234-4090 if you have any questions or require further assistance regarding this matter.

Sincerely,
David Densmore
Supervisor

Enclosures

cc:
Corps ~ Pluto

PFBC - Spotts, Urban
EPA — Walsh

PGC - Kost

DEP - Means

ARM Group, Inc

(Atin: Ned Whaler, Bill Tafudo, Amy Guiden)
1129 West Governor Road

Hershey, PA 17033-0797

Rettew

Timothy Falkenstein
3020 Columbia Avenue
Lancaster, PA 17603

Readers file

Project File - Kagel, Dombroskie
ES: PAFO:JKagel/jak:tp:11/9/05
Filename: 2005-0389 landfill

Enclosures include:
1} FWS letter dated June 9, 2004
2) DEDP letter dated June 14, 2005
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TO: Centre County Planning Commission
FROM: Robert B Jacobs, AICP, Planning Director

SUBJECT: Consistency Review with Local, Regional, and County Land Use and
Transportation Plans for the Rush Township Point of Access Study

DATE: July 19, 2005

Background and Status

Rush Township, at the direction of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), is
requesting Centre County to complete a consistency review for the proposed landfill/
industrial park/ interstate access interchange with local, regional and County plans.
This request must be completed prior to the FHWA's acceptance of a Point of Access
Study (POA), which is required when an application is made to construct an access
interchange to the US Interstate system.

The specific access interchange request is from Interstate 80 in Rush Township, Centre
County approximately 7 miles west of the existing Exit 147 (Snow Shoe) Interchange.
Rush Township, in partnership with Resource Recovery LLC, is proposing a landfill and
industnal park on land north of Interstate 80. Secondary access for the access
interchange would be provided from Gorton Road, which is a Snow Shoe Township
facility (T325), which begins in the Village of Moshannon at the intersection of State
Routes 144 and 53 and follows in a southerly direction approximately four (4) miles to
the Rush Township municipal boundary.

Gorton Road (through Snow Shoe Township) is the only means of public access to the
area of Rush Township where the landfill is proposed. The section of Gorton Road that
extends into Rush Township (Peale Road, T325) has not been maintained and has
been proposed for abandonment by Rush Township. Currently, State Route 504 is the
nearest public roadway in Rush Township to the proposed landfill and at its closest
point is approximately four (4) miles south of Interstate 80
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The Centre County Planning Office received a letter from Rush Township on June 10,
2005 requesting a consistency review with the Cenire County Comprehensive Plan.
The following review will consider local, regional, and county iand use planning In
accordance with Federal Highway Administration requirements. The requirements in
part state:

Policy - It is in the national interest to maintamn the Interstate System to provide
the mighest level of service in terms of safety and mobiity Adequate control of
access is critical to providing such service Therefore, new or revised access

points to the existing Interstate System should meet the following requirements

5 The proposal considers and 1s consistent with local and regional land use
and transportation plans. Pnior to final approval, all requests for new or revised
access must be consistent with the metropolitan and/ or statewide transportation
plan, as appropnate, the applicable provisions of 23 CFR part 450 and the
transportation conformity requirements of 40 CFR parts 51 and 93.

This review will also be in accordance with the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning
Code (PA MPC), Act 247, as amended; the Centre County Comprehensive Plan, the
Centre County Comprehensive Plan Consistency and Compatibility Analysis, the Centre
County Long Range Transportation Plan, the Snow Shoe Township Comprehensive
Plan, and the Snhow Shoe Township Zoning Ordinance Although not part of this review,
Clearfield County has an adopted Comprehensive Plan that should be considered in
any future planning activities by Rush Township

In May of 2004, Rush Township approved and signed a host agreement with Resource
Recovery LLC for a proposed landfill on iands located north of Interstate 80. This
property is also within and adjacent to Snow Shoe Township to the northeast and is
adjacent to Clearfield County to the northwest (Moshannon Creek is the boundary
between Centre County and Clearfield County). .The 5,761.5 acre property, owned by
CLOG of Lancaster PA, is located in the two (2) municipalities, Rush Township

(2,691 7acres) and Snow Shoe Township (3,069.8 acres).

Resource Recovery LLC approached Snow Shoe Township in April of 2004 with the
landfill proposal. This proposal included a host agreement and a request to rezone the
portion of CLOG property within the Township. Following municipal review and
discussion by Snow Shoe Township, including a presentation by Resource Recovery
LLC in June of 2005, Resource Recovery LLC (citng municipal and citizen opposition)
withdrew the rezoning request The Snow Shoe Township Supervisors subsequently
denied the request at an advertised and regularly scheduled public meeting in July of
2004 as a way of procedurally closing out the public hearing/ review and comment
process.

With the Rush Township host agreement still in effect. Resource Recovery LLC
modified its proposal in September 2004 and limited the proposed landfill activity to the
portion of CLOG property in Rush Township.
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Rush Township, on behalf of Resource Recovery LLC, submitted a Point of Access
Study (POA) for an access interchange to the proposed landfill from Interstate 80 in
September 2004 to the PennDOT Central Office in Harnsburg This study 1s currently
under review by PennDOT and Federal Highway Administration Based on the POA
submittal and the Federal regulations cited above, the Centre County Planning Office
and the Centre County Metropoilitan Planning Organization (staffed by members of the
Centre Regional Planning Agency and the Centre County Planning Office) are
responsible for developing this review Prior to submittal of this review to the Federal
Highway Administration, comment and approvatl will be required by the Centre County
Commiissioners, Centre County Planning Commission, and the Centre County
Metropolitan Planning Organization as outlined in the June 14, 2004 Briefing Paper (see
attachment).

Local, Regional, and County Planning

Adopted comprehensive plans and land use controls (such as zoning and subdivision/
land development ordinances) vary across the 36 municipalities in Centre County. For
planning purposes, Centre County is divided into seven (7) regional planning areas.
These planning regions coincide with geographic and socioeconomic factors, municipal
boundaries, and to the degree possible, school district boundaries There are two (2)
planning regions specific to this proposal, Moshannon Valley and Mountaintop

Rush Township

Rush Township along with Philipsburg Borough and South Philipsburg Borough are
located within the Moshannon Valley Planning Region. Currently, Rush Township has
no adopted comprehensive plan nor do they have an adopted zoning ordinance
(although Rush Township has indicated in their June 10, 2005 correspondence that they
are in the process of preparing a comprehensive plan).

Of the three (3) municipalities in the Moshannon Valley Planning Region, Philipsburg
Borough is the only municipality with a comprehensive plan and zoning ordinance, The -
Centre County Planning Office provides subdivision / land development review services
to all three (3) of the Moshannon Valley municipalities.

In addition to Rush Township not having any adopted land uses controls such as
zoning, they further abdicated any local land use rights now and into the future within
the area of the proposed landfill (all Rush Township land north of Interstate 80).
Contained within the signed host agreement between Rush Township and Resource
Recovery LLC is a clause entitled Obligations of the Township, which in part states-

“Township agrees that in consideration of this agreement and payment received
under the Agreement, Township will not interfere with or oppose the permitting,
re-permitting, or permit modifications (to the extent that such permit modifications
are not inconsistent with this Agreement) of the Landfill, or pass any ordinances
or regulations regulating or interfenng with the operation of the Landfill
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Unlike zoning where the local municipality has all of the authority to amend zoning
ordinances under the PA MPC, Rush Township is tied to its host agreement and thus
limited to any modffications or future land use controls at the proposed site, unless
Resource Recovery LLC agrees.

Snow Shoe Township

The Mountaintop Planning Region is also comprised of three (3) municipalities, Snow
Shoe Township, Snow Shoe Borough, and Burnside Township. Snow Shoe Township
and Snow Shoe Borough both have adopted comprehensive plans and zoning
ordinances Burnside Township does not have either.

Snow Shoe Township adopted their comprehensive plan in 1991 which provided goals,
objectives, and an inventory of existing conditions which was then followed by a set of
recommendations for future land use. These components became the foundation for
the zoning ordinance, adopted in 1998. The zoning districts of that ordinance are based
on the recommendations from that adopted comprehensive plan

More specifically related to the landfill proposal, Snow Shoe Township included this
area within the Forest/ Open Space Zoning District This purpose of the distnct is as
follows:

“This distnct recognizes the value of conserving land as a natural resource, and
the problems which can be created as a resulf of over-utihzation or development
of certain areas with unusual or fragile characteristics Certan lands within the
Township have unique charactenstics with regard to matters such as potential
soil erosion and water supply contamination Other lands within the Township
present the possibiity of preserving the aesthelic values and rural character of
the Township, preserving wild areas, wellands, forests, and other natural
environments beneficial to wildlife Within this district, development is either
largely uneconomical due fo the condition of the land, or undesirable due to the
fragile nature of the area, or the need to preserve areas in a natural state”

During the initial stage of the landfill proposal by Resource Recovery LLC, a rezoning
request from the Forest/ Open Space District to Industrial (or a similar “by right” zoning
distnct) was submitted to Snow Shoe Township. As stated earlier in this review, the
request was withdrawn by Resource Recovery LLC.

Regional Planning
In regards to multi-municipal planning efforts made possible through amendments to the

PA MPC, neither planning region, Moshannon Valley and Mountaintop have entered
into multi-municipal regional comprehensive plans or zoning ordinances.
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County Planning

In 2003, Centre County adopted the Centre County Comprehensive Plan, Phase ! This
plan includes background studies and inventories of existing conditions along with the
goals, objectives, and recommendations that serve as the foundation for Phase |,
Growth Management and Community Development Strategies (currently in

' development). As with any comprehensive plan, the guidance provided for the
development of the County plan came from the PA MPC

Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code, Act 247 Guidance

The PA MPC details the rights and responsibilities of municipalities and counties
regarding the preparation, adoption, implementation, and interpretation of planning and
land use ordinances, regulations, policies, and procedures. Of particular note to this
consistency review 1s the MPC's Article 1ll - Comprehensive Plan The following review
identifies relevant MPC requirements that assist in the determination of consistency.

One of the key elements of this consistency review involves the responsibilities of
adjacent municipalities and the County regarding land use planning near municipal
boundaries Section 301 (a)(5) notes that municipal and county comprehensive plans
shall include

“a statement indicating that the existing and proposed development of the
municipalily is consistent with the existing and proposed development and plans
in contiguous portions of neighbonng municipaiities or a statement indicating
measures which have been taken to provide buffers or other transitronal devices
between disparate uses”

In addition, the same section notes that municipal plans shall provide:
“‘a statement indicaling that the existing and proposed development of the
municipalily i1s generally consistent with the objectives and plans of the county
comprehensive plan®

Further, Section 301 4 notes that:

*municipal comprehensive plans which are adopted shall be generally consistent
with the adopted county comprehensive plan”

Finally, Section 306(1) notes that
“when a municipality having a comprehensive plan is focated in a county which
has adopted a comprehensive plan, both the county and the municipalily shall

each give the plan of the other consideration in order that the objectives of each
plan can be protected to the greatest extent possible *
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Centre County Consistency and Compatibility Analysis

The following analysis outlines the planning activities that were performed by the
County Planning Office pursuant to the MPC sections identified above that are directly
related to this consistency review. During the preparation of the County’s
Comprehensive Plan, the Planning Office prepared the Centre County Comprehensive
Plan Consistency and Compabtbility Analysis, March 22, 2001 and its purpose was to
identify.

1) municipal comprehensive plan consistency with the county comprehensive plan,

2) inconsistencies between municipal comprehensive plans, municipal zoning
ordinances, and the Centre County existing land use map, and

3) existing and future development incompatibilities in contiguous portions of
neighboring municipalities

This document has provided guidance to development of the County Comprehensive
Plan and various municipal and regional comprehensive plans developed throughout
the County This document identified no inconsistencies or incompatibilities between
existing and future development between Rush and neighboring Snow Shoe Township.

As stated earlier in this review, only Snow Shoe Township has land use controls. Snow
Shoe Township has both an adopted Comprehensive Plan and an adopted zoning
ordinance. Pursuant to the MPC, the Planning Office must consider Snow Shoe
Townships adopted Comprehensive Plan when making this consistency determination
As previously noted, the Snow Shoe Township Comprehensive Plan and zoning
ordinance designates the area as Forest/Open Space. This matches the existing land
use designations in the adjacent area located in Rush Township.

Developments of Regional Significance

The MPC also notes that special planning review and consideration should be given to
large-scale developments that may have impacts on municipalities outside of the
jurisdiction within which the proposed development is to be located. To ensure that
developments of regional significance and impact are adequately planned for, Section
301(a)(7)(ii) of the MPC requires that County Comprehensive Plans:

“identify current and proposed land uses which have a regional impact and
significance, such as large shopping centers, major industnal parks, mines and
related activities, office parks, storage facilities, large residential developments,
regional entertainment and recrealion complexes, hospitals, airports, and port
facihties”.

The proposed landfill and industnal park clearly falls within this category, particularly
given its proximity to Snow Shoe Township, and as such deserves additional planning
review to ensure that adequate protections are in place for all impacted municipalities.
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The MPC provides the tools to plan for such activities and, in fact, encourages land use
planning and infrastructure planning activities be coordinated to maximize resources
and minimize development impacts. Section 301.7.d. notes that

“the municipal, multi-municipal or county comprehensive plan may dentify where
growth and development will occur so that a full range of public infrastructure
services, including sewer, water, highways, police and fire protection, publc
schools, parks, open space and other services can be adequately planned and
provided as needed to accommodate growth "

Consistency with the Centre County Comprehensive Plan

The Centre County Comprehensive Plan, Phase |, provides specific goals, objectives
and recommendations that provide guidance for coordinated growth management
throughout the County. The following analysis provides an overview of specific findings
in the plan that relate to the proposed land use in Rush Township

Through this review, there are elements of the Centre County Comprehensive Plan
goals, objectives, and recommendations that appear to be consistent with the proposed
land use and access interchange. For example, the Forest Chapter notes that illegal
dumping Is an environmental threat and states that:

“garbage that should have been recycled or dumped in a landfill poses many
threats to our public and pnivate lands.”

in addition, the Groundwater Section recommends the encouragement of

“proper handling and disposal of all wastes to prevent groundwater pollution”
It should be noted that existing locations in Rush Township and neighboring
municipalities have been the target of environmental programs for remediation The
siting of a landfill may ameliorate some existing and potential problems associated with
illegal dumping and the associated environmental impacts.

The Community Facilities and Services: Energy and Communications Section also
provides some guidance to this consistency review. One recommendation encourages:

“pubhc awareness and citizen participation regarding the placement of ulility lines
or energy production sites”

In so much as the proposed land use potentially includes an energy production facility
or facilities, this consistency review may help to raise public awareness and increase
citizen participation regarding the siting and operation of such a facility. In addition, the
Comprehensive Plan recommends support for:

“policies to identify and implement alternative fuels as a viable energy altemative”

(although the plan does encourage such planning to occur on a regional basis)
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The primary purpose of this review is to examine the proposal in its entirety, including
the development of an interstate access interchange to accommodate the considerable
traffic to be generated by the proposed use. It should also be noted that the Economic
Development Chapter identifies capital facilities planning as a chief component of sound
land use / economic development planning and states that-

"access to high-quality comprehensive transportation networks is one component
to business location decisions”

The Plan further notes that the identification of available sites located near such
networks, served by supporting infrastructure (e.g. water and sewer service), and
situated away from conflicting land uses is an important function of local economic
development activities. While the present proposal may maximize the region’s
transportation infrastructure, it does not meet the other key element of that statement,
i @. the location of such development away from conflicting land uses, which is at the
center of the present discussion. The proposed landfill/ industnal park/ interstate
access interchange is not a compatible land use given the nature and scale of the
development adjacent to Snow Shoe Township. Most importantly, the secondary
impacts from the proposed use will create traffic impacts due the fact that all local
access to the site 1s from Snow Shoe Township through the Village of Moshannon.

Further, the proposed use appears to be inconsistent with several elements of the
County Comprehensive Plan To assist in the review and consideration, some of the
relevant plan goals, objectives, and recommendations are outlined below and are
arranged by three broad themes: growth management, environmental protection, and
community and economic development taken pnmarily from the Natural Resources,
Community Facilities and Services, and Economic Development Chapters

Growth Management
Forest Objectives:
Protect watershed features such as surface and underground water supplies, stream,

floodplains, forested riparian areas, wetlands, fish and wildlife habitats, and aquifer
recharge areas

Use identified natural resource areas and public open spaces to provide guidance with
land development activities

Develop strategies that provide for growth while maintaining a balance with the County's
natural resources: forest lands, ag lands, sensitive environmental areas, steep slopes,
floodplains, scenic views, and high quality surface and ground waters

Forest Recommendations.

Protect forested land in Centre County from development pressures and degradation by
guiding land development activities in forested areas.
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o Encourage through incentives the protection, preservation, and management of forest
resources for their economic and environmental benefits

o Support protection and wise land use management of mountain ridges to protect
sensitive features, i.e., groundwater recharge areas, wildlife habitats, and scenic vistas

Sewer Service/ Systems Objectives

¢ Encourage the efficient use of utilities and services such as water, sewer, electric, gas,
and telecommunications in existing and planned growth areas

Sewer Service/ Systems Recommendation

» |n cooperation with the municipalities and respective planning regions, identify future
growth areas consistent with County and local plans, land use regulations, and with the
efficient use of existing and proposed sewer service areas.

Transportation Goal

s To provide a multi-modal transportation system, which includes air, bicycle, highway,
pedestrian, public transportation, and rail facilities to maximize the efficient, safe,
economical and convenient movement of people and goods while minimizing the
adverse impact the system will have on natural and cultural resources, as well as

people.

These goals, objectives, and recommendations set the stage for Phase |! of the County
Comprehensive Plan, Growth Management and Community Development Strategies.
The Planning Office began the Phase |l process this May by introducing a growth
boundary depicting appropriate areas for future growth and development based on
existing and planned infrastructure. In the coming months, the Planning Commission
will have the opportunity to review and comment on detailed information for Phase |l of
the County Plan as developed by the Planning staff.

Environmental Protection
Natural Resources Goal:

o Identify, preserve, and monitor Centre County’'s environmental natural resources for the
benefit of present and future generations

Forest Objectives

¢ Promote the wise use and management of the County's natural resources that include
prime agricultural lands, forested areas, and mineral resources

Flood Plains and Wetlands Recommendations-

e Protect wetlands within Centre County from alteration and degradation by guiding land
development activities to upland areas.
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= Promote vegetative'buffers around inland wetlands especially Exceptional Value
wetlands.

» Protect the hydrology of wetland areas
The environmental protection section of the Plan provides these guidehnes' and
suggests further investigation for proposed development activities. This section also

compliments the Snow Shoe Township Comprehensive Plan and the adopted zoning
ordinance that implements the recommendations of both plans

Community and Economic Development
Energy and Communications Recommendations:

» Promote public awareness and citizen participation regarding the placement of utility
lines or energy production sites.

Surface Water Objectives.

» Promote and preserve the County’s natural areas for scenic, educational, historic,
environmental, recreational, and tourism purposes

Surface Water Recommendations:

« Make the protection of water resources a priority through regulations for any major land
development activity including highway development.

* Integrate local land use planning and watershed planning
e Support the conservation of forested mountain slopes

Economic Development Recommendations:

¢ Understanding that growth m one sector of the economy impacts other sectors
(positively and negatively), potential secondary economic impacts shoukl be identified
when making economic development policy decisions.

¢ The County’s historic and cultural resources should be inventoried and promoted as
part of a coordinated economic development/tourism strategy.

e Unique cultural and historic resources should be cataloged and promoted as part of a
comprehensive County economic development strategy

¢ Municipalities should identify locally important resources for inclusion in such a plan and
should identify related retail opportunities.
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o Land use regulations should recognize the relationships between tourism activities and
retail opportunities and promote such opportunities (e.g bed and breakfasts, historic
preservation districts, etc.) consistent with sound planning practices

e The County’s recreational amenities should be inventoried with related retail
opportunities identified. .

e Linkages between recreational opportunities {e g. trail interconnections, greenways)
should be identified and promoted.

The text of the Plan also provides some additonal guidance regarding the importance of
our forested areas for economic development. For example, the Lumber Hentage
Region of which the County is a member, seeks to link forests, parks, historic

resources, and communities to allow residents and visitors to explore our vibrant culture
and contribute to a vital economy. Other programs (e g. Pennsylvania Wilds Program)
seek to maximize the region's rural character for tourism and economic development
purposes. '

The Economic Development Chapter recommends continued pursuit of Heritage
Tourism opportunities to identify, catalog, and market the unique historic, cultural, and
recreational opportunities of the County and its municipalities. In addition, the Plan
recognizes the growing trend in nature tounsm and the many economic opportunities
afforded to our municipalities through outdoor activities including hunting, fishing,
camping, hiking, etc Such activities are a key component of the County's economic
development plan and are a vital component to the Mountaintop Region’s economy and
quality of life

The development of a landfill/ industrial park/ interstate access interchange in this
location would likely have a negative impact on this region’s ability to market itself to
outdoor tourism. The proposal aiso includes the reactivation of a rail line that would cut-
off an existing rail-trail project designed to provide connectivity to this region for outdoor
enthusiasts

The effects of deterioration to the Mountaintop Region’s economy wouid be particularly
severe. In fact, the majority of the Region's growth during the 1990’s was due to growth
n seasonal housing development. While the applicant has proposed both a landfili and
industrial park, which would add to the region’s employment opportunities, public
disclosure of the number of employees proposed at the site vary. A total of 35
employees were cited in a recent permit application filed by Resource Recovery LLC to
the PA Department of Environmental Protection. in a recent public advertising
campaign in local newspapers, again by Resource Recovery LLC, a total of 750
employees was cited This inconsistency alone makes it difficult to evaluate the
economic impacts relative to economic and quality of life costs.

in Rush Township, the Mid-State Airport facility located near the Black Moshannon
State Park has been identified as an important component of the regional economy
Given its importance, the Planning Office recommends that the Mid-State Airport
Authority investigate any potential impacts to their long range development plans.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The Centre County Planning Commission has an obligation under the MPC to
ensure compatibility in land use planning between adjacent municipalities. With
Snow Shoe Township's existing planning and land use controls, in addition to the
numerous inconsistencies with the goals, objectives, and recommendations of
the Centre County Comprehensive Plan, the Planning Office recommends that the
Planning Commission find the proposed landfill/ industrial park/ interstate access
interchange proposal inconsistent with the Plan.

Land use and transportation are inextricably linked, and it cannot be more
apparent than with this proposal. Regardless of the final determinations of this
review, a second set of recommendations will be prepared by the MPO staff for
review by the MPO Coordinating Committee. These recommendations will focus
on local and regional traffic/ transportation system impacts. However, the
Planning Office maintains a deep concern about the ability of the applicant to
mitigate traffic impacts in Show Show Township.

This recommendation should not be Interpreted that the Centre County Planning
Office prefers the use of the local road network as has been asserted by Rush
Township and Resource Recovery. The present issue placed before the Planning
Commission by Rush Township at the direction of the Federal Highways
Administration is a matter of Comprehensive Plan review for land use
consistency, not approval/ disapproval on the proposed access interchange.

If the proposed land use were to be forwarded to the permit application review
process and approved at the State and Federal levels, the Planning Office
recommends that the only acceptable access would be from Interstate 80.

In addition to a request for consistency review with the existing County Comprehensive
Plan, Rush Township has also requested that the Plan be amended to include the
proposed development. As has been previously noted, Rush Township is in the
process of prepanng a municipal Comprehensive Plan. it should be stated that given
the considerable impacts likely to be expenienced by Snow Shoe Township, it may be
difficult for Rush Township to demonstrate an ability to mitigate potential mpacts
through the development of a municipal Comprehensive Plan ajone.

Therefore, If Snow Shoe Township elects to maintain their existing land use controis as
they exist today and the Centre County Planning Commission elects to ensure
consistency of the landfill proposal with the County Comprehensive Plan, the Planning
Office recommends the following steps that could be taken by Rush Township and
Resource Recovery to plan for and mitigate potential negative impacts.
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Rush Township ~ prepare and adopt a Comprehensive Plan (consistent with the County
Comprehensive Plan) that plans for appropriate infrastructure to serve the intended use
and provides adequate transitional devices, as required by the MPC, to protect the
residents of Snow Shoe Township

Rush Township — prepare and adopt local land use controls (e g. zoning ordinance) to
implement the adopted Comprehensive Plan.

Rush Township — advance the proposed interchange as a locally sponsored and
privately funded project through the MPO’s Long Range Transportation Plan process.
This process ensures that both the Technical Advisory Committee and the Coordinating
Committee can review all potential area-wide impacts (including impacts to the existing
interstate system) and make an appropriate determination that identifies and mitigates
potential impacts

Resource Recovery — execute a host municipality agreement with Snow Shoe Township
and/or Centre County identifying potential impacts and detailing a plan to mitigate those
impacts. This host agreement will also be recorded with any subsequent subdivision
and/or land development plans.

The preparation of these comprehensive and coordinated land use controls and
agreements involving both Rush Township and Resource Recovery with input from
Snow Shoe Township and Centre County (as required by the MPC) appear necessary
to provide the protections that an individual municipality alone cannot. For example,
Rush Township has previously attempted to identify and mitigate some of the potential
impacts associated with this development proposal; including the development of an
interstate access interchange to minimize traffic impacts on Snow Shoe Township.

In fact, one of the conditions identified in the host agreement between Rush Township
and Resource Recovery is the construction of an access interchange from Interstate-80.
Further, the initial Point of Access Study submitted by Rush Township to PennDOT
bolstered Rush Township’s assertion that significant negative traffic impacts could be
experienced by neighboring Snow Shoe Township if the local road system were to be
utilized. The POA study clearly demonstrates an understanding by both Rush Township
and Resource Recovery that the local road network is incapable of handling the
anticipated traffic and was not planned, intended, or designed to accommodate the
anticipated traffic or the required improvements (e g. condemnations).

Recently however, Rush Township and Resource Recovery have expressed an interest
in amending the host agreement to allow for the use of the local road network to serve
the proposed development, to the detriment of Snow Shoe Township In addition, they
have requested PennDOT to evaluate a potential Highway Occupancy Permit (HOP) for
access 1o the proposed landfill from the existing State Route system in Snow Shoe
Township This 1s counter to the currents agreements in place and cause for concern in
regards to Snow Shoe Township.
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The adoption of local land use controls by Rush Township to implement the
Comprehensive Plan should serve to provide for some of the transitional devices
required by the MPC. The execution of a host agreement with Snow Show Township
and/or Centre County to be recorded with all subsequent plans will serve to ensure that
said protections are maintained.

Ultimately, it will be the determination of the Centre County Planning Commission and
Board of Commissioners to decide consistency of this proposal with the Comprehensive
Plan now and in the future.

map enclosures

pc: Centre County Board of Commissioners
Timothy T. Boyde, Centre County Director of Administrative Services
Christopher M Price, AICP, Assistant Planning Director
Robert A Crum, Director, Centre Regional Planning Agency
Thomas P Zilla, AICP, Centre County MPO Transportation Planner
Mike Bloom, Centre County MPO Transportation Planner

rbj/ cmp
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CENTRE COUNTY METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (CCMPO)
COORDINATING COMMITTEE

Tuesday, March 28, 2006
6:00 p.m.
College Township Municipal Building

Minutes
Coordinating Committee Members Present:
Chnis Exarchos Centre County
Steve Dershem (for Scott Conklin) Centre County
Dan Klees College Township
George Pytel Ferguson Township
Ron Buckalew Centre Regional Planning Commission (CRPC)
John Elnitsk Benner Township
Chris Lee Harns Township
Elizabeth Goreham State College Borough
Bob Neff Halfmoon Township
Dean Roberts {for Tom TenEyck) PennDOT Central Office
Frank Royer Spang Townshp
Karen Michael (for Kevin Kline) PennDOT District 2-0 Office
John Spychalska CATA
Bab Corman Penns Valley Planning Region
Bryce Boyer Patton Township
Jack Shannon Moshannon Valtey Planmng Region
John Yecina : Mountaintop Planning Region
Bill Griffith {for Tom Poorman Lower Bald Eagle Ptanning Region
Non-Voting Members Present:
Matt Smoker Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)

QOthers Present: (a full list of citizens and others 1s attached)

Bob Crum CRPA

Tom Zilla CRPA

Trish Meek CRPA

Tim Gebel CRPA

Mike Bloom Centre County

Harold Nanowic PennDOT Central Office

CNET

Chns Price Centre County Planning Qffice
George Khoury Citizen

Judy Larkin Penn State Umiversity

Ann Glaser Citizen



Mike Joseph coT

Jaime Bumbarger The Progress

Pat Boland Forever Broadcasting
Jim Steff CoG

Anne Danahy CoT

6. Centre County Long Range Transportation Plan {(LRTP)

Mr. Klees stated that the purpose of this agenda 1tem 15 for the MPO to consider requests for
vanous projects on the current LRTP to be re-ranked n the Plan. He sad that for the 1-80
Interchange, representatives from Rush Township are going to speak to therr request to re-rank
ths project. The MPO staff will report on 1ssues related to the request, and then the public will
given an opportunity to speak. He said that he had previously announced that 1nput would be
limted to 10 minutes and a lot of people felt that this was an unfair amount of time. He said
that there may be time for more people to speak. Mr. Crum will time the speakers and each
person will have up to 90 seconds to make their point. Mr. Klees asked that comments be
bimited to those that have not already been stated. He asked also that no noises be made
during the input process.

Mr. Elmtski said that 1f this was a referendum vote, he would probably vote no for a landfill.
However, the MPO has heard that the people do not want a landfill and that the people feel
that without an interchange there will not be a landfill. He sawd he would like to hear why the
interchange might cause the other roads a problem. He thought that the citizens need to
understand that the MPO 15 not a planning orgamization, but an allocation orgamzaton. If a
member has a project in thewr township that 1s fully funded by outside sources and the MPO has
to put 1t on the TIP because it 1s a federat road, he would expect the MPO to support that
project. The MPO is here to support each other in road building, not to be political about some
project bemng built. Bringing n the politics of a project rather than a road will undermine the
MPO,

Mr. Klees said that the MPO has struggled with how any re-ranking would occur for the exght
projects in this agenda item. He said that the goal was to consider whether the MPO wanted to
re-rank the projects, How that woutd be done is yet to be determined. He did not think the
MPO could decide how to re-rank them tonight.

Mr. Pytel saud that the MPQ does not come here to support big money to put interchanges on
roads. The MPQ"s position 1s to find where interchanges should be, regardless of the amount of
money the sponsor has.

a. 1-80 Rush Township Interchange

Mr. Shannon said that under discussion tomght 1s the Rush Township Industnal Enterpnise Zone,
whnch would be made up of a possible project for a landfill and a possible project for recycling.
The key point this evening 1s an interchange to access the area that has been indicated n
Centre County. He showed the exact location on a map. He said this was specified in the Rush
Township Comprehensive Plan as one of the areas that they would like to see industnal
development. This area had been abandoned by the group who took the coal and timber out of
1t and has not been reclaimed. Due to 1ts proximity to I-80, if an interchange were located
there, locat homes and roads would not be impacted.

Mr. Shannon said that some of the areas are holding water. There are also some areas that
have no algae, as the water 1s not able to sustain life. The site s located near Red Moshannon,



which is effected greatly by mine acid drainage. It will eventually join the Black Moshannon,
where it will sustain life. The advantage of a project here s to start to mitigate the effect of
mine acid drainage.

Mr. Yecina said that if this exit 1s not approved, the truck traffic would come through the tocal
roads. He showed specific routes on slides, including Routes 53 and 144. Only construction
traffic would be using Gorton Road. He showed a slide of where the exit would come off of |-
80, saying he would much rather see the trucks coming from there than on the local roads. Mr.
Yecina stated that all the Supervisors in Snow Shoe Township support the exit over use of local
roads. He tatked to Borough Council and five of those members also support the interchange.
Approval of this motion provides the best access for the landfill. Voting against the interchange
1s saying that the local roads are a better option. He said he would appreciate 1t if the MPO
would think this through and not put traffic on the local roads.

Mr. Pytel referred to the slide of 1-80 and the land there. He asked how many acres of land
were shown. Mr. Shannon said that the area i the shde was approximately 2800 acres, with
about 300 utibzed by the landfill and about 350 acres utilized by the industnal park.

Mr. Pytel asked what made Rush Township think that PennDOT would approve truck traffic on
the local roads. Mr. Yecina said that any developer has the nght to use the state roads.

Mr. George Rittew, Rittew Associates, saxd that they prepared the POA and are working with
Rush Township on this project. He strongly encouraged MPO members to support fellow
members in this request for an interchange. He said this was not a land use 1ssue and the
transportatfon project was fully funded. It would not have an impact on MPO funding or any
projects on their list. He safd that land use 1s determined by Rush Township’s Comprehensive
Plan. The interchange obviously reduces /mpacts on the local roads n the area. The
interchange supports Rush Township's development of an Industrial Enterpnse Zone and this 1s
really just a first step n a long process. This 15 not about a final vote for approving an
interchange.

Mr. Pytel asked 1f Resource Recoavery had a permit to put a landfill in, Mr, Rittew said they are
working on a permit. Mr. Pytel thought that approval of an interchange would help get the
permit. Mr. Rittew said that this was about the transportation 1ssue.

Mr. Zilla rewiewed the process involved, saying that the MPQ has received a request from Rush
and Snow Shoe Townshps to amend the current adopted Long Range Transportation Plan,
Because the amendment process 15 similar to the process to adopt a new LRTP, this request is
being addressed as part of the new LRTP and not an amendment to the current Plan.

Mr. Elmtsky asked if, dunng the ranking process, any thought was given to a project funded by
an outside source bemng on a different list than the projects for ranking. Mr. Zilla said that was
not discussed and would be up to the MPO,

Mr. Zilla sad that options for consideration tomght would include the following:

Defer the request until Centre County determines the consistency of the interchange with the
Comprehensive Plan

Include the interchange on the project list for the new LRTP

include the interchange on the LRTP as a project for future consideration



Not include the project on the LRTP

The adoption process to amend the current long range transportation plan or adopt a new one
are very similar. The MPO would approve the Final Draft of the Plan to be advertised for public
comment, an air quality conformity analysis would have to be donre for projects with air quality
significance, a 30-day comment period and public meeting would be held and then action could
be considered. Those are the basic steps for either an amendment to the current LRTP or
adoption of a new Plan.

Mr. Exarchos said that the mission of the MPO is to priontize highway projects that are
important to the community and allocate the limited resources to take care of more urgent
needs. He thought that the LRTP has been designed as a vehicle to achieve those goals. Here
there 15 a project that does not meet two cnteria: 1) 1t 1s not publicly funded and 2) 1t 15 not a
project with commumty benefit. Mr. Exarchos sayd that he 1s not saying that there are not
mplications that would affect the general good. He found 1t difficult to pnontize a project for
which there 15 no logical basis to set a prionty. Mr. Exarchos believed that a different process
was needed to deal with fully funded projects that are intended for a hrmted benefit. Once the
project 1s ranked, it does a dissenice to other projects that would be bumped further down on
the List. He said that the MPO was not here to pass judgment on the land use 1ssue. That was a
decision made by Rush Township. The MPO could instruct staff to develop a process for how
pnvately funded projects would be considered, but not put them on this list. The MPO should
probably not have an opimon on those since they do not present a challenge or affect other
projects. Or the MPO could say that they have no opmion and it does not belong on the hist of
projects, but they could pass the POA on to FHWA and tell them to do whatever they do wath
it.

Ms. Goreham chsagreed. She said that it certatnly impacts the public and there would be
transportation impacts on I-80. The public wall bear the cost in many ways, including ar
quahty, water and land use. The MPO found this project inconsistent with land use plans a
cauple of months ago and decided not to forward the POA to FHWA for further review. The
MPO must face the audience, let them speak and determine if we are going to give it special
consideration.

Mr. Shannon said that the MPO did not deal with the project in regards to land use, only
regards to the LRTP. Land use 1s another 1ssue. The MPO s to relate the interchange to
transportation.

Mr. Lee said that the list of candidate projects were based on criteria. He asked if any of those
cnteria were based on money. Mr. Bloom said that the Local/Municwpal Support Priomnty
cntenon was set up with two general project characteristics: the pnonty ranking assigned by
the indwidual mumcipality or sponsor of the project and the commitment of the non-federal
share. Mr. Zilla said that the cost of the project was not considered in the ranking. Mr. Lee said
that none of the projects are ranked on whether it 1s public or private money. Mr. Zilla said
that it was considered only in the above example, where if a sponsor was committing money to
a project, they would gain points in that one particular criterron.

Mr. Lee said that highways shape communities and there needs to be a coordination of land use
and transportation planmng. The impact of mghways 15 on more than the movement of cars and
trucks.

Mr. Buckalew said that 1t is not always clear cut n pnvate or public money and sometimes
nvolves both,



Mr, Exarchos noted that 2 motion was needed in order to have a debate on the issue. Mr Klees
said that the item under constderation 15 the re-ranking of the Gorton Road Interchange.

Mr. Shannon made a motion that the CCMPO incorporate the [-80 interchange project at mile
post 140 in the 2007-2010 Transportation Improvement Program and be included in the
approved Final Draft of the Centre County Long Range Transportation Plan, with the
stipulation that the new interchange will be privately funded and that no public funds will be
required for its construction; and further that the CCMPO shall recommend that the
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation submit the POA for the proposed new interchange
to the Federal Highway Administration for action. Mr. Yecina seconded the motion,

Mr. Exarchos said that he could not support the motion as stated. He said that he could not
support the part of the motion saying that it should be included on the TIP. He did not see the
rational for \ncluding this.

Mr. Klees opened the floor for citizen comments.

Ms, Kathi Lewis, Snow Shoe Borough, said that some of the members of the MPO have said that
this 1s not a landfill issue. She said that was good - 1f you take the landfill out of the picture,
what 15 left Is thousands of acres of forested recreation land that 15 appropnately accessible by
adequately maintamned dirt roads that impose a minimum cost to taxpayers. These mimmal
costs are offset 1n part by seasonal property real estate tax dollars and taxes on goods and
services purchased by outdoor recreatwnal enthusiasts. Let's continue to keep the landfill out
of the picture. Ms. Lewlis noted that Rush Township says that it needs and deserves this
interchange, but for what? How could residents even access it, let alone find 1t useful? Where
could 1t lead 1n Rush Township? To connect this interchange to Route 504, the nearest existing
Township road, 1t would require the construction of a road more than six miles long through
state forest and across rugged terramn. Still keeping the landfill out of the picture, 1t might be
the village of Moshannon, with a population of 528, which can benefit from this interchange
midway between Snow Shoe and Kylertown. The newly adopted Rush Township Comprehensive
Plan that was so quickly drafted by Rittew Associates and recently adopted by two of Rush
Township’s Supervisars, states that this interchange will connect to Gorton Road and provide
access to Mashannon, which 1s 5.7 miles to the north.

Mr. Ken Shope, Snow Shoe Township, said that the sole purpose of constructing an 1-80
interchange 1s to enhance the chances of getting a landfill perrmit approval and greatly increase
the volume of trash trucks. Resource Recovery stated they would build an 1-80 interchange,
trucks in/trucks out with no local roads used, or the project would not go forward. Because
they cannot build a private closed-loop interchange, 1t wall have ta connect to a public road.
Mr. Shope said that it would not be a Rush Township public read, but Gorton Road 1n Snow Shoe
Township. The connection will open the local roads to truck use because you will not be able to
stop the trucks from sneakmng in the back door through the local roads. We have no local police
force and the citizens will have to police the truck traffic and once the drnivers know there 1s a
back door to the landfill via Gorton Road, they will use if for shortcuts when 1-80 shuts down or
1t 15 congested or to avoid safety checks. The trucks avoiding the safety checks will be the ones
that are overloaded, leaking and hauling 1llegal contents, so the worst of the violators will be
the ones using local roads. Mr. Shope said that the interchange should not be added to the Long
Range Transportation Plan (LRTP).

Ms. Teresa Burbndge, Snow Shoe Township, said that the Snow Shoe Township Supervisors
countered the wishes of their citizens by signing a cooperation agreement with Resource
Recovery. The Supervisors caved to this unscrupulous developer’s threats and scare tactics.
Snow Shoe residents and property owners have not signed this agreement and have no \ntention
of cooperating with Resource Recovery. Residents of Snow Shoe Township and Borough sgned



petitions against the interchange over the last three weeks, She said that they tried to lmit
signers to only those who live on the access route, but others nsisted on signing to express
their opposition. Out of 154 signatures, only 22 did not Live along a proposed local route. Only
two households between Exit 147 and Moshanncn did not sign because of Resource Recavery's
threats. Others simply were not home, Ms. Burbndge stated that 194 signatures collected on a
separate petition do no live along the proposed access route. She said that the people are
willing to take their chances with local roads and the petition shows that no one should claim
support of the interchange to protect the people of Snow Shoe. The people will lose either way
with the landfil, interchange or not. They will suffer from ncreased traffic from the
interchange when |I-80 15 closed or backed up. For health and safety, the people are sold either
way. Last September’s presentation by Mr. Rittew indicated that Gorton Road would have to be
widened and straightened to accommodate the interchange. Ms, Burbnidge said that she, for
one, could potentially lose her front yard and property value.

Ms. Knsta Kahter, Rush Townshp, savd that many Rush Township citizens oppose the
interchange and dump, despite what Mr. Shannon may tell the MPO. Likewise, many Phmlipsburg
and South Philipsburg residents, who Mr. Shannon supposedly represents here, oppose this
project as well, Over 500 Moshannon Valley residents have signed petitions against tius landfill,
but their Supervisors do not listen. Rush Township Supervisors never bothered to find out what
residents thought before they signed the host agreement. When citizens took it upon
themselves to express opposition at meetings and through letters, the Supervisors did not
listen. In October 2005, residents pleaded with Supervisors not to amend the host agreement to
allow the use of local roads. The Supervisors thd not listen. After 20 yvears of naction on a
Comprehensive Plan, Rush Supervisors quickly pushed through the old plan with a few updates,
which were wnitten by a firm involved with Resource Recovery. At the lone public hearing,
Supervisors would not even answer questions. Citizens begged for more time to review the plan
and provide wnput, but the Supervisors would not Listen. Last November, the true will of Rush
residents was finally heard. They voted out a status quo Supervisor and voted 1n someone who
actually histens. Make no mistake, citizens will eventually be heard by all elected afficials, they
. only hope 1t will not be too late to stop this horrible project.

Ms. Elizabeth Wood, Cooper Township, said that there are people in her township who live less
than 1.5 miles from the proposed landfill site and their voices have not yet been heard. She
said she is just one Clearfield County resident, but she bnngs 256 signatures from other
Clearfield County residents opposing the 1-80 interchange/landfil project. These numbers do
not even scratch the surface of those opposing the project. Ms. Wood asked members to
consider the detrimental consequences that will result and understand that this not just a
Centre County issue, but a Central Pennsylvama issue. The negative implications will affect
every person n Central Pennsylvania, stretching far beyond the borders of Centre County. She
sawd that Centre County has the obligation and responsibility to consider its neighbors when 1t
comes to this issue. She asked that members listen to all the people who will be affected and
what they are saying. They do not want the interchange and they do not want the landfill.

Mr. Ken Hall, Snow Shoe Township, said that Dan Hawbaker has said that there will be 600-800
jobs here, but he 1s full of smoke. There 15 no question that there will be jobs from the landfill.
That 1s not what is before the Commuttee. Dan Hawbaker is giving that infarmation so that
there 15 another reason to put an interchange here - the reason being an industnal site. Mr.
Hall said that this 15 the poorest excuse for an ihdustnal site ever seen. This site has no pubtic
sewer or water and doesn’t even have electricity. The majonty of the ground 1s severely deep
mined. Several areas are unsuitable for industnal development. Because there i1s an
interchange, there 1s going to be industnal development. Mr. Hall saxd that the closest thing to
industnal development Snow Shoe has gotten in 40 years 15 the Fed Ex building. This
interchange 1s only a half of an interchange. People would have to dnve 7 miles to Kylertown,
get off and back on 1-80, then drive 14 miles west. The employment derived from the people of



Rush Township will have to get on |-80, drive 14 miles to Snow Shoe, then get off and back on
to dnve back 7 miles ta the interchange. He said it was a hell of a site.

Ms. Jean Shufran, Rush Township, said that the most important thing affecting property values
is location. Centre County has many beautiful locations and has been blessed with a housing
market that shows steady increases in value year after year. It 1s harder and harder for young
families to find affordable homes. As a result, areas that require a longer commute, such as
the Mountaintop Bald Eagle area and the Philipsburg area are seeng stronger markets than in
the past. The average sale prices 1n those areas are $128,000 and $78,000 respectively and
offer a much-needed affordable option. The reality of what the tandfill will bring to Centre
County is anything but property value enhancing. Buyers want safety first for thewr famihes, so
trucking 1s going to lower property values. The stench associated with landfills is going to push
themn down even more. Throw 1n the hordes of insects and rodents feeding on garbage and
watch those values soar! When informed buyers find DEP's study on landfills and find that 97
percent of them are oozing radioactive leachate, word spreads and values plummet. When
toxic landfill leachate contaminates the ground water and streams, mast property owners wall
wind up in foreclosure. Centre County will end up a modem-day glowing ghost town and a
massive cieanup hitl. Gone will be today's elected officials and gone will be the hmited habibty
corporation named Resource Recovery.

Ms. Pam Steckler, Ferguson Township, said that she was here as a conservationist. The
Pennsylvania Constitution, 1n Article I, Section 27 guarantees Citizens the right to clean air and
water and preservation of a clean environment for all the people of Pennsylvama, including
generations to come. Ms. Wililams felt that this project 1s inconsistent with our Constitution.
This 15 not just a local 1ssue, but involves the entire state. The parcel is in the mdst of an
outdoor recreational area, bordenng Moshannon State Park. A landfilt industnal park s
definitely inconsistent with mantaiming clean air and water 1n this area. Black Moshannon
Creek 1s designated as a high-quality cold water fish stream. It 15 known to support native brook
trout and should be protected and preserved. Habitat fragmentation caused by this project will
negatively affect migratory bird populations. Additionally, the project will permanently affect
nearly 11 acres of wetlands, malking tihns project nearly four times as damaging to wetlands.
The global warming and pollution caused by the possibility of 900 truck tnps needs to be
included in this equation. Centre County is already 1n non-comphance with the Clean Ar Act.
Ms. Wilhams said that this project will severely impact our right to clean air, water and
environmental resources. As Pennsylvamans, we deserve a no vote for the interchange and
landfill.

Ms. Maryann Williams, Rush Township, asked why any economy would allow destruction of its
precious natural assets. In addition to the natural beauty of wildiife, such as the bald eagle
along the west branch of the Susquehanna, the majestic elk and even the mountain lion, we
also claim established recreation on our nvers, overmight mking on our trais and the multr-use
rail trral, which is the envy of any commumty. A 1997 Study shows that Pennsylvamans spend
$40 billion in outdoor recreation. These tounsm dollars will grow with the new Pennsylvama
wild Initiatives. The netghboring counties work to attract, not detract, tounsm. For example, a
one-hundred foot statue of a white tailed deer will soon be displayed near the Pennsfield exat
on 1-80. Hopefully Centre County’s symbol will not be a tandfitl along 1-80. Nature 15 our
drawing card and our goal 15 long-range tourism planning.

Mr. Mike Savage, Rush Township, said that the purpose of the MPO 1s not just to carry out
funding allocations for FHWA, but rather to apply sound planning consideration to
transportation planming. He said that in this case, the interchange does not meet a
transportation need. Without the landfill, t will simply be an interchange to nowhere. Mr.
Savage said if the interchange 1s placed higher on the LRTP plannming list; 1t will push projects
that benefit regional interests lower on the list. No matter what 15 claimed, the project will



probably use taxpayer dollars. Two state Representatives have already noted that state funds
are being sought for the project and the Governor's Office has said that 1t could be ehigible for
the TOT Program. Both the MPO and PennDOT are listed as potentral funding sources in the
Rush Township Comprehensive Plan. If the MPO puts the interchange in a prionty position, 1t
will be seen by others as a pnority for the Centre Region rather than what 1t really 1s: a private
interchange to serve a for-profit business. Mr. Savage requested that Mr. Yecina and Mr.
Shannon recuse themselves from vobing because of an obvious conflict of interest.

Mr. Klees noted that there were several more people who would like to speak. He asked the
NMPO whether they wanted to continue heanng testimony.

Mr. Neff made a motion to move on with the meeting without additional crtizen comment. Mr.
Corman seconded.

Mr. Exarchos said that he had a large stack of correspondence n his office, n addition to that
which was included with the agenda. He assured citizens that he has read all the comments.
Citizen comments are bewng read and he did not want anyone to feel that, even if their voices
are not heard tomght, their concerns have not been heard.

Several residents voiced the opinion that they had a right to comment tomght. Mr. Klees said
that they have taken numerous public comments and have received much wntten
correspondence and petitions. What he heard here tomght covered a broad range of concerns
and 1t may or may not directly affect how the MPO votes on the 1ssue. He felt that the MPO has
a nght to determine how long that comment period goes on. The MPO has other items on thewr
agenda tomight that need attention as well as this item.

A role call vote was taken on the motion to end public comment at this time. The motion
carried with a vote of 8 for and 7 against.

Mr. Lachman approached the podium and began speaking, despite Mr. Klees telling him that
the vate was taken and comments would not be recognized. Several aitizens asked Mr.
Lachman to sit down.

Mr. Pytel stated that he has not seen any new information to change the original MPQ vote,
which found the interchange to be inconsistent with the LRTP. Second, 1f this request 1s
granted, it will take road planning out of the hands of the MPO and put it in the hands of
people with money.

Mr. Elnitsky said that he could not support the full motion made by Mr. Shannon. He thought
that a project like this should be on a separate list. The MPO can look at fully funded projects
from a transportation standpoint, wcluding air quality and how 1t affects other roads. He did
not think it was appropriate to put the project on the TIP.

Mr. Shannon said that he understood that for the project to happen at all, it must be on the
TIP. Mr. Zilla sad that in order for the project to be considered by FHWA, 1t has to be on the
LRTP. in order to receive environmental clearance, 1t must be on the TiP. Mr. Shannon sad
that was the purpose for the motion as stated. Mr. Elmtsky said that even if 1t had to be on the
TIP, 1t should not have to be ranked since 1t was fully funded.

Mr. Smoker said that for conceptual approval, the POA process requires that a project be
consistent wath local and regional transportation and land use plans. Mr. Klees asked for
clanfication about the 1ssue of thts site connecting to another road. He asked if Gorton Road
met the qualifications for a public road. Mr. Smoker said that a new interchange must be



connected to a public road, for public use. The condition of the road would be discussed and
analyzed during the POA study process. Mr. Klees said that if the road was infenor, the
developer would have to make improvements. Mr. Smoker said he was not sure If that would be
addressed through the POA or the rest of the development process for the interchange.

Mr, Klees asked Mr. Jacobs 1f the fact that Rush Township adopted their Comprehensive Plan
affected the previous comments from the County Planming Office. Mr. Jacobs said that with
Rush Township adopting a Comprehensive Plan, the 1ssue of consistency has not changed since
the onginal determination last year. Mr. Klees asked 1f the County had any legislative oversight
over Rush Township’s adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or the land uses determmed within
that plan. Mr. Jacabs said that as part of the approval process, Rush Township is required to
submit a Comprehensive Plan to Centre County, adjacent municipalities and the school distnct
for reiew. Centre County completed their review last month, recommending that if there
were no changes made to the document, that it would be inconsistent. Since it was adopted,
Centre County’s position 1s that it 15 inconsistent.

Ms. Goreham said that the motion was very broad. She said that she had great concerns about
moving the project up to the 2007-2010 TIP nght away because that would put it above all the
other projects that have not even been discussed yet. Ms. Goreham said that if this motion
passed, she asked 1f that would preempt all the choices for the other projects. Mr. Zwta sawd
that with the stipulation that the interchange project is 100% privately funded, it would not
affect other projects on the TIP. Mr. Goreham asked how 1t would be guaranteed that 1t will be
100% privately funded because there 1s pursuit of redevelopment assistance and transportation
assistance.

Mr. Klees asked if there have been past projects that were cor'npletely funded pnivately. Mr.
21lla sand that he could not remember any such projects. There have been other projects that
were pnivate/public partnerships.

Mr. Exarchos said that the process used by the MPO 15 not designed for this type of project. He
thought 1t was very dangerous to put the project on the LRTP list because after it 1s listed
there, 1t opens the door for other funding sources and that made him nervous. Mr. Exarchos
sad that he understood that FHWA did not necessanly need for the project to be on the LRTP
and they are more concerned with the consistency. He said that there is not a lot that the MPO
can do about the consistency. The Comprehensive Plan for the County never anticipated this
kind of land use. He thought that the developer and FHWA should work it out.

Mr. Lee said he was inclined ta vote against the mation and thought that the 1ssue should he
looked at 1f and when it 1s permitted by DEP. Mr. Royer agreed, saying that voting now may be
premature.

Mr. Dershem said he was not n favor of the current motion. One motion that he would favor
would be that the Centre County Metropolitan Planning Committee not incorporate the 1-80
interchange on the 2007-2010 Transportation Improvement Program. This 1s consistent wath the
MPO's vote 1n 2005 when there was a determination of inconsistency with the Long Range
Transportation Plan. In additton, staff be instructed to develop a process to review privately
funded projects. Further, the MPO shall recommend that PennDOT forwards the Point of Access
study to the Federal Highways Administration, with the current findings of Centre County and
the MPO.

Mr. Elmtsky asked how the POA 1s funded. Mr. Smoker said he did not know for sure on this
particular study. Mr. Elmtsky asked 1f there was a way for the public to be involved while FHWA
was doing the study. Mr. Smoker said that the POA 15 not a final approval. There are multiple
steps beyond this. The POA determines the engineering and operational characteristics of the



proposed interchange and if 1t can function and operate as intended. If FHWA conceptually
appraves the POA, 1t then maves inte a lengthy environmental process. This would provide
numerous opportunities for public comment and review.

Nr. Boyer did not feel that the MPO should make a judgment about whether a landfll industnal
complex 1s put there. However, 1f it 15 built, the MPO would be remiss 1n not looking at the
impacts to transportation and safety if there were no interchange. It 1s a different sort of
project 1n that it was privately funded. Mr. Boyer also felt that 1t would be premature to vote
on the interchange now, but that it should be kept 1n mind if the landfill s actually going to be
btnit.

Mr. Klees said that he was very uncomfortable with the level of detail in Mr. Shannon’s motion.

Mr. Pytel said that at the last meeting, the MPO voted down PennDOT using 150 trucks a day
for, 200 days to haul the atid rock. it would be hard to convince him that 600-1000 tnicks a day
could use the local roads.

Nr. Elmtsky said that the POA could come back saytng that 1t was not feasible to put an
interchange there. He said that if Mr. Shannon would be willing to remove his motion, he would
be willing to make a motion to send the POA to FHWA for feedback.

Mr. Shannon sawd that FHWA was logkang for an wndication of consistency. When the motion was
developed, 1t was crafted to fit what was thought to be necessary. If those detals can be
worked out, he did not have a problem with that. However, he did have a problem with the
MPO not taking action because there was not a permit or approval. He sad that those were
part of the steps that are taken. Without the POA, nothing moves forward. This step would
start the investigation moving.

Mr, Savage said that Mr. Shannon was one of the people who spoke earlier in favor of the
proposal and he is speaking now from the table, and yet the people who have other views are
not permitted to rebut. Mr. Klees said that Mr. Shannon and Mr. Yecina are members of the
MPO and they have signed agreements that they have to support the interchange. That 15 not a
secret. Mr. Klees said that every one 1s capable of judging those comments.

Mr. Shannon said that he would withdraw his motion so that discussion can ensue concerning a
simpler motion to send the POA to PennDOT and FHWA.

Mr. Lee made a motion to defer the request until if and when DEP permits the landfill Ms.
Goreham seconded the motion.

Mr. Exarchos said that the risk of thhs motion is that if this landfill gets approved, 1t will use
local access. He preferred to have the POA sent to FHWA and it can be figured out between
them and the developer.

Ms. Goreham thought that otherwise, the MPO 1s running the nisk of facilitating the project.
The landfill should apply for the permit an its own and if 1t 15 approved, the MPO will consider
the nterchange.

Mr. Exarchos said that part of the process Is that the developer must show access to the
project. If there s no interchange, the developer will have to show access with the local roads.
By the time 1t comes back here, it may be too late to reverse that.
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Mr. Pytel saxd that before PennDOT atlows traffic on the lacal raads, 1t would probably come
through the MPO. This 1s what happened 1n Centre Hall.

Mr. Elnitsky asked if 1t was true that DEP would not even look at the application without the
POA. Mr. Shannon sawd that DEP only requires access.

Ms. Goreham asked f there would be a time when 1t would be too late to consider the
mterchange. Mr. Smoker said that was a land development process issue, not an FHWA 1ssue.

The motion before the MPO was to defer the request until DEP permits the landfill. A role call
vote was taken and the motion passed with a vote of 8 in favor and 7 against

There was some discussion concerning how the next agenda 1tems would be thscussed and
voted upon. It was decided to discuss each item separately.

Mr. Exarchos made a motion to direct staff to look at the i1ssue of how the MPO deals with
privately funded transportation projects and recommend a process for that. Mr Elnitsky
seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.



Exhibit 6



NaTE

SuAE-T

[ T "D

= oA

COMMONWURALYH OF PENNSTLVANIA
OEPARTVENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Decembgr 1, 2006

Centre County - Rush Townghip Interchange
Point of Access Study

R Bcott Christie. P.E., Director, Bureau of Design

ttn Daryl Kerms, F.E., HQAD
7*" Floor, Keystone Building

Xcvan R. Kline, P.E., District Executive
Engineering District 2-Q 4&2

The District has completed its review of the Rush Township,
Garcon Road Interchange, Caentre County Point of Access Study for
the construction of a new interchange on Interstate 30 at Gorto
Road '

rhe Point of Access Study document submitted meecs the
guidelines of Desagn Manual 1A - Appendix G except for zhe
consistency determinations for land use and Centre County's Long
Range Transportaction Plan. We reguest that copies of the POA
study be forwarded to FHWA for their review.

Should you have any questions, please contact Karen L.
Michael, P.E., at 813-765-0426.

020/K.M/mn
11276-2-k1lm
c K. R. Xlaine, P.E.
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U. S, DEPARTMENT i d/L 3 33 watrat Serest eom s
OF TRANSPORTATION Pensyivar e Dlvis.cr Ferrieturs, PA SFICT 1080
Federal Highway January 19, 2007 in reply refer to
Admimstratian HEV-PA.1L

Center County, Pennsylwvania
Rush Township

CENAR-CP-RPA

Resource Recovery LLC
04-02142-8

Dr. Tom Pluto

U 8. Army Corps of Engineers
State College Field Office

1531 South Atherton, Suite 102 '
State College, PA 16801

Dear Dr. Plutoa:

The:Pennsylvania Divisicn of the Federal Highway administration
{¥HWA) is in receipt of rthe Fublic Notice isaued by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers ({(USACOE}, Baltimore District for the
referenced proposed undertaking. Upon review of tne Nocice, the
Division office contacted your staff cn January 18, 2006 to
discuss the status and various aspects of the proposcd project.

An Interstate Point of Access (PCA} repert was preparaed for a new
interchange location cn Interstate B0 and recently transmitted
for approval to this office by the Pennsylvania Department of
Fransportation (PennDCT). That document locates a proposed
intexchange irmediately adjacent to the area described in tne
USCOE Notice. Further, it defines the transportation purpose and
need for a new interchange as accegs for the proposed landfill
and other potential future development. Various meetings with
scate, county and industry representatives regarding this
proposed project have further documented the correlation between
the propcsed interchange and landllll., Y¥HWA Cinal app sval of
Lhe propesed pew interxchange will be withheld pending the cutcome
of the NEPA studies
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Per the discussion with your office, it is understvod that the
USACCE will likely serve as the Lead Federal Agercy [or the
undertaxing consistent with the CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1500-
1508) implementing the Mational Envireonmental Policy Act (NEPA)
At the appropriate time, we would like to discuss with your
acency the project scope and the appropriate Federal agency roles
in order to ensure that the NEPA st.dy serves cne ngeds of our
respective actions. Please contact either David Cough at 717%-
221-3411 or Deborah Suciu Smith at 717-221-3785 to establish a
time to meet or conference.

Sincerely yours,

/8/ David W. Cough

James A. Cheamnnam
Jivision Administrator

ez Kev:in Kline, P.E., PennBROT Districk 2 0
Karen Michael, P.E , PennDOT Distrizt 2-0
LCaryl Xerns, P.E., PennDOT HQAD
Brian Hare, P E., PennDOT HQAD
Kim Sartco, PennDOT District 2-0

S:\FY2007\Jan\RushTownshipPOA COE.dss.doc
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OF TRANSPORTATION
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Administration
Jannars I, 2020 HEY A
PRt re Oowngy
nterstake 4G
Fownn 2f Aceegs Sruly
' r bDemed Privately Sruled

Lorvhange

Me M O Patbtel, P E.
Thict “pginecr for Highway Admanis-wat:ion

Mnne

Pennsylvania Departm
Harriabiryg, bPonnsylvania

cf Transperttien

hear Mr Patel:

Wee have reviewad rhe Poipt of Accens CPOAY FLuly Lor o 1Ga
Interchanga on Jutr¢rstate B3 b Miitepoot 140 Lran .miined wiln
yore Decemtsr 14, 2iln enLo: The r1@view 5 g thaeed Dy * e SHWA
Palticy entitled “Interstate Systen Acoesa” ‘updat-of June 17,

1v 28}, under Ltne subtizie: Add.: zonal Accwesg to the fnlerstat e
Syusrtom, which includes cight specific requirements thai fmust ne
met prior ro oonceptial ang roval Tniy review is Inr a

vonceptual spproval and g tased en a Jdecermsnatr: noof
enyineaering and oparatioral acceptabii:ty. Finmal approval oy be
granted awpon evidence 2f corpilance with the Nagicnii
Fnvircenrental Pelicy Act (NEPA) and documentation of weeLing atl

the requirements of the Interstate System Access Poiiccy Tuis

POA study fails to sat:isfactorily document all the teguliemers
of the Policy as d:scussed beleow, ~larefore conceziual approvda:
cannat e aranted at thip v .me.

s Reguiremant d4l: Ihe 295 jo7urent failled o Jlsponstrite thar
“he "exastinz incer.hanges a=d’cr lncal roads wnd strescs in
the corzidor can neirneyr roside the necessaly accesy nor
be improved 1o satisfacrorily accomndate the desion year
traffiic depands whiiz 3l e sane Lime proviiing the a-ress
intended by the proposal” nerae are DULLersas
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considerations that enter into this decisicen, including
traffic, safety, operational and environmental Zactors. The
FHWA therefore, wv:ews the local system upgrade alternatiie
18 be:ng viable, and shouvld be Lu-*?er evilaated The FHWA
cdoes not suppori the eiimination of any of the alternatives
at this time. Howevnr if an upgrade alternat:ive is cartied
forward into the A arcc ss, this POA recquirement nay be

me'. during rhe NFPA proves

‘e Requirrement #5: The proposal has not demonstrated
consistency with reg:onail land use and transportation plans
At LaLdg point it ajpeirs That the proposal 18 neons:siand
with baoth the Centre County Comgprehensive Plain and the
Centre County Met:ropalitan Planning Owganrzation s (CCMPO)

Long Range Transportalion Plan.

while the document contains infermation related tv envirommentanl
impacts and considerations for the interchange, a lead Federal
agency hnas not been iwdentified for rhe proposed project and the
FHWA has nol participatel in determiming the crope ol in
environrmentai study. 1t will be necessary to ensure thak vthe
equirements of Lhe Council of Environmental Quality {CEQ)
regulations pursuant to NEPA, regarding agency cocr:diinaciron .and
ronduct al the stuly aire mev.
We have reviewed the trafific aralysts and georetric layout for
the propored interchange and in general find i1t to ke 1iacceptable,
hewever the two r1hems rdentified above must be nacistied befure
the FHIWA can ceonceprually approve the proposed invevenange, ol
the requliements of HEPA must be satlstacuorxly met before FHWA
Linal approval can be given. At this time we adwvise that che
project sponsor work with cthe MPO to consider the adaption ol the
prupvaed Lransportation umprovement (s, :n the appgrovsed 2J06
Coentre County Long Range fransportation Plan. PFurthermore, Lhe
sponsor should work with tne appropriate enc;»ies tC ensure
consistency with lccal and regional land use ani rransportation
plans

Please adv.se this office when the envivonmental study is
expected o commence.

Sincerely yours

/s) Cavid W Cough

Jamesg A. Cheatham
Division Administranor
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cec. Tom Pluto,” PhD., USAZCE
John Petersan, U8 Congross

¢c. Scott Christie, P E., Pennlhdt. BOD
Kevin, Kline, P.E., Distriict Executive, PennDOT 2-0
Jim Ritzman, P €., PenslOT, Program Center

S:\FY2007\JIan\I-80F0APr vat »EPunded dss.doc
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U. S. DEPARTMENT 209 Walnue Strevt, Roam 508
OF TRANSPORTATION Pernnsyivania Division Harrishurg, PA 17501 1720
il APR 19 2007 i

Centre County, Pennsylvania
Interstate 80 - Point of Access Study
Proposed Privately Funded Interchange

Jack Shannon

Rush Township Supervisors
PO Box 152

Philipsburg, PA 16866

Dear Mr. Shannon:

On April 4, 2007, representatives from the Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP), the Pennsylvania Department of
Transportation (PENNDOT), The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE),
and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) met regarding the
proposed, privately funded I-80 Interchange and associated
proposed landfill in Centre County which Rush Township is
sponsoring on behalf of Rescurce Recovery Inc.

The purpose of this meeting was to identify and discuss the
respective regulatory roles and responsibilities for approval(s)
and anticipated permitting actions relative to the specific
proposal before each agency. This meeting was held, in part, to
comply with the Council of Environmental Quality regulations
implementing the National Environmental Policy Act {(NEPA). These
reqgqulations, in part, require Federal agencies to collaborate in
the environmental review of projects that require actions by
several Federal agencies. To the extent practical, a single
environmental review process will be followed to satisfy the
requirements of all State and Federal agencies. Several issues
of concern were discussed which should be taken into account as
you pursue further development of this project.

The FHWA reviewed the conceptual point of access report and
advised you via a letter to PennDOT on January 25, 2007 that the
proposed interchange is not consistent with land use and
transportation plans. On March 22, 2007, Mr. George Test, Esq.,
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your Solicitor, wrote to this office and took issue with FHWA’s
determination concerning land use and transportation plan
consistency. In a separate letter dated April 17, 2007,
(enclosed) we responded to this inquiry in detail.

Submittal of a conceptual point of access (POA) report is not
required; however approval of a final POA report following NEPA
approval is required. The Conceptual report is designed to
provide an up front evaluation of new Interstate interchange
proposals to determine whether the proposals meet certain
requirements prior to conducting detailed environmental studies.
The intent is to ensure that time and funding resources are not
unnecessarily expended on proposals which cannot be approved.

No phase of the transportation proposal is currently included in
either the Centre County Metropolitan Planning Organization
(CCMPO) Long Range Plan (LRP) or in the Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP). Because this will be a regionally
significant project that will eventually require a Federal Action
pursuant to 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part
450.324 (d) (@) (g) , soma phase must be included in either the TIP
or LRP in ordar for FHWA to participate in the study. Therefore,
we recommend that you approach the CCMPO to include, at a
minimum, the environmental study phase (pursuant to NEPA) of the
proposal on an amended TIP. This study may allow the CCMPO to
determine whether the proposal has sufficient merit to include
future phases on the TIP and/or LRP.

Should the results of the environmental study phase be
incorporated by the CCMPO into the LRP and/or TIP, FHWA may
entertain any finding in a final approval pursuant to the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Please note that
ultimately, the FHWA cannot approve an environmental study until
the project is fully funded on a financially constrained, air
quality conforming LRP and/or TIP.

FHWA cannot mandate that the proposal demonstrate land use and
transportation plan consistency prior to commencement of the
environmental study, however we do advise that by proceeding with
the study without first incorporating the proposed project into
the transportation planning process as required by 23 CFR 450,
there is a significant risk that final NEPA and POA approval will
not be forthcoming and that time and financial resources could be
lost. Each State and Federal agency may consider this when
committing to participate in the study.

The regqulatory agencies that participated in this meeting are
concerned with proceeding with environmental studies and
permitting actions on this project without a definitive project

MOVING THE

AMERICAN
ECONOMY




scope and an access plan. We understand that the PA DEP Phase I
- review cannot proceed until the issues surrounding the
interchange are resolved. The USACE, which had, prior to this
meeting, issued a public notice soliciting public comment on the
proposal, will be issuing a letter to you in the near future
requesting a definitive project scope. If the proposed project
proceeds with an interchange as a key transportation component,
the FHWA and PennDOT also need to have a definitive project scope
with clearly defined purpose and need.

If and when you proceed with the environmental study, you should
contact Karen Michaels, Assistant District Executive for Design
in PennDOT District 2, at 814-765-0428, who will assist you in
coordinating the process that will be followed.

Sincerely yours,

M“
déiJanes A. Cheatham
Division Administrateor

Enclosure

ec: D. Kerns, PennDOT BCD
B. Sexton, PA DEP
K. Kline, P.E., District Executive, PennDOT District 2-0
K. Michael, PennDOT District 2-0
J. Ritzman, PennDOT !
8. Christie, P.E., PennDOT
V. Hobbs, USACE
T. Pluto, USACE
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U. S. DEPARTMENT 228 Woinue Street, Room 503
OF TRANSPORTATION Pennsylvania Division Harrishurg, PA 17101 1720
Federal Highway April 17, 2007 in reply refer to:
Admindstration HEV~-PA.1l

Centre County, Pennsylvania
Interstate 80 - Point of Access Study
Proposed Privately Funded Interchange

Jack Shannon

Rush Township Supervisors
PO Box 152

Philipsburg, PA 16866

Dear Mr. Shannon:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has reviewed the March
22, 2007 letter from your solicitor regarding the January 25,
2007 FHWA response to a request for a Conceptual Point of Access
approval for the referenced project. The March letter focuses
singularly on the FHWA position that Requirement #5 of the FHWA
Policy on Additional Interchanges to the Interstate System was
not reasonably demonstrated, and concludes that this requirement
is satisfied by inclusion of the proposed interchange in the
Township plan.

As stated in our January letter, the FHWA policy requires that
the proposal must demonstrate consistency with regional land use
and transportation plans. It is generally acknowledged that
consistency with land use planning is an issue best determined by
the State and local government(s). The role of a Metropolitan
Planning Organization {MPO) has been identified and defined in
regqulations (23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 450)
specific to the regional consideration of proposed transportation
projects, and regional and local land use. The FHWA does not
have a specific approval role for local or regional land use
plans. For transportation projects, the FHWA will accept a
determination from the MPO and Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,
through inclusion of proposed transportation projects on a
regional Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) or Long Range
Plan (LRP}, and a determination of a proposed transportation
projects consistency with local and regional land use planning.
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It is important to recognize that the regional transportation
plan for the Centre County MPO is subject to review by the FHWA
specifically for air quality conformity requirements. The
transportation plan must be consistent with regional and local
land use plans as evidenced by the inclusjon of the project or
phases of the project on the LRP or TIP and by reascnable updates
to the overall transportation plan as identified in 23 CFR
450.322le) (f). The regulatory authority for the FHWA role in
review/approval of the regional/local transportation plan can be
found in 23 CFR Parts 450.316 and 450,322,

Thank you for sharing your position regarding the proposed
project and land use consistency.

Sincerely yours,

/8/ David W. Cough

James A. Cheatham
Division Administrator

cc: George S. Test, Esg., Solicitor, Rush Township
Kevin Kline, P.E., District Executive, PennDOT District 2-0
Jim Ritzman, PennDOT
Scott Christie, P.E., PennDOT

S:\FY2007\Apr\1~-80 POA RushTownship.dss.doc
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Pennsylvama Department of Environmeental Protec tiion

208 West Third Street, Suite 101
Williamsport, PA 17701-6448
Oober 2, 2006

Northeentral Regional Office Fax  S70-327-3.020
CERTIFIED MAIL NO. 7006 0100 01035 3589 6187

Mr £ B Abel, Ir, Presadent
Resource Recovery. [1HC
3925 Columbra Avenue

P.O Bux 476

Mountville, PA 17554-0476

Res  Admnustrative Completeness Review
Renvurce Recovery Landfill Apphication
LD No 101685
Resource Recovery. ILLC
APS Nu 383150, Auth No 632293
Rush Township, Centic County

Dear Mr Ahbel

The Department of Enviconmental Protection (DLP) has detenmined that the reterenced pernut
apphcaton tor the Resource Recovery Lundfill in Rush Lownship, Centre County, 14 administratiely
complete  As you know, on June 28. 2006, the timehine tor the review of this application was negotiated
between vourselt. Rush Townsinp, Centre County and DEP. At that ume, o DLP review nmeline at
21 muonths 6113 days) was agreed upon

Durintg the technical review. Mr Joseph Figured will be the [ead reviewer evaluating the adeguacy
of the apphication to detenmine comphianee with applcable rules and regulations Mr Figured wall also
coordinate comments from other techmeal statf, as necessary. w complete a compichensine evaluation
ot the application

As a preluminaey matter. pursuant (o 23 Pa Code § 271.3. the Departinent 1x coguesting addional
mlonnaton regarcing the proposed Interstate 80 interchange  The mterchange t§ integral to the simng ol
the praposed landlill, and yet there 15 immmi informaton contwaned in Phase 1 of the permit
apphcation  Prior to proceeding wath turther review of the appheation. the Depanmaent requests that
Resouree Recovery submut finther intrmatien to the Department regacding the [-8t mterchange
Specitically, the Departiment 1~ 1ieguesting that Resource Recovery submit information regarding the
process for ubtaning approval for construction of the interchange  In 1esponding. Resource Recenery
should. at & mummum, indieate what information has been reguested from the pertinent state and federal
agencies, what deficiencies, if any. the pertiment state und tederal agencies have noted in the information
previously submtted to them by Ruesorurce Recovery, what the process is for obtarmimy state and fedesal
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Mr E B. Abel. Jr. -2- October 2, 2000

approval, what 1 the anticspated length of time to obtain approval, and where Resource Recovery's
request 15 10 the admimstrative process  Given that traffic bas a sigmficant rele in the Fovirommental
Assessment, andd there appears to be sigmificant uncertainty as to the fate of the proposed interchange,
the Department's Phase [ review cannot proceed until the issues surrounding the interchange are
resobvad,

The Waste Management Program 1s also aware that the Watershed Management Program has
derermned that there appear to be sigmificant deficienaies regarding the Chapter 105 permit These
deficiencies, and the manner in which they are resolved. will have a defimte mpact upon the siting
and’or design ot the landfill  The wetlands 1ssues also signiticantly uupact the Department’s Phase |
review of the Form D - Envirenmental Assessment for Municipal and Residual Waste Management
Facilities. For these reasons, in addition to the Interstate 80 interchange 1ssuces, unul the issues raised by
the Watershed Management Prugram are also resolhved, the Department’s Phase | review will be unable
tu proceed

Accordingly the Department®s Phase | review will he suspended until Resowrce Recovery resshoes
the uncertainties connected wath the Interstate 86 iterchange and the wetiands issues 1aised by the
W atershed Management Program. 1t you have any questions or regquire lurther assistance, please calt
me at 570-327-3742

Sincetely.
B
/
3 t+ .
/J/ZM'—Q /U L-'l --___ A
David W Garg, P E. .

Facilities Manager
Wiste Management

ce  Rosh Township
Centre County Cormmussioners
Central Office- Mumicipal and Residual Waste Division
Bill Tafuto, ARM Group Inc
jary Byron
Dan Spadom
Joe Figured
File
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208 West Third Street, Suite 101
Williamsport, PA 17701-6448
I'ebruary 7, 2007

Northcentral Regional Office Fax 570-327-3420
CERTIFIED MAIL NO. 7006 2150 0003 5203 4662

Mr. E. B. Abel, Jr., President
Resource Recovery. LLC
3925 Columbia Ave.

P.O. Box 476

Mountvitle, PA 17554-0476

Re: Resource Recovery Landfill Application
Resource Recovery, LLL.C, 1.D. No. 101685
APS No. 583150. Auth No 632293
Rush Township, Centre County

Dear Mr. Abel:

[ have received your January 5, 2007, letter regarding the status of the Department of
Environmental Protection's (the Department) review of your application for the proposed Resource
Recovery landfill in Rush Township. Centre County. | hope this letter will answer your questions,

As the October 2, 2006, Ictter from David Garg, P.E.. Facilities Manager, Waste Management
Program, to you stated, your application was determined to be administratively complete. However.
because the proposed 1-80 interchange is integral to the siting of the proposed landfill. Mr. Garg’s lctter
requested additional information regarding the interchange be submitted prior to procceding with further
review of the permit application. As the letter states, the Department’s Phase | review cannot proceed
until the issues surrounding the interchange are resolved. The letter went on to further state. that the
Department’s Phase 1 review will be suspended until Resource Recovery resolves the uncertainties
connected with the Interstate 80 interchange and the wetlands issues raised by the Watershed
Management Program.

On December 4, 2006, The Department received a response to our October 2. 2006, letter. This
letter was submitted by ARM Group, Inc. (ARM) on your behalf. As part of the response, ARM's letter
addressed the question regarding the anticipated length of time to obtain approval and where Resource
Recovery’s request is in the administrative process. ARM's response included as an attachment. a letter
from Rettew Associates. Inc., in which these questions were addressed. Rettew stated that PennDOT
had approved the Point -of- Access (POA) Study for the interchange and had forwarded the POA to the
Federal Highway Administration {(FTHWA) for their review. At the time of ARM’s letter. this was
incorrect. While PennDot’s Engineering District 2-0 had completed it's review and recommended
forwarding the POA to the FHWA for review, the POA was not forwarded by PennDOT until December
14, 2006. Rettew's letter stated that it is a two-step process to gain approval from the FHWA. The first
step is a conceptual approval, Following the conceptual approval. the National Environmental Policy



Mr. E.B. Abel, Jr. -

tJ
1

February 7, 2007

Act {(NEPA) process occurs. As we have explained before. the interchange is integral to the siting of the
proposed landfill TrafTic has a significant role in the Environmental Assessment review, which
includes the Harms vs. Benefits review. At this time. the Department still feels there are uncertainties
remaining with the approval of this interchange. The Department’s Phase | review will remain
suspended until Resource Recovery LLC can provide information that the FHWA has completed the
NLPA process and approved the 1-80 interchange.

Finally, to answer your question regarding the “DEP days™ review time. the DEP alternate review
time will be on hold until we receive the information that the FHWA has completed its conceptual
review and the NEPA process and approved the 1-80 interchange. While | understand your opinion that
the review of the December 4. 2006, submission should be “on the clock™, I disagrec with it. Our
original timeline negotiations during the LMIP mecting were made with the understanding that
substantial information relating to the interchange would need 10 be contained in the application. Upon
beginning the review of the application. it was determined that the uncertainties discussed above
remained as to the approval of this interchange. As such, the additional information was requested and
we have reviewed this information “oft the clock™.

If you have any questions or require further assistance, please call me at 570-327-3695.

Sincercly,

Robert C. Yowecll.
Regional Dircctor
Northcentral Region

cc:  James Miller
Rush Township Supervisors
Centre County Commissioners
Kevin, Kline. R.E.. District Fxecutive, PennDO7 2-0
Bill Tafuto, P.E.. ARM Group. Inc.
File
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W Peonsyhoae Depatmeat an Dveworiertad Protecon

B T Waehel Carson Siate Office Balding ™~ T
! P.0). Box 2063
Harrishurg, PA 17105-2063

May 19, JUUR
Secretary 717-787-2R14

Ms JoAnn Gillette

Application Review Commitive
Peuple Protecting Communitics
PO, Box 18

Clarence, PA 16829

Dear Ms Gillette:

Thank you for your recent letter regarding your concern for the proposed landfill in Rush
Township, Centre County. | appreciate your position regarding the development pluns submitted
by Resource Recovery, LLC (RRLLC). Also, [ apprectate the amount ol eflort that sour group
has undertaken to learn the permiiting process and to be involved in the procesy

Your correspondence references the fetter that was sent to me by RRILY C, and provides a
rebuttal to the claims by RRLLC  In that letter, RRLI C provaded a fairly detailed synopsis ol the
development plans that its company bas for the Rush Township property  In addiion. RRLLC
abw provided a list of propused benefits that it belivses wall arise tromn the desclopment ol the
property  Fmally, RRLLC requested that the Depariment of Environmental Protection (DER)
proceed i its permit review of the landfitl appbeation that was subnitted e DEPs Northeentral

" Region

My stail' informs me that the Northcentral Regional Office pernt appheation review sttt
for the landtill has not hegun the extenstve Phase | and Phase 11 reviews ot the application,
Accordingly. DEP 13 not in a position 1o respond to many of your comments  Howaever, | want w
make your group aware that DEP’s positron conveyed to RRIELC by letter from the Northeentral
Regional Dircetor, Robert € Yowell, on February 7, 2007, remains unchanged At this time,
PLP still belseves that there are sigmificant uncertamties cemaining with the approval ol the
proposed Interstate-80 interchange  DFPs Phose 1 review will reman suspended unnl RRI LC
can provide nformation that the Federal Highway Administraton has completed the National
Frnvironmental Policy Act process and approved the 1-80 imerchange  Therefore, until the
yuestions/issues icganding the proposed interchiange are resolved. DEP s unable to proceed with
its review of the application.

Thunk you lor vour iterest in this matter. | hope this information is helpful, 18 you have
amy questions, please contact Mr Michaet [ Shermian, Dieputy Sectetary of Ficld Operatnons, by
e-mail at mshermanidstate.pa.us or by phone at 717-787-5028 or Mr. Ruhert C Yowell,
Drirector of our Northeentral Regional Office. by ¢ manl at ryowelliostate pu us or by phone at

ST-327-3693, )
\imcc: ey, - Ty
_/“’ .-'/ . ‘. -
f’ r 4 . -
LI . . .
A ' " /J ' ' ,f .- L4 ] J'!i ";,
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Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection

208 West Third Street, Suite 101
Williamsport, PA 17701-6448
October 2, 2006

Northcentral Regional Office Fax 370-327-3565

CERTIFIED MAIL NO, 7005 2570 0001 1573 8029

ARM Group, Inc.

William § Tafuto. P E.
1129 West Governor Road
PO Box 0797

Hershey, PA 17033-0797

Re:  Prelimmuinary Technical Review
Resourve Recovery, LLC
Application No E14-492
Rush Township, Centre County

Dear Mr Tafulo

In respect to the Dam Safely and Encroachments Act (32 PS § 693 1 et seq ) and the compamwon rules
and regulations, 23 Pa. Code Chapter 105, the Department has begun the wechrucul review of your application
and determined that sutficient 1ssues exist to preclude further technical review The Department pretfers 10
send out only one techmeal deficiency letter  However, in this case, we felt it best to deal with the
defictencies in two stages  For example, 1t would be pointless to deal with the details of wetland replacement
prior to reaching agreement over wetland impact. Our major 1ssues follow.

First, your praject site selection depended heavily on interstate highway access and yet vour
alternatives analysis only considered twao sites with direct interstate access. How did you determine that
there were only two suttable sites with direct interstate access m your landfill service area’

Second, your altematives analysis doncs not consider a “no build™ altematve What are 1he
consequences of not building this landfill at this site?

Third, your project site selection depended heavily on interstate highway access and “ample size to
co-locate related facilities (recycling, renewable eneryy, etc.).” These related projects border or primary
umpacts because they are part of the project objectives They are, at the very least, highly ltkely secondary
impacts  Chapter 105 14{b)X 12} requires the Depariment to consider the effects of secondary unpacts
asspctated with, but not the direct result of, a proposed encroachment.

You deal with secondary impacts of future development of this 5.758-acre site 1n twn sentences on
page h— & of your application You state that the [-80 interchange and Peale Road relocation will affuct
appruximately O 7 acres of emergent wetlands, and that there will be no wjuate resoutce impacts involved
with the [ndustrial Park portion of thus project  1his 1s inadequate  The application must sccount for. and
include all aquatic resource 1mpacts anticipated during construction of the I-80 mnterchange  Also, 1t must
demonstrate how you will guarantee that there wiill not be any aquatic resource impacts associated wath the
industrial development of the remaining 4,200-acre tract

A Lt Opped iy T owdo \\'\\“,d(‘p slate pa us wat, B owy ow



ARM Group, Inc. -2- October 2, 2006

Fourth, to paraphrasc Chapter 105 18a(b), the Department will not grant a permat to encrouch mn non-
exceptional value wetlands unless the applicant demonstrates that the project will not have a significant
adverse impact on the wetlands Areal extent of impact 13 one factor in determimng significance. F'he
Depariment contends that filling 10.6 of the 19 0 acres of wetlund found within the 500-acre landfifl permit
boundary is significant. Furthermore, the wetlands to be filled are mostly those unaffected by old mimng,
while those 1o be avoided are on the mine-scarred portions of the site.

The application, in one sentence and with hittle ¢laboration, states that undenmuned areas were avoided
Yet the plans for design alternative 4 clearly indicate that undermmed areas were considered as part of a
Tand{i}l footprnt with a capacity double the proposed footprint. Also, at pre-application mectings, you have
stated that undermmed areas may be considered in future landfill expansion. Please explain i detail why the
currently proposed 274-acre landfill footprint cannot include the mined areas, and thercby avord the larger
wetlands in the unmined areas And, while you are at it, explain in detail why the footprint cannot be
reduced to avoid wetlands.

Fifth, please include o statement on water dependency as required by Chapter 105, 13(d) 1){(in)}(D)

Within 60 days, please respond to the ebove issues in wnting  The Department will conuinue its
evaluation of your application at that time. If these major 1ssues ure resolved, you imay vet receive a detailed
deticiency letter dealing with probiems found during our complete review of the spplication and wetlands
replacement pian. Regardless, you will have a final opportunity to correct any deficiencies, which will be in
a pre-denial letter, before the Department makes a final determination,

If you believe the stated omissions are not significant, you have the option of dechning and usking the
Department to make a decision based on the information you have already made available. If you choose
this option, you should explain and justify how your current submission satisfies the issues noted above
Please keep 1in mind that (f you 1gnore or fail 10 respond to this request within 60 days upon receipt of this
letter, your application will he dented

If you have any questions regarding the identified omissions, please contact me at the above address or

by telephone at 570-327-3660.
Sincerely,
: L

Ronald E, Hughey

Water Pollution Brologist HE
Operations Section

Water Management

cer Centre County Conservation Distniet
Pa Fish and Boat Commission
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Waste Management
File
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'a'fl PUBLIC NOTICE

UsS Army in Reply to Application Number

Corps CENAB-OP-RPA(RESOURCE RECOVERY,
of Engineers LLC)04-02142-8

Baltimore

District

PN-07-06 Comment Period: January 16, 2007 to February 14, 2007

TRE PURPOSE OF THIS PUBLIC NOTICE IS TQ SOLICIT COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC REGARDING THE WORK DESCRIBED
BELOW. NO DECISION BAS BEEN MADE AS TO WHETHER OR NOT A PERMIT WILL BE ISSUED AT THIS TIME.

This Dastrict has received an application fer a Departnent of rhe Army prrmil pursuait to Section A0Q of Lhe Clean
Water Act {33 U $ €. 1344} as deucribed relow

APPLICANT Mr Ed B. Abel, Pregident
Resource Recovery, LLC
33z5 Columbia Avenue
P O Box 476
Mcunrtviile, PA 17554-0D375

CATION In wetlands adjacent to unnamed tributaries to Mosnannon Creek and laurel Run in
Rush Township, CenLre County. Pennrsylvania

WORK. To discharge dredged or £ill marerial into approximately 3 64 acres of Pederally
regulated (jurisd:zctional) wetlands associated with the construction of a municipal landfall
and supporting facilities The jur:sdictional wetlands to be wmpacted include 2 89 acres cf
palustrine forested/palustrine emergent (PFO/PEM} wetlands, 0 69 acra of palustrine scrub-
shrub/palugt>xine =mexgent (PSS/PEM) wetlands, and 0 €6 acve of PEM wetlands An additinnal

7 01 acres of isclated wetlards (non-jurisdictional puzsuant to Section 404 of rtne Federal
Cl=an Water Act! are proposed to be iwpacted. The construction of approximatsly 12.0 acres of
wetlands on-site 18 proposed as matigation. Addatioual on-site mitigation proposed includes
430 linear feev of riparian plantang and 5 B acres of upland rabitat enhancement

Al)l work will be completed in accordance with the enclosed plans If you have any Questions
concerning this matter, please contact Dr. Tom Pluko at (814} 235-0574.

T-r dezi810% whetner To 13sue A permit will se basad on un cvaluation of the propable inracts aincluding cumilative
Jrpacta 25 the proposed argi7iby o tre pnblic wntezast Tiar dacimion will refleet the cacwonal concewn Ear toth
protectaon and uzalzzarion oF impoctack rescu~ces  The benefit, wh:-h reasonable aay be vapected to acciue fror the
proposal, wet be balanced againat 118 ceasc—ably [oreseeable qetziments ALl facLors which may Le relewant to Lhe
propossl will be considéred, i1ncluding che cumulative effects therwof, amoywg those afe woascEvation, &coror-rw,
aegtheLicy, geoneral envirerrentil ¢oncerrs  wes lande, calrural -alues, Fish and wild.ate raluez L7cod Daza.da, S1lacd
plain va.uey, land use navigation, saoreline aresion and AcCcrat-¢n  recreation, water supply aad ronsarvaz.on, water
pality, snergy needs aafety, “ond preductian and, 1n general, thu needs and walfaze of the people

The Corps ot Lngineers 1s soliciting coumentd from the public Podrral, Scars, and local agencaes nd officiala,
indian Tribes, and othez inTerzsted parciss i order to corsevder and suvzluate the wmpacts of thas sroposed!l awTivity
Any corments received will bte cuonnodered by che Corpy of Iugincers to Jdecermin® wirther to i1ssne, wdl v, ¢ maizlon or
deny a pernlt for chis proposal T nake chis deciuon comments are used Lo asacsy 1Npasts op a-dange-ed wgacies,
histn:zic predersiys, water qua.ity, geneial envirannental effects, and tha ol~ex public i1RCLerest aCicrs 1. ited above
comnén.g are Lsed an the preéparition of an Fnsizomiental Assessnent ard/oc an v aroame-cal Impact Stat 'meab pursuant
o the Katporval Ensiconrental Pn'ilcy Act Commente are also vaed oo decermine the nesd for a puslic heasia, and to
determine the ove-all puclic intarest of tae proonsed activity Wricten comments conrerniyy che work Jdes:i oco 1bove
relared £O =ne factoes listed 220ve or orthes paritinent facrtors must be rocerved oy the Distracr cnganeer, o 5 Arm
LOrps of kngrneers Aal.imora Ciatrict, Arln D [em Fiutn  Jlace Colleqe Fie'd Citice, .32l .o1th Acheceon :H1-te
142 Staze Sullege Punvaylsania 15801, withza rthe comnent parayd ~peciiied audie




i.0 applicant 18 reguired to obtain a water qualaty cerbtification in «ccosdance with Sectior 101 of the Clean Warer
Ak from Lhe Peunsylvanid Department of bLivaronnental fMotaction thrdugh the issuance of a Yecrion 105 sermii or
through direcc applacation o the Regional CIfaice :n the area of rhe proposed projact  Th2 Section 4Gl cartit ing
agency has a starvtory limat of one year in which to make :ta dezision

The applicant must obrair any State or local government peimita which may be requazed

A preliminiacy review oI this appiircacion 1ndicates that the proposed work will not affect Paderal liated chrsaten=d or
endangered speciea or the:xz critical habatat pursuvant to Sectlon 7 of the Bndavyersd species Act, am ;nenaed i Che
evaluatien of this zpplication continues, additacaal informacion way bacome availlaole wnich could =ndzzy Lhas
prelininaty deternination

Feview af “he Latest publighed varsion of che Natloaal Ray_star of Hias~cr:i¢ blaces indicabes Llat no reqralzred
propexk: 23 licted an eligible [or inclugilon., cherecin, aze larated ok the site of the prerosed work  Currently ur' oaa
arcaeplogical =ciant:ifac, prehiurorie, Sr histgr:ical data may he lout or destroyad by the sark .o te acromplithed
Jrnder the regquas~ed pArmik

e evalaasion of the *npact or this preime: on rhe publac anteresr will anel wde pplacation of Lhe gurd: " .aes
promulgared by tie Adeinistyarnr, U S5 Enpviienmental TSrotection Agendy, under aughwor.ly o Sect.on 303 of Jhe Clraz
Adtor AcT Any nerson wlho Fas an wnteéi1ezl wnach may be adhverg,ly affecred by the a1sfuanre r7 £N)s Termit “av ze ;. sb
2 puciic hMeazangd  The rogquest  «11ch muds be in wrilir], must be recéivad by Lhe Diazrics Fng'n*er U S Arrvy Corps
of Engineers, Baltimore Jistrict. Attn 0Or Tow Plubo, btate College Paeld Office. 1531 Scuth Atbarten, Suite 102,
State Colleqge, Pennsy*+anla 16801, within che c¢owrment pericd as vpecified above to rezeivae conal:l>ration Also 1t
mugt clearly ref torth the inceregt which may be adssrsely affecied by thig acrivity and che manuer in whien the
winteress may be adveiscly affecind

It x5 regaested That you communicare this information concerning tre profosed work o any perdons known by you to te
1ntecugted and not being known to thua office, who dad nat receave a copy of Llas norivze

rOR THE DJSIRICT ENGIMNEER -

4 -\,

Irwan Sarskot
Chief, Pennsyl:anin Secl.on

Fuc logureu
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f “ ) UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
M g REGION II}
& 1650 Arch Street
'p‘fu pndﬁ-d‘ Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103-2029
February 13, 2007

Mr. Irwin Garskoff

Chief, Pennsvlvama Section
L. S. Amy Corp of Engineers
Baltimore Distnict

1631 South Atherton

State College, PA 16801

re. CENAB-OP-RPA (Resource Recovery, LLC) 04-02142-8
Dear Mr_GarSkoff, Lt/

The U.S Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above referenced permit
application 1n accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Scechion 10 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act Thc applicant, Resource Recovery, LI.C, proposes work in wetlands adjacent to
unnamed tibutaries to Moshannon Creek and Laurel Run in Rush Township, Centre County, PA

The applicant proposcs to discharge dredye or fill matertal into approximalely 3 64 acres of
Federally regulated junsdictional wetlands associated with 1he consiruction of a mumecipal landfifl
and supporting facilities. The junisdictional wetlands to be impacted include 2.89 acres of palustrine
forested/palustrine emergent (PFO/PEM) wetlands, 0.69 acre of palustnne scrub-shrub/palustrine

- emergent (PSS/PEM) wetlands, and 0 06 acre of PEM wellands, An additional 7.01 acres of
1solated. non-jurisdictional wetlands arc proposed to be impacted ‘I he construction of
approximately 12 0 acres PFQ wetlands on-site 1s proposed as mitigation Additional on-site
mitigation proposed includes 440 linear tcet ot npanan planting and 5 8 acres of upland habitat
enhancement
Information froma U S Fish and Wildl-fe Service field visit on February 7, 2007 indicates the
previously muned site 1s primarily second growth forest with mature hardwoods An on-sitc strecam
having a boulder- giavel substrate was shown to support aquatic hfe The exisuing stream channel 1s
flanked by nipanan wetlands The site would be expected to support a vanety of wildlife and
migratory birds The project as proposed would result i the loss of stream channel and associated
riparian habitat and permanently impact  total of 10 65 acres ot wetlands 1acluding 3.64 acres of
Junisdictiondl weilands EPA 1s concemned that the project as proposed woQuld resuli i the
irretrievable loss of valuable habitat that supports a variety of aquatic species, wildhife and
rmigratory birds

EPA is very concerned that the projecl as proposed has not demonstrated that impacts to walters of
the U. S have been avoided or mmimized to the greatest extent practicable as required by the

Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474



Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines An alternatives analysis that examine both off-site and on-site
alternatives that meets the requirements of the Guidelnes needs to be performed  The alternatives
analysis should include the primary, secondary, and cumulative impacts that could be expected to
occur from construction of such a facility. I appears that impacts from the current proposal are
considered only for the footprint of the landfill Impacts that can be expected to occur from
accessing Lhe sie, potential cxpansion of the facility and construction of other associated facilitics,

1 e an industrial park, must be consideted In sum the ahiematives analysis must consider the project
as one single and complete project

We are also concerned that the referenced permut application docs not include specific information
on the location and type of wetlands to be construcled as compensatary mitigation A site specific
detailed drawing of the locanion, type, and extent of all proposed mitigation measures must be
furnished

We recommend that the pernut applicution for the proposed project be withdrawn. Additional
information must be provided for informed decision making. Thank for the opportunity to review
and comment. You can contact Marna O’Malley Walsh at (570) 628-9685 when additional
information becomes available for this project.

Smg_ensly, -
.///
//)I app, M agc'i'L/

“ANetlands and Occan Program

cc Cindy Tibit, USFWS, Statc College, PA
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Pennsyl ania Field Office
315 South Allen Street, Swite 322
State College, Pennsylvania 168111-4850

February 14, 2007

Coloncl Peter W. Mueller, District Engineer
(ATTN: Tom Pluto)

U.S. Army Corps of Engincers

Baltimore District

P.O.Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Dear Colonel Mucller:

The Fish and Wildlife Scrvice has reviewed Public Notice Number CENAB-OP-RPA-04-02142-
8 (PN 07-06), dated January 16, 2007. Resource Recovery, LLC {(RRLLC). proposcs to
construct a municipal waste landfill and supporting facihitics in Rush Township, Centre County,
Pennsylvania The project would resull in impacts to 3.64 acres of federally regulated
(unsdictional) wetlands and 7 01 acres of isolated wetlands (non-junsdictional pursuant to
section 404 of the Clean Water Act). Junisdiclional wetland impacts mclude fill in 2.89 acres of
palusirine forested/palustrine emergent (PFO/PLEM) wetlands, 0.69 acre of palustring scrub-
shrub/palustrine emergent (PSS/PEM) welland, and 0.06 acre of palustrine emergent (PEM)
wetland Additional wetlands may be affected by a proposed highway interchange  As
compensatory mitigation, the applicant has proposed creating about 12 acres of wetlands on-site
(a 1 1:1 replacement ratio) (o ofTsel all wetland impacts (both jurisdictional and non-
Jurisdictional), 440 linear feet of riparian plantings, and 5.8 acres of upland habstat
enhancements

Thesc comments are prepared in accordance with the requirements of the I'ish and Wildhife
Coordination AcL (16 U S C. 661-667¢) and the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884,
as amended; 16 1. 8 C. 1531 et seq.). They are to be used 1n your determination of

Section 404(b)(1) Guidehnes compliance (40 CFR 230) and sn your public interest review

(33 CFR 320 4) as they relate Lo protection of fish and wildlife resources. We have previously
commenied on this project in letters dated October 23, 2006 (to the Penngylvama Department of
finvironmental Protection), November 5, 2005 (to the applicant’s consultant); June 14, 2005
(yomnt letter with the Department); and June 9, 2004 (o the apphcant’s consultant) (copies
enclosed). Aside from complying with the procedural requirements of the Endangered Specics
Act for the landfill site, the apphicant has not moditied the project to address any of our previous
comments, 50 we are incorporating those comments herein by reference

We offer the following summary of our previously-stated concerns:



Wildlife Habitat Values. The RRLLC project will permancntly affect neaily 11 acres of
weilands (Jurisdictional and non-junisdictional), and destroy and fragment valuable
wildhife habitat Despite past logging and strip muning impacts, the 6,000-acre property
supports diverse forest habitat (including mature and early successional red maple, aspen,
birch, white oak, pin oak, ash, dogwood, and pinc) and a well-developed understory
(including northern spicebush, blueberry, greenbriar, fire cherry, sweet fern, and sumac),
and 15 capable of supporting a diverse assemblage of wildhife.

Threatencd and Endangered Species. Surveys for four federally Iisted species (bald
cagle, Indiana bat, northeastern bulrush, and small-whorled pogonia) have been
conducted on the 533-ucre landfill portion of the 6,000-acre property, and we have
concluded that the footprint of the praposed landtill will not adversely affect federally
listed endangered and threatened species However, we have further recommended that
the applicant conduct surveys for thesc species withun all direct and indirect impact areas
for the entire 6,000-acre parcel To our knowledge, this has not been done

Alternatives Analysis. We have repeatedly requested that RRLLC explore alternatives
that are less environmentally damagng (e.g., altcrnative site plan configurations,
alternative site locations with lower habitat quality and existing highway access, and day-
lighting and lining former deep mines for landfill pit construction) In addition, RRLLC
has focused on lands with highway and rail access, ehminating from further consideration
those sites which lacked transportation access. More recently, however, RRLLC has
indicated that local roads are acceptable for landfill access. Thercfore, the previous
alternatives analysis that rejected sites without nghway access 1s no longer vahd. To
date, RRLLC has not responded to our request for a new alternatives analysis, nor have
they attempted to minimize project impacts on-site (project impacts have not changed
since the nital pre-application mecting)

Single and Complete Project. We have consistently recommended that all aquatic
resources within the entire 6,0600-acre parcel be properly 1dentified and mapped. To date,
aquatic areas have only been identified within the footprint (533 acres) of the proposed
landfill, without regard to hikely future plans for developing the remamder of the parcel
(e g., the industnal park, rail spur, landfill expansion, Gorton Road expansion, and a
possible highway interchange) RRLI.C bas not combined thesc project-related
componcnts into a sigle and complete project proposal for agency review.

Compensatory Mitigation. Proposcd compensatory mitigation sites are unlikely to
succeed as such becausc of unsuitable soils, questionable hydrology, and floodplain siting
(making them vulnerable to erosion and dcposition from overbank flooding), or they
would cause additional, unacceptable loss of valuable forest habitat. The applicant has
not responded to our recommendations to investigate alternative sites that are hikely to
acheve long-term success 1n replacing the wetland tunctions lost at the proposed
development site  Furthermore, our Qctober 23, 2006, letter recommends that wetland
replacement ratios correspond to the affected wetland type (e g., PFO—2:1, PSS -1 5°1,
or PEM - 1:1). To date, these recommended replacement ratios have not been
incorporated 1nio the project plans.



Finally, based on a recentssite visit, we note that a stream exists in what would become landfill
cells 5and 6 This strcam was not previously documented, and should be praperly delineated

and included as a project impact. Should the Corps decide 1o authorize this project, additional
compensatory mitigation for impacts on this stream should be required

Summary

The 404(b)(1) gmdelines require that discharging fill imnto waters of the United States not be
permutted 1f there arc practicablc alternatives that would result in less environmental damage.
Again, we beheve that therc arc practicable alternatives to filling aquatic arcas for the landfill
and related developments, such as changing the project configuration, alternative siting on
degraded (: e., brownfield or recently surface-mined) properties, or daylighting deep-mined arcas
to use for the landfill pit. If RRLLC s now considering using local roads to access the proposcd
landfill property, then the original alternatives analysis no longer applies, and RRLLC must
consider other parcels of land that do not have direct highway access. In addition, all project-
related actions should be presented as parts of a single and complete project.

The proposed wetland mitigation sites sacnifice forest cover for the construction of PEM
wetlands, may be subject to sedimentation and crosion, and rely on uncertain hydrology.
Therefore, we recommend that the apphcant explore alternative arcas to site their compensatory
wetland mitigation work, and do so al appropnate replaccment ratios  We ask further than any
impacts to sireams also be compensated in-kind

Until these deficiencies are resolved, the project should not be authonized as proposed, and we
continue to object to permut 1ssuance

Thank you {or the opportunity to comment on the proposcd project Please Jennifer Kagel of my
slafl at 8 14-234-4090 1f you have any questions or requirc further assistance regarding this
matter.

Sincerely,

Pavid Densmore
Supervisor

Enclosures



cc.
DFEP — Steven Mcans =

PFBC - David Spotts, Chns Urban
EPA - Marria O’Malley-Walsh
PGC Jeff Kost

Centre County Conservation District

Mr Rich Adams

Water Management Program

PA Depariment of Environmental Protection
Northcentral Regional Office

208 W. Third Street

Wilhamsport, PA 17701

ARM Group, Inc

(Attn: Ned Whaler, Bill Tafudo, Amy Gulden)
1129 West Governor Road

Hershey, PA 17033-0797

Ms Robin Dingle

Environmental Planning Consultants
Buckingham Green Il

4920 York Road, Suite 290

P.O. Box 306

Holicong, PA 18928

Rettew

Timothy Falkenstein
3020 Columbia Avenue
Lancaster, PA 17603

Representative Mike [lanna

State Representative, 76th District
102 Turnpike Strect

P.O Box 1134

Milesburg, PA 16853

Centre County Commissioners
Willowbank County Office Butlding
420 Holmes Strect

Bellefonte PA 16823-1488

People Protecting Communities
P.O. Box 38
Clarence, PA 16829



Ms Michele L Barbmn
P O. Box 142 v
Snowshoc, PA 16874-0142

Ms Tem Burbidge
221 Gorton Road
Moshannon, PA 16859

Readers file

Pruject File — Kagel

ES files, archive — Dombroskic

LS: PAFO.JKagel/jak:1/23/07

Filename' Y\FROFFICE\Drafts\Drafis 2007\snow shoe landfill Corps IP Il.doc

Enclosures include:

1) FWS letter dated June 9, 2004

2) DEP letter dated June 14, 2005

3) FWS letter dated November 5, 2005
4) FWS letter dated October 23, 2006
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Pennsylvania Depariment of Environmental Protectiomcs

186 Enterprise Drive I
Philipsburg. PA 16866
l-ebiuary 5, 2007

Moshannon District Office (814) 342-8200
FAX (814) 332-8216

Centie County Planmng Commussion

3rd Floor Willowbank Unit

Valentine & Holmes Streets

Bellefonte, PA 16823

RE  Glean O Hawhaker, Inc
SMP #14070801
Rush T ownship. Centie Counly

Gentlemen

An applhication for 2 Small Industnal Minerals Surface Mine Peinut has been recerved by this oftice
Attached are portons of the application for your relerence

We invite you 1o subrut comments to DEP related to comprehensive plans and zoning ordinances under
Acts 67 and 68, which amended the Municipal Planning Code 10 support sound land use pracuces and Grow mg
Smarter The new law directs state ageneies 1o constder comprehensive plans and zoning ordmances when
reviewing applications for pernutting of lacthitics or mirastructure  We have enclosed a copy of a Land Use
Questionnaire that has been completed by the applicant

Please wlenuty any fand use concemns or issues associated with the proposed project 1f there are any. Along
with your comments, you are also encouraged 10 send as much information as necessary 10 support your comments
This can melude a copy of the sections of yow comprehensive plan that relute w0 the project and @ copy ol any
apphicable zoning ordinanees. you may also want to identify locally designated growth areas. Keystone Opportunity
Zoncs, eflorts 1o presen e open space and prime larmiand and stimlar nformation

If you wish to comment or the above subject permut application, please submul your comments 1 wnting to
this olfice within 3( days

Smeerely,

AL il

Dr Chales E. Miller. Jr . P G
Distriet Mining Operations

Enclosures
lopo cc
Faceshevt — o
Land Use Questionniire

ce Lead Reviewer Charles E Miller Jr. P G
eFACTS/Permit Appl File
CEM/)t

X_\.
Ao n Uty §rplnyer www.dep.state.pa.us I e R ot Pages -','(:,-’:}
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Rav 3/98

COMMONWEALT!I OF PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
BUREAU OF MINING AND RECLAMATION

PERMIT APPLICATION

[ L

Y080 1

Pormut Number

FOR SMALL NONCOAL (INDUSTRIAL MINERAL)

SURFACE MINE

Before completing this form, read the step-by-step instructions provided with this Permit Application Package.

SECTION A. APPLICANT INFORMATION

|

e
i . e e

| Applicant Name: —— -
Glenn O. Hawbaker, Inc.

Tolephone Number: (814) 359-5051

T = Mallng Address' -
711 East College Avenue
Pleasant Gap, PA 16823

License Number: 2128

Subcontractor:

Will a subcuntractor mine the site?
List the name and mining license number if applicable.

OYyes K No

SECTION B, DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY

Mine Name: Moshannon Aggre‘gates Mineral(s) Mined:
Type of Mining: [J Bank O Pt Sandstone
B Quary (O Strp [ Other

SECTION C. SITE INFORMATION

Recelving Stream: Total Acres To Be Affected By Mining | USGS Quad:
Moshannon Creek Activities:
50 Black Moshannon - 7% minute Quad.
Tributary to. Total Acres To Be Authorized For Location. Distance in inches from
West Branch Susquehanna River Mining (Extraction): Lower Right Hand Comar of the 7%
{5 Acre Maximum) minule USGS Quad
. 50 North 194 West. 890
Depth of Mining: Maximum Annual Production For This | County:
Topsoil/sihsoil, 210 5 mches ft | Site: Bd 2,000 tons Cenire
Overburden: 010 45 feot ft [1 10,000 tons
Mineral Mined 85 feet Rt | Acres to be Bonded- Municipality-
TOTAL DEPTH 100 leet it 50 Rush
Name and Address of Landowner(s): Biasting:

CLOG, Inc.
820 Waterfront Drive
Lancaster, PA 17602

{Attach additional sheet If necessary)

BJyes L[ No

Wil blasting be conducted at this operation®

A blast plan must be submilted and approved pnor to any blasting
The blast plan form is avallable from DEP District Mining Offices

Erosion Control Measures:

Complete the Erosion Controf Plan on Exhibif I or provide an

altematle erosion control plan.

Groundwater

O Yes

Wiil this operation encounler groundwater?

No O Unknown

Roavegetation Plan:

& Grassesftegumes [ Trees/Shrubs [J Other
Complete the Revegetation Schedule on Exhubit |

Type of Reclamation:
O Approxdmate Original Contour
pd  35° Terrace
O Other {specify)

Onsite Processing Activities:

Fugitive Dust Control

Wil processing achwitles be performed on this site? [X] Yes ONo Periodic watenng as needed
Check applicable box or boxes 0 Maintain low specds on haulroads
B4 crushing [ sorting [ cutting or shaping {1 Other (specify) ___

B4 screening ] washing/cleaning O other

Page 1 of 2

-— -



“Operator __QILNL_Q__K&QLLLK‘H—

Project Name —9N\Qs.

Project Location R sl tn'l" . C‘e;ﬂﬂ e g .

- = — -——x ~— “Atts67 and 6570f Z000 amend the Conimonﬁréalth's Municipalities Plannig Code
(MPC) to promote sound Jand use practices and Growing Smarier. Oce of the provisions
m these two new laws 15 the requrrement for all state agencies to consider comprehensive
plans and zomag ordimances when reviewing applications for percutting of :nfrastructure
or facil:ties  Comprehensive plans acd zomung ordinances are defined as county,
municipal, or multi-mumcipal compiehensive plans adopted under the MPC and zoning
crderances adopted under the MPC

o i

DEP requires that you answer the following questions about your perrut applicanon and
submut the questionnaire with your application. For help 1n dejequumng how to answer
some of the questions 1n ‘erms of your individual project, please refer to the Policy for
Consideration of Local Comprehensive Plans and Zoriag Ordirances in DFP Review of
Permats for Faciiities and Infrastructure. (To vicw the policy, visit www.dep state pa.us
DirectLINK DEP Land Use Reviews) You may also contact the District Mining Office

thiat ts haudling your perrma® appiication.

Please answer the following two questions to determue whether you are required to
complete the land use section below: s

1. Is ttus application for gny of the foilowing authonzatioun types, whuich are afZected by
the land use policy?

Coal Surfacc Miaung Permit
Refuse Disposal Permat
Coal Processing

. Coal Underground Mming Permout — surface faclities .
Industrial Mmeral Large Surface Mining Perrmt

| [ndustzal Minerai Small Surface Mining Permut

Industrial Miveral Bluestone Surface Mumng Permat

Indusnal Mineral Underground Mining Permut — surface facihities

: @ YES D NO
2. WAl the project involve new land cevelopment, change the exasting use of the tand, or
change ‘he “footprint” of at existing facility?

YES [] Nno

Ifthe answers 0 both of the above queshons are “YES", you are required to complere the
Land Use Information questions below. If the answers to exther question is “NO", you do
not need to proceed acy further, Include this questiornaire with your permut application.

;-—-.



1 Is there a municipal coruprenenstve plan?

C YES  NO -
2 Is there a county comprehensive plan?
g YES g NO
o o3 Jathere s multi-mumcipaloemulin-eonrty ComprelemsVE PR s
T 0 YES ~ NO
(‘a I5 the proposed pro;ect consistet w:th these plans?
/ g YeS iale
N
(‘s JAre there municipal zoning ardicfices?
~ [ Y&S m-NO

6. Are there jowar municipa: zoning orcznances?
£] YES [ NO

1
the proposed project coWh zorung ordaances?
g YES A0

8. Does the proposed project requare a change or varance o an existing comprehensive
plan or zoning ordinances?
O YES 1 NO

,'I/;) Are any zomng ordinances that are applicable to this project currently subject to any
type of 1956- proceeding?

\OAES ' o NO

10 Fave you obtaned all apphcabie local zoning and bwiding approvals?

\
T

O YES g NO
{1. Will the project involve any of the followag- ®
11.1 as:e unéar DEP’s Land Recyclng Program? Oves ONO
11 2 Reclamaton or re-;mmng of a previously tined site? OYES GNO
11 3 A Keystone Opportunity Zoae, Select Site or Enterprise OYES ONO
Developmen* Area?
, ‘i 4 A designated Grow:h Area? O YES QONO
12 Have local municipal or county 12nd use corrnents beee submitred to the
Department?
0 YES 0 NO

Note: Applicants are encouraged to submit copies of local land use approvals or
other evideuce of compliance with local comprehensive plans and zoning
ordinances.

et



PLANNING AND COMMUNITY

DEVELOPMENT OFFICE
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS Willowbank Office Building DIRECTOR
C CHRIS EXARCHOS, Chanman 420 Holmes Street ROBERT 8 JACOBS
STEVEN G DERSHEM Bellefonte, Pennsylvania 16823-1488
JOHUHNT SAYLOR Telephone (814) 355-6791 ASSISTANT DIRECTOR
FAX (814) 355-8681 CHRISTOPHER M PRICE

wWWW CO cenire pa us
March 1, 2007
Dr. Charles E. Miller, Jr, P G.
PA DEP District Mining Operations
186 Enterprise Drive
Philipsburg, PA 16866

RE Glenn O Hawbaker. Inc - SMP #14070801 - Rush Township,
Centre County

Dear Dr Milter,

The Centre County Planning and Community Development Office received the
above application notice. The Planning Office’s comments are as follows:

This application is located on the 5,758 acre property currently owned by CLOG
and proposed as a landfill site by Resource Recovery, LLC (RR LLC). Atthe
present time, a permit for that landfill has been submitted to PA DEP in
Williamsport for review Mr David W. Garg, P.E Faciities Manager — Waste
Management Division at the PA DEP Williamsport Office 1s in charge of the
permit review

In regards to the mining permit application’s land use information, the following
comments are provided for your review:

Question 1. - Yes, Rush Township Comprehensive Plan 2006
Question 2 — Yes, Centre County Comprehensive Plan 2003

Question 4.—- No, the Rush Township Comprehensive i1s inconsistent with the
Centre County Comprehensive

Question 5 — No, Rush Township. Yes, Snow Shoe Township

b



Question 7. — No, the RR LLC permit application and the Hawbaker Mining
application are inconsistent with the Snow Shoe Township Zoning Ordinance due
the Forest/ Open Space designation and the sole access to the proposed uses
are through Snow Shoe Township The CLOG property Is located within both
Rush and Snow Shoe Townships.

Question 9 — Yes, RR LLC s currently challenging a County Subdtvision and
Land Development ordinance that deals with Developments of Regional
Significance "

Based on the RRLLC permit request, which s on hold pending approval for a
proposed access interchange to 1-80 and a required FHWA NEPA environmental
review and approval, the Planning Office recommends that this mining permit
application be suspended or denied until the above landfill permit 1ssues have
been resolved

Should you have any questions, or require additional information, please call this
office. Thank you

Sincerely,

%ﬁw
obert B Jagobs, AICP

Planning Director

pc. Timothy T. Boyde, County Administrator
Christopher M. Price, AICP, Assistant Director
David W Garg, P E , PA DEP Facilities Manager — Waste Management
file



Exhibit 18



Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection

” UH 186 Enterprise Drive
Philipsburg, PA 16866
August 24, 2007
Moshannon District Office (814) 342-8200

Fax No. (814) 342-8216

Ms. JoAnn Gillette, Coordinator
Pcople Protecting Communitics
P. O. Box 38

Clarence, PA 16829

Re: Small Industnal Mincral Application
Glenn O. Hawbaker, Inc.
Small IM # 14072801
Rush Township, Centre County

Dcar Ms. Gillctte

We have completed our initial review of Glenn O [Hawbaker's small industrial mineral
sandstone mmning application. | am forwarding a copy of the correction letter that we sent (o the
company following that review.

Our review took into account the letter that you submuited in June containing many
comments about the proposed miming and about other proposed development 1n the area.
Although we recognize that your group has many concerns about the proposed landfill and
industrial development, we must limit our review of Hawbaker's application to the issues directly
related to the small mining application. As you can see from our correction letter, we have some
concems about the proposed miming that must be addressed before we consider 1ssuing a permit

The landfill application will he thoroughly revicwed by staff in the Northcentral Regional
Office of DEP. They will be addressing all of the landfill relatcd issues that you raised in your
June letter

We will keep you posted on the progress of the small mdustnal mincral permut review
* once the company responds to our correction letter.

Sincerely,

John P Vamer, Chief
Permit & Techmical Services Section

Encl:
c¢' Michael W, Smlth
Charles Miller
Small IM File
An Lnudd O surfundy Tingtiear W\m-dup.\'ld'u-pﬂ-us oo vy w d Paps {‘—‘:'Ef}
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Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection

186 Enterprise Drive
Philipsburg, PA 16866
May 31, 2007

Moshannon District Office (814) 342-8200

FAX (B14)342-8216

Pat Federinko, P G.
Glenn Q. Hawbaker, Inc
711 East College Avenuc
Pleasant (iap, PA 16823

RE:  Correction Letter
Glenn (). Hawbaker, Inc.
SMP # 14072801, Moshannon Aggregates
Rush Township, Centre County

Dear Pat-

Your application for u Small Industrial Minerals Surface Mining Permit whereby you propose to

bond 5.0 acres on the lands of CLOG, Inc. located in the above-referenced township and county has been
reviewed. We recently had a ficld review completed for this site. To continue processing thts application,
the following 1ssucs must be addressed:

1

Provide a detailed map showing the following items within 1000 feet of the permit streams,
discharges, wetlands, pipclines, surface minc areas, structures/camps, water supplies, location and
identitication of piccometers, and evidence of abandoned underground coal muning,

Because the proposed penmnit is located within coal country and there are AMD discharges in the
area, two averburden holcs in the permint are nceded  These need to be dalled and analyzed to the
proposed total depth. 1f coal is encountered at that bottom depth, the hules should extend to 0.5
feet below the coal. Submit the dritl lugs, overburden analyses, and, 1f needed, alkaline-addition
plan

Why were piezometers emplaced at this site? Provide diagrams, samphing, and information on
each. What is the [requency of sampling al the piezometers?

Because this 18 1n coal country, charactenize the water quality of the reeciving streams. LEstablish
monitoring pomnts and provide at least two background sumples that include coal-permitting
parameters =

Provide two background samples of pomt-source flows, especially the deep-mine discharge that is
approximately 1000 feet off the permit

Inventory private water supplies within 1000 feet of the proposed permit One large camp is
located approximately 800 feet north of the permit. Complete the attached Modules 8.1(A) and
8.2(A) for each.

An Tqual Opportimly Emphoyrs www.dEp.slale.pa.us Prnted on Recycled Paper rg;:.\!)



Gilenn Q. lawbaker

t2

Mar 11. 2007

SMP #14072801, Rush Townslup

10

11.

12.

Will coal be encountered at the proposed site? 1f yes, what will be done with the encountered coal
and how do you propose 10 prevent the formation of AMD?

Will groundwater be encountered? I so, how do you intend to treat it given the small size of this
permit and the depth Lo which you plan 1o go?

Your application indicates that crushing and screening will occur. Wil the daily rate require an
air-quality pcrmit? If so, you need to obtain this permt

Because this is a five-acre permit, benching will be necessary. Will there be adequate room for
supporl, inclwling treatment ponds should thcy be needed?

Previously I notified you of Centre County’s Planning and Community Development Office’s
revicw of your land-usc questionnaire. Their response indicated your proposed permit 1s
inconsistent with the Snow Shoe Township Zoning Qrdinance. Have you addressed this issue?

The aforementioncd decp mine discharge may be hydrogeologically connected (o your propesed
mining. How do you plan to prove or disprove this concemn?

A team of Department staff reviewed this application. The engineering was reviewed by a

ticensed professional engineer or under the responsible charge of a licensed professional engineer. A
licensed professional geolopist reviewed the geology.

eC:

If you have any questions, please contact me at the Moshannon District Office.

Sincerely,

A el % Mol

Dr. Charles E Miller, Jr., P G.
District Mining Operations

Steven C Starncr

Charles Miller

Paul Kephart
eFACTS/Permit Appl Lale

CEM/cav



